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IN REPLY REFER TO:

United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Phoenix District Office
2015 West Deer Valley Road

Phoenix, Arizona 85027

August 1985

Enclosed for your review is the final environmental impact statement (FEIS)
for the Lower Gila South Resource Management Plan (RMP). The draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS) was published in February 1985, and
the 90-day public comment period ended May 2, 1985. Changes based on public
comments and new information have been incorporated into this FEIS and all
portions of the draft, excluding the wilderness supplement, have been
reprinted in order to portray those changes. This FEIS contains the
proposed (preferred) resource management plan, which is a refinement of the
proposed alternative in the draft. The proposed plan is the BLM's proposed

action.

The RMP/EIS will not recommend whether WSAs are suitable or nonsuitable for
inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS). These
recommendations will be reported in the final wilderness EIS for the Lower
Gila South planning area through the Director of the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) to the Secretary of the IntErior and to the President.
Designation of an area as wilderness can only be made by Congress.

With the exception of wilderness recommendations, all parts of this proposed
plan may be protested. A separate wilderness environmental impact statement
is required and will be prepared. Non-wilderness related protests should be
sent to the Director (202), Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Department of
the Interior, 18th and C Streets NW, Washington D.C. 20240, within the
30-day protest period (ending date stamped on title page). Protest
statements should contain the following information:

_ The name, mailing address, telephone number and interest of the person

filing the protest.
_ A statement of the issue being protested.
_ 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.

_ A short concise statement explaining why the BLM State Director's
decision is believed to be wrong.

At the end of the 30-day protest period, the proposed plan, excluding any
portions under protest, shall become the final. Approval shall be withheld
on any portion of the plan under protest until final action has been
completed on such protest. The Final Resource Management Plan and record of
decision will be published in late 1985.

Sincerely, ~

~7:s~
District Manager
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PURPOSE AND NEED

SUMMARY

Consequences

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is under con
gressional mandate to provide for orderly use and develop
ment of the public lands and to preserve the land and its
resources from destruction. The Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) directs BLM to peri
odically inventory the lands and to project present and
future uses in land use plans. These plans, management
framework plans (MFPs) and resource management plans
(RMPs), ensure that public lands are managed on a multi
ple use and sustained yield basis and that the quality of
natural resources is preserved.

Section 603 of FLPMA directs the Secretary of the In
terior to review roadless areas of 5,000 acres or more hav
ing wilderness characteristics, and by 1991 to recommend
to the President the suitability of such areas for preserva
tion as wilderness. Within two years after receiving a
recommendation, the President must send a report to Con
gress. Congress, however, has no time limit for acting on
the President's recommendations.

This RMPIEIS (resource management plan/environ
mental impact statement) analyzes the impacts of imple
menting one of five alternative land use plans or a com
bination of two or more alternative plans for the Lower

-Gila South Planning Area. The five alternatives for the
management of public lands in the Lower Gila South
RMPlEIS Area have been developed and analyzed
through the Resource Management Plan Action Steps
outlined in Appendix 1. The alternatives respond to the
major issues identified early in the planning process.

Each alternative is a land use plan that would provide a
framework within which future, more site-specific deci
sions would be made, such as directing the management in
tensity of various resources, developing activity plans
(grazing management plans, habitat management plans,
recreation management plans, and wilderness area man
agement plans), or issuing rights-of-way, leases, or per
mits. The five alternatives are summarized as follows.

ALTERNATIVES AND THEIR CONSEQUENCES

Proposed Action

This alternative provides for a balanced level of produc
tion while protecting important resource values. The goal
of this alternative is to meet statutory requirements and
policy commitments and to resolve the issues in a manner
that is cost efficient, that is based on sound resource
management and biological principles, and that prevents
any significant impairment of the land's productivity and
products. This alternative analyzes portions of four WSAs
(190,391 acres) and the impacts on other resource values if
these areas were found suitable for wilderness designation.

Vll

The Proposed Action may result in a two percent in
crease (1,376 AUMs) from the current authorized grazing
preference (from 60,524 to 61,900 AUMs).
Long-term increases in available forage would be the result
of new rangeland developments in previously unused or
lightly grazed areas. These developments would cost ap
proximately $371,345 for construction and materials.
Slight improvement in rangeland condition and trend
would occur in the long term as a result of new rangeland
developments, rangeland monitoring studies, and adjust
ments in grazing use when studies indicate a need for
adjustments.

Under this alternative livestock operators would receive
a slight economic benefit. Net revenues and ranch values
would increase slightly for medium and large ranches,
whereas no changes would occur on small ranches.

Wilderness designation of portions of four WSAs
(190,391 acres) would ensure preservation of wilderness
and related cultural, botanical, wildlife, scenic, and recrea
tion values. Wilderness designation would ensure protec
tion of 147,090 acres of desert bighorn sheep habitat and
10,520 acres of desert tortoise habitat. Designation would
also benefit cultural resources because 103,815 acres likely
to contain cultural resources would be protected. Motor
ized vehicle use would be prohibited on 190,391 acres. The
remaining eight WSAs and portions of four proposed
WSAs would be released by Congress from wilderness
study.

The lands program proposes to dispose of 73,123 acres
of isolated parcels of land that are difficult and
uneconomical to manage. In addition, 36,845 acres of
private and state lands proposed for acquisition would
benefit wildlife, botanical, and wilderness values. Designa
tion of 10 utility corridors would be somewhat beneficial
to wildlife, botanical, cultural, and watershed resources by
limiting future disturbance in other areas.

Minerals and energy exploration and development
would be adversely impacted by closing portions of four
WSAs (190,391 acres) to mineral entry, mineral leasing,
and oil and gas leasing. In addition, 199 mining claims
within the four WSAs would be affected by wilderness
designation.

No Action

This alternative is the current management direction,
assuming no changes in policy or funding. It provides a
baseline for comparison with other alternatives. There
would be no areas analyzed for wilderness designation.
Currently, the Lower Gila South RMPIEIS Area lacks
formal management direction established through an ap
proved land use plan.



SUMMARY

Consequences

The No Action alternative would not impact livestock
operations within the RMPlEIS area. No change in stock
ing rates are proposed and livestock grazing would con
tinue at present levels. Current trends in rangeland condi
tion would eventually stabilize. Areas currently overused
by livestock would reduce the ability of the rangeland to
produce forage to sustain present grazing levels. As
palatable forage decreases, so would livestock perfoml
ance. The overall quantity and quality of the vegetation
produced on public lands would remain essentially un
changed on some sites, and in the long term would decline
slightly on others.

The fmancial situation depicted by the typical ranch
budgets is expected to continue. No changes would occur
in ranch values or with the rancher's ability to borrow
operating and long-term capital.

The No Action alternative would have adverse affects
on wildlife habitat values in the long term. NondesignatioJn
of 12 WSAs would reduce the protection of habitat for two
threatened and endangered species (desert bighorn sheep
and desert tortoise). Other wildlife habitat conditions
would continue along existing trends. Wilderness protec
tion for high botanical values within the 12 WSAs would
not occur.

Cultural resources could be adversely impacted in the
long term because they would not be afforded the added
protection of wilderness designation. Surface-disturbing
projects would be allowed in the 12 WSAs.

The lands program would not be impacted by this alter
native. No lands would be proposed for acquisition or
disposal, and all land actions would be handled on a case
by-case basis. No utility corridors would be designated,
and BLM would handle requests for powerlines and pipe
lines on a case-by-case basis.

No impacts to mineral and energy exploration and
development or to ORV use would result from the No
Action alternative.

Resource Production

This alternative emphasizes increased production and
development of resources that would contribute to the
economy of the region. Environmental values would be
protected to the extent required by laws, regulations, and
policies. The issues would be resolved in a manner that
would place highest priority on livestock forage utilization,
leaving all areas open to mineral development and oil and
gas leasing. There would be no areas analyzed for wilder
ness designation.

Consequences

The Resource Production alternative initially reduces
livestock grazing by 10 percent from the authorized graz-
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ing preference (from 60,524 AUMs to 54,315 AUMs). This
would have slight impacts to some livestock operators in
the short term but would not be significant. In the long
term a six percent (4,023 AUMs) increase over the author
ized preference (60,524 AUMs) would result from the im
plementation of eight allotment management plans in
volving 531,400 acres of public land.

Rangeland vegetation would benefit from implementa
tion of the eight AMPs. Initial reductions would improve
vigor of preferred forage plants. In the long term vegeta
tion would improve the most on allotments with AMPs.

This alternative would be financially beneficial to
livestock operators in the medium and large ranch classes.
Long-term losses would result for the small ranch
operators.

Wilderness and associated values could potentially be
degraded without the wilderness designation of the 12
WSAs. Wildlife habitat (desert bighorn sheep, desert tor
toise, and Sonoran pronghorn) would improve slightly on
the eight allotments with implemented AMPs. The degree
of benefit would depend on the contents of the proposed
AMPs. Cultural resources could be adversely impacted in
the long term because they will not be afforded the addi
tional protection provided by wilderness designation.
Surface-disturbing projects could be allowed in the 12
WSAs.

As under the Proposed Action, this alternative proposes
to dispose of 73,123 acres of isolated parcels that are dif
ficult and uneconomical to manage. In addition, acquisi
tion of 22,842 acres of private and state lands would
benefit wildlife and botanical values. Designation of 10
utility corridors would also benefit wildlife, botanical,
cultural, and watershed resources by providing established
routes for new powerlines and pipelines.

All 12 WSAs would remain open for mineral and energy
exploration and development and for ORV use under the
Resource Production alternative.

Resource Protection

The Resource Protection alternative emphasizes protec
tion and enhancement of other resources such as cultural,
botanical, wildlife, and wilderness while implementing a
lower level of livestock grazing. Mineral and energy ex
ploration would be allowed only to the extent that it is
compatible with resource protection. The objectives of this
alternative are to facilitate the improvement and recovery
of wildlife habitat on 16 allotments where wildlife and
livestock compete for forage. Special emphasis would also
be placed on the acquisition of prime mesquite and
saltcedar habitat along the Gila River. Portions of seven
WSAs (326,551 acres) would be analyzed as suitable for
wilderness designation.



Consequences

This alternative would result in significant adverse im
pacts to livestock operators. A 47 percent reduction from
the current authorized grazing preference is proposed
(from 60,524 to 31,914 AUMs). Livestock forage wo~ld

improve significantly in the long term from the red~ctI~n

in livestock use. Improvement would occur most rapIdly ill

areas displaying upward apparent trends in rangeland con
dition and less rapidly in areas with low potential for
vegetation production. Competition between livestock and
wildlife would be reduced through reductions in livestock
grazing use.

Economic impacts to livestock operators would be
adverse under this alternative. Ranch values and net
revenues would be substantially reduced. These reductions
would affect the ability of livestock operators to replace
equipment and pay existing debts.

Wilderness designation of portions of seven WSAs
(326,551 acres) would ensure that wilderness and related
values are protected from surface-disturbing projects. The
remaining five WSAs and portions of the seven WSAs
would be released by Congress from wilderness study.

Wilderness designation of portions of seven WSAs
(326551 acres) would protect 241,170 acres of desert
bigh~rn sheep and 17,570 acres of desert tortoise habitat.
Approximately 45 percent or 145,513 acres likely to con
tain cultural resources would also be protected by
wilderness designation under this alternative. Motorized
vehicle use would be prohibited on portions of the seven
WSAs (326,551 acres).

As under the Proposed Action the lands program pro
poses to dispose of 73,123 acres of isolated parcel~ ,that are
difficult and uneconomical to manage. In addItIon, ac
quisition of 42,505 acres of private and state lands would
benefit wildlife, botanical, cultural, and wilderness values.
The designation of 10 utility corridors would conflict with
about five miles of the Eagletail Mountains WSA.

Minerals and energy exploration and development
would be adversely impacted by closing portions of seven
WSAs (326,551 acres) to mineral entry, mineral leas~g,

and oil and gas leasing. In addition, 666 mining clarrns
within designated wilderness would be affected.

Environmental Protection

This alternative would eliminate livestock grazing in the
Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area and analyzes the impacts
of removing livestock from public lands. All other issues,
except wilderness, would be resolved the same as in the

ix

SUMMARY

Resource Protection alternative. This alternative analyzes
all 12 WSAs (621,931 acres) as suitable for wilderness
designation.

Consequences

Livestock operators would be adversely impacted by
cancellation of all grazing privileges on public lands within
the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area. The livestock in
dustry would lose 60,524 AUMs of livestock forage an
nually. Eliminating livestock grazing in this alternative
would be beneficial to the vegetation resources. Vegetation
would improve in vigor and production. All livestock
wildlife conflicts would be eliminated.

Livestock operators in the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS
area would no longer be able to remain in business under
this alternative. In addition, livestock operators who owe
money on their ranch operations would b,e encumbered
with no income available to repay their debts.

Designating 12 WSAs (621,931 acres) would have short
and long-term beneficial impacts on wilderness and
associated resource values (botanical, cultural, wildlife,
and watershed). Motorized vehicle use would be pro
hibited on 621,931 acres. Some manageability problems
might result from development of nonfederal inholdings
and valid mining claims and motorized vehicle use.

Wildlife habitat would benefit significantly from this
alternative. In addition, 373,850 acres of bighorn sheep
habitat and 46,770 acres of desert tortoise habitat would be
protected from surface-disturbing activities by the designa
tion of 12 WSAs.

Cultural resources would benefit significantly by wilder
ness designation of 12 WSAs. Approximately 218,560
acres likely to contain cultural resources would be pro
tected as a result of this alternative.

The lands program proposes to dispose of 73,123 acres
of isolated parcels that are difficult and uneconomical to
manage. In addition, 47,198 acres of private and state
lands proposed for acquisition would benefit wildlife,
botanical, and wilderness values. The designation of 10
utility corridors under this alternative would result in con
flicts with 59.5 miles of eight WSAs proposed for wilder
ness designation.

This alternative would have significant adverse impacts
on mineral and energy exploration and development by
closing 621,931 acres within 12 WSAs to mineral entry,
mineral leasing, and oil and gas leasing. In addition, 3,152
mining claims within the 12 WSAs would be affected.

Table 2-3, located at the end of Chapter 2 of this docu
ment, summarizes impacts by resource and by alternative.
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CHAPTER 1

PURPOSE AND NEED

INTRODUCTION

The Resource Management Plan (RMP) is designed to
guide and control future management actions and the
development of more detailed and limited scope activity
plans for resources and uses. The activity plans that will be
developed for the Lower Gila South Planning Area will be
site specific and will involve input from other federal, state
and local agencies and the interested public. Activity plans
may be prepared for allotments, wildlife areas, recreation
areas, designated wilderness areas, and for other resources
such as cultural resources and threatened and endangered
species.

Many comments received on the Lower Gila South
RMPlEIS requested more detailed and site-specific data.
This plan was not designed to address site-specific actions
nor the impacts of those actions. The site-specific actions
and impacts will be analyzed in the activity plans and asso
ciated environmental assessments.

The RMP will guide the development of the activity
plans and the implementation of those and other actions in
the planning area.

The Lower Gila South Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMPlEIS) was
prepared to provide a comprehensive framework for
managing and allocating public land and resources in
BLM's Lower Gila South RMPIEIS Area in southwestern
Arizona.

The contents of this RMPlEIS are focused on resolving
key issues that were developed through public input. The
issue identification and public participation phases for this
document began in November 1980 with mailouts and
public meetings and continued through June 1983 when
writing of this document began. (See Chapter 5, Scoping
and Public Participation, for specific details.)

Several statutory or court-ordered requirements will be
met when the decisions proposed in this plan are approved.
As required under Section 603 of the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), this document
analyzes preliminary wilderness suitability recommenda
tions for 12 wilderness study areas (WSAs). The
RMPlEIS will not recommend whether WSAs are suitable
or nonsuitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness
Preservation System (NWPS). These recommendations
will be reported in the fmal wilderness EIS for the Lower
Gila South planning area through the Director of the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to the Secretary of

the Interior and to the President. Designation of an area as
wilderness can only be made by Congress.

On April 18, 1985 U.S. District Court Judge Lawrence
Karlton, for the Eastern District of California, ruled in the
Sierra vs. Watt that mineral estates are to be considered for
wilderness. Certain mineral estate lands were deleted from
wilderness review in 1982 and 1983. The above decision
restores these lands to wilderness study. There were 14,374
acres of these lands within the WSAs studied in the draft
EIS. This fmal EIS incorporates the 14,374 acres in the
WSAs analyzed. Also, one WSA within the planning area
was deleted from wilderness study in 1983, the Sierra
Estrella, and will be studied in a state-wide wilderness EIS
to begin in 1986 and to be completed in 1987. This
RMPlEIS also analyzes alternatives for livestock grazing
on public land, as required under a court-ordered agree
ment based on a 1973 lawsuit fIled against BLM by the
Natural Resource Defense Council (NRDC).

This document will address possible future management
of the area for the next 10 or more years. When necessary,
revisions will be made to the RMP to keep it current with
resource management needs and policies.

SETIING

The Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area is in the Lower
Gila Resource Area in southwestern Arizona. It includes
portions of Maricopa, Pinal, Pima, Yuma, and La Paz
Counties. BLM has management responsibilities on ap
proximately 2,009,232 surface acres and 1,946,485 acres of
subsurface minerals.

The primary economic uses of lands in the RMPlEIS
area are agriculture, livestock grazing, mining, and
recreation.

Except for approximately 63,000 acres along the Fred J.
Weiler Green Belt (Gila River) most of the public lands in
the area are in consolidated blocks. Population centers
include Buckeye, Gila Bend, and Ajo. Phoenix is the ma
jor population center nearest to the RMPlEIS area.

PLANNING PROCESS OVERVIEW

BLM's planning process, as described in 43 CFR 1600,
involves nine action steps and requires using an inter
disciplinary team for the completion of each step. The



1 - PURPOSE AND NEED

Lower Gila South RMP Action Steps listed below are
described in detail in Appendix 1.

1. Inventory Data and Information Collection
2. Identification of Issues
3. Development of Planning Criteria
4. Analysis of Management Situation
5. Formulation of Alternatives
6. Estimation of Effects of Alternatives
7. Selection of the Preferred Alternative
8. Selection of the Resource Management Plan
9. Monitoring and Evaluation

The Lower Gila South RMPlEIS is designed to resolve
three of the five public issues and BLM management con
cerns. The Fred J. Weiler Green Belt issue will be resolved
through a management plan developed in cooperation with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and
Fish Department, and BLM. The wilderness recommenda
tions will be made in the fmal wilderness EIS for the Lower
Gila South area.

The five planning issues (rangeland management,
wilderness, land tenure, utility corridors, and the Fred J.
Weiler Green Belt) were identified based on input from
public land users, assigned BLM interdisciplinary team
specialists, and city, county, state, and other federal
government agencies. These issues were then reviewed by
BLM managers. Responses to the issue identification step
were obtained through public meetings and brochure mail
ings to help identify the five major issues of concern. The
issues have been examined and alternative ways to resolve
the issues have been developed.

ISSUES ANALYZED

Issue 2: Wilderness

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act
(FLPMA) of October 21, 1976, directed BLM to inven
tory, study, and then report to Congress (through the
Secretary of the Interior and the President) the public
lands suitable for inclusion into the National Wilderness
Preservation System (NWPS).

As required by Section 603(a) of FLPMA, this resource
management plan analyzes for wilderness suitability 12
wilderness study areas (WSAs) in the Lower Gila South
RMPIEIS area (Table 1-1 and Map 1-1). For these
WSAs, the RMP will make only preliminary recommenda
tions as to whether they are suitable or nonsuitable for in
clusion in the NWPS. Needed resolutions include:

• Which WSAs or portions of WSAs should be recom
mended to Congress as suitable for inclusion in the
NWPS?

• Which WSAs or portions of WSAs should be recom
mended to Congress as nonsuitable for wilderness
designation?

• How will areas not designated wilderness be managed?
• What are the environmental impacts of nondesigna

tion on wilderness values?

• What identified or potential mineral and energy
resource values could be forgone or adversely af
fected by wilderness designation? .

• What other resource uses or values could be forgone
or adversely affected by wilderness designation?

• What resources will benefit from wilderness designa
tion?

• What are the local social and economic impacts of
designation?

TABLE 1-1
WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS--LOWER GILA SOUTH RMP/EIS

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

A separate final wilderness legislative EIS and
wilderness study report will be prepared as a result of the
RMPlEIS planning effort. These documents will be for
warded to Washington, D.C. for review by the BLM

SOURCE: Phoenix District files

These specific issues resulted from public input at scop
ing meetings, from brochure mailings, from BLM resource
specialists, and input from other government agencies. The
following is a brief description of the issues analyzed in
Chapter 4.

Issue 1: Rangeland Management

The Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area has 48 grazing
allotments on public land. Present rangeland management
actions need to be reviewed in order to balance resource
use opportunities and to aid in stabilizing the livestock in
dustry through management actions. Rangeland develop
ments, level of management, and results of monitoring
studies are needed to improve trends in rangeland condi
tion and/or maintain good rangeland conditions. Resolu
tion of these issues should satisfy the requirement of the
court-ordered agreement between BLM and the Natural
Resource Defense Council (NRDC).
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WSAs

New Water Mountains
Little Horn Mountains West
Little Horn Mountains
Eagletail Mountains
East Clanton Hills
Face Mountain
Si gnal Moun tain
Woolsey Peak
North Maricopa Mountains
South Maricopa Mountains
Butterfield Stage Memorial
Table Top Mountains

TOTAL

Unit Numbers

AZ-02o-l25
AZ-02o-126A
AZ-02o-127
AZ-02o-128
AZ-02o-l29
AZ-02o-l36
AZ-02o-138
AZ-02o-l42/144
AZ-02o-157
AZ-02o-163
AZ-02o-l64
AZ-02o-172

Acreage

40,600
13 ,800
91,930

119,700
36,600
27,575
20,920
73 ,930
75,483
72,004
9,566

39,823

621 ,931
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LOWER GILA SOUTH
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2-125
2-126A
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2-129
2-136
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2-164
2-172
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NEW WATER MOUNTAINS
LITTLE HORN MOUNTAINS WEST
LITTLE HORN MOUNTAINS
EAGLETAIL MOUNTAINS
EAST CLANTON HILLS
FACE MOUNTAIN
SIGNAL MOUNTAIN
WOOLSEY PEAK
NORTH MARICOPA MOUNTAINS
SOUTH MARICOPA MOUNTAINS
BUTTERFIELD STAGE MEMORIAL
TABLETOP MOUNTAINS
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1 - PURPOSE AND NEED

Director and the Secretary of the Interior before the
recommendations in this plan are submitted to the Presi
dent and Congress.

FLPMA requires the Secretary of the Interior to report
his recommendations to the President by October 21,
1991, and the President has until October 21, 1993, to send
his recommendations to Congress. Only Congress can
designate a WSA as wilderness, but Congress has set no
time limit for acting on the President's recommendations.

The analysis of WSAs described in this RMPlEIS result
from the application of BLM's Wilderness Study Policy
(Federal Register, 47:23, February 3, 1982) during the
preparation of the Lower Gila South Management Situa
tion Analysis (MSA). The Wilderness Study Policy
directed BLM to apply certain criteria and quality stand
ards to each WSA to ensure that wilderness suitability
recommendations are (I) based on full consideration of all
multiple resource values of public lands, (2) consistent with
established national policy, and (3) that all interested and
affected members of the public and state and local govern
ments are made aware of the study and given adequate
opportunity to comment and otherwise be involved in the
study process.

Issue 3: Land Tenure Adjustment

Special attention is needed for identified areas where
land ownership patterns pose a problem for proper man
agement of the federal lands. Some land ownership adjust
ments such as exchanges, sales, state selections, and acqui
sitions would be beneficial to the management of wilder
ness, crucial wildlife habitat, and other resources. Special
attention would be given to administrative costs, location,
manageability, and resource values of all areas selected for
land ownership adjustments.

Needed resolutions include (1) which lands should be re
tained in federal ownership, (2) which lands should be
disposed of through either exchange or sale, (3) which
private, state, or federal land exchanges would be used to
consolidate ownership to benefit wilderness, wildlife, and
cultural resources, and (4) where nonfederal surface or
subsurface acreage should be acquired to benefit specific
BLM programs?

Split Estate. The split estate issue is one not confmed to
the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS Area, but is a statewide
problem. Therefore, it is important to identify those areas
where the split estate occurs in order to help facilitate the
statewide program.

Disposal of those federal minerals that underlie either
state or private lands may be accomplished by exchanges
or sales in accordance with Section 209 of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act. Acquisition of the
state or private mineral estates that underlie federal surface
would be accomplished by exchange.
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Issue 4: Utility Corridors

Private and public utility companies and other agencies
need to know where utility corridors would be designated
so they can develop their plans based on known, approved
corridors dedicated primarily for the use and construction
of their structural facilities. Other public land users also
need to know where future powerlines and pipelines will be
located. If WSA boundaries are not adjusted to allow for
utility corridor expansion, there could be conflicts between
five utility corridors and eight WSA boundaries. This
RMPlEIS identifies 10 existing utility rights-of-way that
should be designated to serve as utility corridors and
recommends that each of these corridors be one-mile-wide.
The proposed corridors are (1) EI Paso Natural Gas, (2)
Palo Verde-Devers, (3) San Diego Gas and Electric Inter
connect, (4) Palo Verde-Kyrene, (5) Liberty-Gila Bend, (6)
Gila Bend-Ajo, (7) Santa Rosa-Gila Bend, (8) Tucson
Electric Power, (9) Interstate 8, and (10) Interstate 10
(Map 1-2).

The Interstate 10 corridor, because of resource con
cerns, will have a restriction regarding overhead lines. Due
to the close proximity of important bighorn sheep waters
and lambing grounds north of the Interstate and because
of terrain features north of the Interstate, overhead
transmission lines will not be allowed north of 1-10 be
tween townships 16 W. and 18 W.

Currently there are two communication sites in the
RMPlEIS area, Oatman Mountain west of Gila Bend and
Guadalupe Mountain east of Quartzsite, both of which
have room for expansion. Other potential sites would be
studied on a case-by-case basis, and a communication site
plan would be developed before construction could begin.

Issue 5: Fred J. Weiler Green Belt (Will Not Be
Analyzed In This RMP/EIS)

Approximately 63,000 acres of public land are within
the Fred J. Weiler Green Belt, which extends along the
Gila River from the Sierra Estrella Park on the eastern
edge of the RMPlEIS area boundary to 12 miles west of
Dateland, ArizQna. Following is a brief history of land use
in this area.

Within the area now known as the Green Belt, Public Land
Order 1015 withdrew 6,896 acres of land in 1954 to the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). At this time, the
FWS entered into a cooperative management agreement
with the Arizona Game and Fish Department for these
withdrawn lands. These lands were segregated from all
forms of appropriation under the public land laws, in
cluding the mining laws but not the mineral leasing laws.

In 1970 approximately 63,000 acres were studied and it
was determined that they would be retained under the
Classification for Multiple Use Act of 1964. A classifica
tion for multiple use was placed on the subject lands
segregating the 63,000 acres (Fred J. Weiler Green Belt)
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1 - PURPOSE AND NEED

from appropnatlOn under the public land and mmmg
laws. Mineral leasing, however, was not excluded. The
multiple use classification was established to allow for the
management of wildlife habitat, flood and erosion control,
and recreational values.

Currently there is no management plan for the Fred J.
Weiler Green Belt. BLM will develop a management plan
for the Green Belt in cooperation with the Arizona Game
and Fish Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
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ice. The issues which need to be resolved are (1) how
should the area be managed, (2) are the present boundaries
adequate, (3) are there lands that should be deleted from
the area, (4) are there lands that should be added to the
area, and (5) what uses should be allowed and what uses
restricted or prohibited?

An environmental assessment will be developed and
made available to the public. This issue will not be dis
cussed or analyzed in Chapters 2 and 4 of this document.
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CHAPTER 2

DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION

Chapter 2 describes in detail fIve alternatives, including
the Proposed Action. These alternatives have been
developed to resolve the issues that were identifIed in
Chapter 1. The main purpose of this chapter is to identify
the various combinations of public land uses and resource
management practices that respond to the fIve major plan
ning issues. All the alternatives will be described in relation
to long-term impacts, except where impacts are noted as
short-term. The short term would cover the fIve years after
the filing of the fmal RMP, and the long term would cover
the 25 years following the implementation of an action.
The alternatives are the Proposed Action, No Action,
Resource Production, Resource Protection, and Environ
mental Protection.

THE PROPOSED PLAN

The proposed plan was selected by a team composed of
the District Manager, Area Manager and Resource Spe
cialists. It was reviewed by the State Director. It was se
lected based on (1) issues raised throughout the planning
process, (2) public input received during the 9O-day com
ment period and at meetings, and (3) the environmental
analysis developed on the previously formulated alter
natives in the draft environmental impact statement
(DEIS).

The Proposed Action of this chapter describes the pro
posed management and objectives by issue, the recommen
dations or actions required to obtain those objectives and
the rationale for selecting a particular alternative level.

The Proposed Action of this chapter describes the pro
posed management and objectives by issue, the recommen
dations or actions required to obtain those objectives and
the rationale for selecting a particular alternative level.

HOW THE PROPOSED PLAN WILL BE
IMPLEMENTED AND MONITORED

A record of decision will be issued following publication
of this fmal environmental impact statement on the pro
posed resource management plan (RMP). The record of
decision will include the fmal RMP which will describe the
decisions on all land use issues, except for the wilderness
issue. Wilderness recommendations will be reported in the
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fmal wilderness EIS for the Lower Gila South. The record
of decision will also contain implementation criteria and a
monitoring plan.

The implementation criteria will guide the order in
which projects are implemented. Those criteria will be tied
to the budget process and will be applied annually to deter
mine the projects that will be accomplished fIrst, second,
etc. The monitoring plan will outline monitoring programs
for evaluating the effectiveness of plan proposals such as
forage allocations and wildlife improvements. Monitoring
will determine whether assumptions were correctly applied
and impacts correctly predicted. Monitoring will also help
to establish long-term use and condition trends for the
planning area and will provide valuable information for
future planning.

The record of decision will be the approval authority for
implementing the land use allocations and other actions
contained in the fmal RMP.

ALTERNATIVE FORMULATION

Both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
regulations and the BLM resource management planning
regulations require the formulation of alternatives. Each
alternative represents a complete and reasonable plan to
guide future management of public lands and resources.
One alternative must represent no action, which means a
continuation of present levels of resource use. The other
alternatives must provide a range of choices from resource
protection to resource production.

The basic goal in formulating alternatives is to identify
combinations of public land uses and resource manage
ment practices that respond to the issues.

Alternatives to resolve the fIve issues were formed
around fIve general themes: proposed action, no action,
full multiple use consideration (resource production),
resource protection, and environmental protection (this is
the no livestock grazing alternative with all 12 WSAs
recommended for designation).

Issues dictated the way in which alternatives were for
mulated. Those lands, resources, and programs not af
fected by the resolution of any issue will be managed in the
future essentially as they are at present. Future changes
will be permitted based on a case-by-case analysis and in
accordance with applicable laws, regulations, and policies.



2 - DEseRI PTION OF TH E ALTERNATIVES

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE COMMON TO
ALL ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 2-1
PERENNIAL-EPHEMERAL ALLOTMENT CATEGORIZATION

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Maintain Category

• Sec. 15 grazing leases outside grazing boundary.
•• Ephemeral allotments.
SOURCE: Phoenix District grazing records

Rangeland Monitoring Program. BLM's monitoring
program provides information critical to managing and
refming the grazing program and provides a basis for mak
ing needed adjustments. A rangeland monitoring plan was
prepared in June 1981 and outlines the studies to be con
ducted for each allotment. Detailed monitoring plans have
also been developed for each allotment and are described
in allotment fIles at the Lower Gila Resource Area Office.

On selected perennial-ephemeral allotments, monitoring
studies would include (1) actual yearly livestock use, (2)
forage utilization, (3) trend in rangeland condition, and (4)
precipitation. Monitoring studies on allotments classified
as ephemeral would consist of photopoints at selected key
areas. BLM would also design studies to ensure that wild
life requirements in riparian areas were: being met. Special
emphasis would be placed on monitoring riparian habitat
along the Gila River (Fred J. Weiler Green Belt), as well as
the habitats of federal- and state-listed species which in
clude Sonoran pronghorn, desert bighorn sheep and desert
tortoise.

Grazing Administration. BLM would supervise live
stock grazing throughout the year under all alternatives ex
cept the Environmental Protection alternative where all
livestock would be removed from the public land. Should
livestock trespass be discovered, BLM would have the
unauthorized livestock removed and require the operators
responsible for the trespass to pay for the forage consumed
and damages incurred.

Custodial Category

General Guidance

Areas containing special and/or significant resource
values will be evaluated to detennine if special manage
ment practices are needed. Through these evaluations it
may be necessary to restrict certain uses or designate
Special Management areas.

Rangeland Management

Allotment Categorization. All grazing allotments in the
Lower Gila South RMP lEIS area have been assigned to
two of the three management categories outlined in BLM's
current grazing management policy. See Appendix 12 for a
detailed defmition of the grazing allotment categories.
Except for the Environmental Protection alternative, all
allotments and grazing leases would be categorized as
follows for all alternatives. Categorization for the 22
allotments designated perennial-ephemeral would place 12
allotments in the Maintain category and 10 allotments in
the Custodial category. The remaining 18 ephemeral
allotments and eight Section 15 perennial-ephemeral graz
ing leases would be placed in the Custodial category (see
Table 2-1). The Maintain category allotments generally
would be managed to maintain current satisfactory
resource conditions, and Custodial category allotments
would be managed to prevent resource deterioration.

Categorization for any or all allotments may change
when objectives are met or new conflicts are identified as a
result of monitoring studies.

Rangeland Developments. Proposed developments
would be approved or authorized by one of two methods
under all the alternatives: (1) range improvement permits
or (2) cooperative agreements. A range improvement per
mit authorizes a privately owned project (a corral, fence,
well) that aids in the handling of livestock and is paid for
by the permittee. All developments on public land must
meet the same environmental and engineering standards as
those constructed by BLM (Appendix 13). For a coopera
tive agreement, BLM may fund all or part of the develop
ment and the title remains with the United States. Cooper
ative agreements specify maintenance responsibility and
division of cost and labor between BLM and the permittee.
Developments constructed primarily to benefit resources
other than livestock would be maintained by BLM or non
livestock cooperators through agreement. Under BLM
policy, permittees maintain structural developments such
as fences, wells, troughs, springs, reservoirs, pipelines, and
cattleguards installed primarily to benefit livestock graz
ing. BLM maintains nonstructural developments not as
signed to permittees.
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Beloat
Bighorn
Cameron
Childs
Crowder-Weisser
Eagle Tail

Clem
Conley
Coyote Flat
Gable-Ming
Gila Bend Indians
Hansen
Kirian
Lower Vekol
Ward
Why
Amavisca*
Bagwell·
Bagwell·
Arizona Title & Trust.
C. Hill & J. Palmer.
Jojoba Plantation Prod. Inc .•
K.K. Skousen (Caliente Farms)·
White Wing Ranch Co.·

Hazen
Ranegras Plain
Sentinel
South Vekol
Table Top
Vekol

A Lazy T··
Amavisca*·
Arnold··
Artex**
Dendora Valley··
Gable Peterson••
Gila River Community··
Gillespie··
Hazen Sheppard**
Jagow Kreager··
Layton··
Mariani··
Mumme**
Painted Rock••
Palomas**
Powers Butte**
Sevey··
Stout**



MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

Twenty-two grazing allotments and eight grazing leases
are classified as perennial-ephemeral and are allowed to
graze a base herd on a yearlong basis. Livestock operators
on perennial-ephemeral allotments would be offered
10-year permits that state the number and kind of livestock
and the period of use for each allotment. Flexibility in
livestock numbers could be allowed for years of high or
low forage production, availability of water, early or late
rangeland readiness, and variations in ranching opera
tions. Flexibility would be allowed as long as actual use did
not exceed the initial livestock preference. Additional
livestock use would be authorized by issuing a supplemen
tal grazing permit when such use would not conflict with
management objectives and the perennial vegetation
would not be damaged. Temporary permits for ephemeral
grazing would generally be issued for at least 30 days, and
only if the overall rangeland condition were fair or better.
Grazing authorizations for ephemeral forage on perennial
ephemeral allotments would be issued to qualified appli
cants only if such forage were assured.

The remaining 18 allotments are designated as
ephemeral allotments and are managed in accordance with
the Special Ephemeral Rule (See Appendix 2A, 33 FR 238,
12/7/68). In general, these allotments are grazed three
years intermittently out of 10 years. Grazing use by
livestock is based on 50% of the available and potential
ephemeral forage crop. During dry years when little
ephemeral forage is present, grazing is not authorized on
ephemeral allotments. When wet years occur and it is
determined by an authorized officer that enough forage is
available for both wildlife and livestock, grazing may be
authorized on a case-by-case basis and would be subject to
management requirements.

Protected Plants

Before construction or soil-disturbing activities are
allowed, BLM conducts site evaluations for protected
plants. If possible, projects are located to avoid impacts to
large numbers of protected plants or their habitats. Where
significant impacts to protected plants are possible, plants
are salvaged and transplanted or the project is abandoned.
BLM notifies the Arizona Commisjiion of Agriculture and
Horticulture 30 days in advance of actions that would af
fect plants protected under the Arizona Native Plant law
(Arizona, State of, 1981).

Wilderness Resources

All 12 wilderness study areas will continue to be man
aged in compliance with BLM's Interim Management
Policy (BLM, (revised) July 12, 1983) until wilderness
suitability recommendations are reviewed and acted on by
Congress. Areas being studied for wilderness will be
managed to meet the nonimpairment standard. In cases
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where valid mining rights occur, areas would be managed
to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation of the land.

Public land within areas added by Congress to the Na
tional Wilderness Preservation System would be managed
in compliance with BLM's Wilderness Management Policy
and the Wilderness Act of 1964. Site-specific wilderness
management plans would be developed for such areas
within two years after designation by Congress.

WSAs reviewed by Congress but not added to the Na
tional Wilderness Preservation System would be managed
in accordance with applicable guidance provided by the
approved Lower Gila South RMP.

Copies of BLM's Interim Management Policy, Wilder
ness Management Policy, and the Wilderness Act of 1964
are available to the public at the Phoenix District Office.

Land Tenure

Lower Gila Resource Area processes a variety of land
actions in the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area-rights
of-way, communication sites, easements, permits, and
unauthorized occupancy. All land cases would continue to
be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Communication site
plans will be developed on all existing sites and will be
prepared prior to any new site approval or development.

A. The main methods of disposal will be through sales
(FLPMA, Section 203) or exchanges (FLPMA, Section
206) or both. Other forms of disposal such as Recreation
and Public Purpose (R&PP) would also be appropriate
forms of disposal.
B. In addition to the above disposal criteria, all public
lands within the RMPlEIS area (with the exception of
public lands that are withdrawn, classified, under wilder
ness study, or designated as wilderness) will be available
for disposal to accommodate the following actions:

1. State exchanges - these exchanges will allow the
BLM to acquire lands that will help support wildlife,
wilderness, recreation values on the public lands. It
will also reduce costs and improve public land man
agement and allow the State and BLM to develop a
better land ownership pattern.

2. State in-lieu selections - these selections need to
occur in order for the U.S. to pay its land debt to the
State of Arizona.

3. Special legislation that calls for the disposition of
public lands - these programs are Congressionally
mandated and usually have short time-frames in
which to accomplish the work.

In all three types of actions it must be determined that the
action is in the public's interest. This will be done through
the required site-specific Environmental Assessment/Land
Report.
All lands not identified for disposal will be retained unless
needed to accommodate the above mentioned actions.
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C. Lands to be acquired by BLM primarily through ex
changes should:

1. facilitate access to public lands and resources,

2. maintain or enhance public uses and values,

3. facilitate implementation of other aspects of the
Lower Gila South RMP, and

4. provide for a more manageable land ownership
pattern.

Cultural Resources

BLM is mandated by Congress to play a stewardship
role in the preservation of cultural values on public land.
BLM would continue to manage cultural resources for
their cultural values. Certain significant sites or areas may
be protected and preserved for future use as funds become
available.

The following measures apply to all actions in the
RMPlEIS area involving ground disturbance or transfer
of title. Before proposals involving surface disturbance or
transfer of title are approved, site-specific cultural resource
evaluations will be completed within areas which have not
been previously evaluated for cultural remains. A Class I
literature review, as well as a Class III intensive field inven
tory or an adequate Class II sample survey will be con
ducted as appropriate (BLM Manual 8111).

BLM in consultation with the Arizona State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) has developed a Memoran
dum of Agreement (MOA) which permits an adequate
Class II cultural inventory on BLM lands proposed for ex
change with the state, instead of an intensive Class III in
ventory. If any historic or archaeological properties are
found, their eligibility for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places will be determined in consulta
tion with the SHPO (36 CFR 1204). Whenever feasible
BLM will avoid impacts to cultural resources by redesign
ing or relocating the project. If impacts: are unavoidable,
BLM will consult with the SHPO to develop mitigating
measures to reduce or eliminate adverse impacts to cultural
resources. BLM will consult with the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation as appropriate in accordance with 36
CFR 800. In addition, BLM will consult with appropriate
Native American groups which have aboriginal or historic
ties to lands within project areas concerning known areas
of traditional cultural and/or religious significance. Im
pacts to cultural resources will be mitigated before project
construction begins. If buried cultural remains are found
during construction, the construction will stop and BLM
will be notified. BLM Manual 8141 (Arizona Supplement)
provides details on agency-specific guidelines for both
long-term and interim physical and administrative protec
tion of cultural resources. These measures will ensure com
pliance with the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.
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Fire Management

The Phoenix District has developed a fue plan that is
designed to manage fues as they occur in all areas of the
district. The plan identifies areas suitable for prescribed
bums, modified suppression areas, intensive control areas,
and rehabilitation measures. Objectives are to maintain
desired plant communities, recycle nutrients, and prepare
seed beds.

Minerals

Private industry is encouraged to explore and develop
federal minerals to satisfy national and local needs. This
policy provides for economically arid environmentally
sound exploration, extraction, and reclamation practices.
Public lands are open and available for mineral explora
tion and development unless withdrawn or administrative
ly restricted. Mineral development may occur along with
other resource uses.

Locatable Minerals. Exploration and development in
the RMPlEIS area would continue to be administered in
accordance with existing surface and mineral management
regulations (43 CFR 3809 and CFR 3802).

Saleable Minerals. Demand for saleable minerals would
be met by sales or free-use permits on a case-by-case basis.

Leasable Minerals. Leasable minerals would be man
aged under the leasing regulations.

Recreation Program

Although recreation in the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS
area was not identified as a major issue, the impacts to
recreation use will be analyzed in this document as they
relate to the wilderness issue.

The recreation program will continue to participate in
environmental assessments and resource activity plans in
order to address and mitigate impacts on recreation
resources. Visual resource management, management of
off-road vehicle (ORY) use, and other recreation resource
management will continue as recreation programs. Public
lands in the planning area have not been designated as
open, limited, or closed to ORVs.

Off-Road Vehicle Use. Limitations on or closure of
public lands to motorized off-road vehicle use will be
established for specific roads, trails, or areas where prob
lems are identified. The following criteria would be consid
ered before restricting or closing any area to ORV use.

• the need to promote user enjoyment and minimize use
conflicts;

• the need to minimize damage to soil, watershed,
vegetation, or other resource values;
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• the need to minimize harassment of wildlife or signifi
cant degradation of wildlife habitats; and

• the need to promote user safety.

Wilderness areas established by Congress in the Lower
Gila South area would be closed to motorized vehicle use.

The Lower Gila Resource Area's recreation program
will continue to, prepare environmental assessments and
ORV races will be permitted as appropriate.

Visual Resource Management. Visual resources will
continue to be evaluated as a part of activity and project
planning and areas not presently designated according to
BLM Visual Resource Management Classification will be
designated in the future. These evaluations would consider
the significance of a proposed project and the visual sensi
tivity of the affected area. Stipulations are to be attached
as appropriate to assure compatibility of projects with
management objectives for visual resources.

Visual resources were not identified as an issue in the
Lower Gila South EIS/RMP, therefore, visual resource
management (VRM) classes for all public lands in the area
have not been established. On BLM-administered lands in
Arizona where classes have not been established, the lands
will be managed as VRM Class III. All wilderness study
areas are managed as VRM Class II and designated wilder
ness areas as VRM Class I.

VRM classes, their objectives, and required manage
ment practices are as follows.

Class I Class I provides primarily for natural ecolog
ical changes only. It is applied to primitive
areas, some natural areas, and similar situa
tions where management activities are to be
restricted.

Class II Changes in any of the basic elements (form,
line, color, or texture) caused by a manage
ment activity should not be evident in the
characteristic landscape.

Class III Changes in the basic elements caused by a
management activity may be evident in the
characteristic landscape, but the changes
should remain subordinate to the visual
strength of the existing character.

Class IV Changes may subordinate the original com
position and character but must reflect what
could be a natural occurrence within the char
acteristic landscape.

Class V Change is needed. This class applies to areas
where the naturalistic character has been
disturbed to a point where rehabilitation is
needed to bring it back into character with the
surrounding countryside. This class would
apply to areas identified in the scenery eval
uation in which the quality class has been re
duced because of uni;tcceptable intrusions. It
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should be considered an interim short-term
classification until one of the other objectives
can be reached through rehabilitation or en
hancement. The desired visual quality objec
tive should be identified.

Wildlife Program

BLM's wildlife program in the Lower Gila South
RMPIEIS area 'was not identified as a major issue.
Wildlife objectives will continue to be analyzed in en
vironmental assessments or resource activity plans to en
sure the consideration of wildlife needs and values and to
mitigate any adverse impacts to wildlife habitat. BLM
would continue to place wildlife escape ramps in water
troughs and construct or maintain new wildlife waters in
coordination with state and other federal agencies and
according to the following specifications.

1. New livestock waters to be located within two miles
from crucial tortoise habitat and/or crucial desert big
horn sheep habitat will be analyzed on a case-by-case
basis to determine potential impacts. Significant im
pacts will be mitigated with appropriate stipulations
on site relocation.

2. Before installing facilities, BLM will conduct a site
evaluation for state-protected animals and will
develop mitigation to protect these species and their
habitats. Such mitigation might include project reloca
tion, redesign, or abandonment.

3. BLM will initiate formal Section 7 consultation with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on all actions that
may affect federal listed threatened and endangered
species or it's critical habitat as required by the En
dangered Species Act of 1973 as amended.

4. During construction of rangeland developments,
vehicles will use existing roads and trails wherever
possible for access to sites. Where feasible or where no
roads exist, vehicles will travel cross-country to avoid
the need for road building. Where new roads must be
built, roadbeds will be no wider than needed for
reliable access; BLM specifications will also be used to
reduce erosion and gullying.

5. During construction of all rangeland developments,
surface resources will be disturbed as little as possible.
After construction, disturbed surfaces will be restored
to a natural condition as far as is practicable.

6. Fences proposed in big game habitat will be designed
to reduce adverse impacts to big game movement.
Specifications in BLM Manual 1737 and in local BLM
directives will be used. BLM will consult with the
Arizona Game and Fish Department on the design and
location of new fences.
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7. Where existing fences in big game habitat do not meet
BLM specifications, they will be modified according
to BLM Manual 1737 when they are scheduled for re
placement or major maintenance.

8. As a general practice, new roads will not be bladed for
use in fence construction. Vehicles will travel over
land, or fences will be built by hand.

9. All livestock waters will provide safe, usable water for
wildlife. As funding and opportunities permit, existing
facilities will be modified for safe wildlife use. The
following standards apply to design and modification
of livestock waters.

• The above-ground height of livestock troughs and
tanks will not exceed 20 inches. BLM will install
wildlife escape ladders in each facility and provide
ramps for small bird and mammal access. Storage
tanks will have either a metal or floating vinyl cover
to reduce evaporation and prevent wildlife from
drowning.

• Ground-level wildlife water developments will be
established on livestock waters where feasible. An ex
closure of three to seven acres containing the water
source, storage, and related riparian habitat will be
built to exclude livestock. Where terrain permits,
livestock water will be provided at least 0.25 miles
outside of the fenced exclosure.

• Developed spring storage and adjacent riparian
habitat will be fenced to exclude livestock.

• Where practical, water troughs and tanks will be kept
full year-round to provide a continuous water supply
for wildlife.

10. Domestic sheep grazing would not be allowed on
allotments containing bighorn sheep habitats to avoid
transmittal of diseases.

II. BLM will initiate a cooperative Habitat Management
Plan with Arizona Game and Fish Department to ad
dress critical wildlife habitat needs in the Lower Gila
South Planning Area.

Woodcutting Permits

The Lower Gila Resource Area would continue to issue
woodcutting permits on a case-by-case basis.

PROPOSED ACTION

The Proposed Action provides for a balanced level of
production while protecting important resource values.
The goal of this alternative is to meet statutory re
quirements and policy commitments and to resolve the
issues in Chapter 1 in a manner that is cost efficient, is
based on sound management and biological principles,
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prevents any significant impairment of the land's produc
tivity, and protects the wilderness values on 190,391 acres.

Rangeland Management Issue

Level of Grazing Management. The Proposed Action's
grazing management objectives would be to maintain
ecological rangeland condition currently in good to ex
cellent condition and to improve those areas in poor to fair
condition. BLM would not initially adjust livestock
numbers on the 22 perennial-ephemeral allotments and
eight perennial-ephemeral grazing leases. Authorized graz
ing use on the perennial-ephemeral allotments would re
main at 60,524 AUMs on 1,592,278 acres. In addition,
supplemental permits could be issued if sufficient
ephemeral forage were known to exist and there were no
conflicts with other resources. The remaining 18 allot
ments are designated as ephemeral allotments and do not
have grazing preferences (AUMs) attached to them (Ap
pendix 2). The 18 ephemeral allotments (416,954 acres)
would continue to be administered in accordance with the
Special Ephemeral Rule (Federal Register, Vol. 33, No.
238, December 7, 1968) (See Appendix 2 and 2A).

Rangeland Developments. Objectives for new range
land developments would be to improve livestock distribu
tion and the trend in rangeland condition. Improvement
and maintenance of the rangeland would be accomplished
through the construction of new rangeland developments
(see Table 2-2) and through livestock adjustments if
needed. Environmental assessments for specific develop
ments would be prepared and approved before imple
mentation to assure that all resources are adequately
considered. The following rangeland developments would
be constructed to implement the Proposed Action: 47
miles of fence, 10 reservoirs, and seven wells. Total cost of
construction of these rangeland developments would
amount to approximately $371,345. Procedures for
authorizing and maintaining rangeland developments are
discussed in this chapter under M,magement Guidance
Common to All Alternatives.

Rangeland Monitoring. The Lower Gila Monitoring
Plan (on fIle at the Lower Gila Resource Area Office)
would provide guidance for all allotments to be monitored
in the RMPIEIS area. Needed adjustments in livestock
numbers would be based on the results of up to five years
of rangeland monitoring data. Upward adjustments would
only be authorized if five years of monitoring showed a
sustained yield of forage production and only if other
resources were considered. If monitoring shows that a
reduction is needed, the adjustment would be implemented
over a five-year period through a signed agreement or by a
decision (see Management Guidance Common to all Alter
natives-Rangeland Monitoring Section). Monitoring will
be more intensive on Maintain allotments and allotments
indicating high browse use, as well as crucial Sonoran



TABLE 2-2
PROPOSED RANGELAND DEVELOPMENTS

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

PROPOSED ACTION

PROPOSED ACTION
Allotment

Number Name Category Reservoirs
Wells

(Equipped)
Fence
(Miles)

3007
3009
3013
3016
3017
3018
3020
3022
3028
3032
3035
3039
3042
3046
3047
3053
3076
3080
3083
3085
3086
3091

Beloat
Bighorn
Cameron
Childs
Clem
Conley
Coyote Flat
Crowder-Weisser
Eagle Tail
Gable-Ming
Gila Bend Indians
Hansen
Hazen
Kirian
Ranegras Plain
Lower Vekol
Sentinel
South Vekol
Table Top
Vekol
Ward
Why

TOTALS

Maintain
Maintain
Maintain
Maintain
Custodial
Custodial
Custodial
Maintain
Maintain
Custodial
Custodial
Custodial
Maintain
Maintain
Maintain
Custodial
Maintain
Maintain
Maintain
Maintain
Custodial
Custodial

1

2

2
1

1

1

1
1

10

1
1

1
1

1

1

1

7

15
7
5

7

13

47

RESOURCE PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE
Allotment

Number Name Category Reservoirs
Wells

(Equipped)
Fence
(Miles)

3007
3009
3013
3016
3017
3018
3020
3022
3028
3032
3035
3039
3042
3046
3047
3053
3076
3080
3083
3085
3086
3091

Beloat
Bighorn
Cameron
Childs
Clem
Conley
Coyote Flat
Crowder-Weisser
Eagle Tail
Gable-Ming
Gila Bend Indians
Hansen
Hazen
Kirian
Ranegras Plain
Lower Vekol
Sentinel
South Vekol
Table Top
Vekol
Ward
Why

TOTALS

Maintain
Maintain
Maintain
Maintain
Custodial
Custodial
Custodial
Maintain
Maintain
Custodial
Custodial
Custodial
Maintain
Maintain
Maintain
Custodial
Maintain
Maintain
Maintain
Maintain
Custodial
Custodial

2

2
2
1

1
1
1

1

1

12

1
1
1

1
2

1

1
1
1

10

15
7
5

12

5

10

13

67
SOURCE: Phoenix District grazing files
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pronghorn, desert tortoise and bighorn sheep habitat and
less intensive on Custodial allotments.

At a minimum, the monitoring studies would include ac
tual yearly livestock use, forage utilization, trend in
rangeland condition, and precipitation data. Actual
livestock use figures supplied by the operators would be
the foundation for grazing management adjustments.
Rangeland specialists would evaluate condition and trend
studies every three to five years to determine if conditions
were improving, declining, or stable. Trend would be
measured using plant frequency and cover data, and this
data would be correlated to rangeland condition and com
pared with previous years' figures. BLM would also design
studies to ensure that wildlife habitat management objec
tives were being met. Special emphasis would be placed on
monitoring approximately 63,000 acres of riparian habitat
along the Gila River (Green Belt).

Implementation. BLM would begin thorough consulta
tion with livestock operators, affected landowners, and
federal, state, and local agencies after completion of the
fmal RMPlEIS.

After the filing of the final RMPlEIS, BLM would
prepare a burro capture plan in consultation with ap
propriate government agencies and interest groups. All
burros would be removed from the Painted Rock Reser
voir area. Details for the burro capture program would be
outlined in a herd management area plan (HMAP).

Normally a five-year monitoring period is required
before any adjustments in livestock numbers are im
plemented. However, if two or three years of monitoring
data, solely or in combination with the rangeland inven
tory data, indicate a change is necessary, adjustments
would be implemented through a decision or by an agree
ment issued by the Lower Gila Resource Area Manager.

Wilderness Issue

The Proposed Action analyzes as wilderness portions of
the New Water Mountains, Eagletail Mountains, Woolsey
Peak, and Table Top Mountains WSAs (totaling 190,391
acres). Should these areas be designated wilderness, they
would be managed to preserve their naturalness, solitude,
and primitive recreation opportunities in accordance with
BLM's Wilderness Management Policy and the Wilderness
Act of 1964. A wilderness management plan would be
developed and implemented for each area following
wilderness designation by Congress.

Eight entire WSAs and portions of the four remaining
WSAs would not be designated wilderness. The lands not
designated (431,540 acres) would be released from the
wilderness review process. After release by Congress, these
lands would be managed according to provisions in the ap
proved Lower Gila South RMP and would return to other
multiple use management (see Glossary). Suitable and
nonsuitable acreage for each WSA and the surface and

-16-

mineral rights recommended for acquisition through land
exchange are described in Table 2-3.

Acquisition through land exchange of 2,643 acres of sur
face and mineral lands and 561 acres of nonfederal mineral
rights within the Eagletail Mountains WSA would facil
itate wilderness management and enhance wilderness and
related values. Acquisition of nonfederal mineral estate
would allow BLM-administered surface lands above such
parcels to be incorporated into the proposed wilderness.

Land Tenure Issue

Disposal (Exchange or Sale). Approximately 73,123
acres of public land within the RMP lEIS area have been
proposed for disposal. Most. of these lands are isolated
parcels that are difficult and uneconomical to manage.
Additionally, some of these parcels are well suited for
community expansion, agricultural development, and
management by the Arizona State Land Department.
These characteristics meet the disposal criteria described in
Section 203 and 206 of Federal Land Policy and Manage
ment Act(FLPMA).

Lands recommended for disposal would be retained if
significant resource values were found. These determina
tions would be made during the development of the envi
ronmental assessment and land report that is required on
every disposal action.

These lands would be made available through state and
private exchanges and sales (including recreation and
public purpose patents and state selections). Land ex
changes would be the preferred method of disposal.

Appendix 3 shows the legal description of those lands
that are proposed for disposal. Table 2-4 shows a sum
mary of recommended disposal lands by alternative.

Acquisition. Approximately 36,845 acres of nonpublic
lands have been identified for acquisition. Acquisition of
these lands would benefit wildlife, botanical, wilderness,
and multiple use values. Appendices 4 through 8 list the
benefiting resource programs and the legal descriptions of
the lands to be acquired. Table 2-5 shows a summary of
acres recommended for acquisition by alternative and the
benefiting resource or program.

Split Mineral Estate. The split mineral estate problem
must be resolved by a statewide program. In the Lower
Gila South RMPlEIS area there are approximately 23,645
acres of federal minerals that underlie either state or
private lands and approximately 112,160 acres of federal
surface estate where the underlying minerals are owned by
either state or private interests. This situation causes con
fusion and creates problems with the individual or agency
owning or managing the surface estate. Therefore, it is
recommended that BLM acquire approximately 112,160
acres of state and private mineral estate and dispose of ap
proximately 23,645 acres of federal minerals that underlie
state or privately owned surface estates. The mineral estate



WSA

PROPOSED ACTION

TABLE 2-3
WSA RECOMMENDATIONS BY ALTERNATIVE

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Public Land Acres Recommended Land Acquisition*
Suitable Nonsuitable Surfsce and Mineral
Acres Acres Mineral Ownership Estate Only

PROPOSED ACTION

New Water Mountains 24,200 16,400 0 0
Little Horn Mountains West 0 13 ,800 0 0
Little Horn Mountains 0 91.930 0 0
Eag1etai1 Mountains 70,791 48,909 2,643 561
East Clanton Hills 0 36.600 0 0
Face Mountain 0 27,575 0 0
Signal Mountain 0 20,920 0 0
Woolsey Peak 61,000 12,930 0 0
North Maricopa Mountains 0 75.483 0 0
South Maricopa Mountains 0 72,004 0 0
Butterfield Stage Memorial 0 9,566 0 0
Table Top Mountains 34,400 5,423 0 0

TOTALS 190,391 431,540 2.643 561
NO WILDERNESS/NO ACTION

New Water Mountains 0 40,600 0 0
Little Horn Mountains West 0 13,800 0 0
Little Horn Mountains 0 91,930 a a
Eagletail Mountains 0 119.700 0 a
East Clanton Hills 0 36,600 0 0
Face Mountain a 27,575 0 0
Signal Mountain a 20,920 0 0
Woolsey Peak a 73,930 a a
North Maricopa Mountains 0 75.483 0 0
South Maricopa Mountains 0 72.004 0 0
Butterfield Stage Memorial 0 9,566 0 0
Table Top Mountains 0 39,823 0 0

TOTALS 0 621,931 0 0
ENHANCED WILDERNESS ALTERNATIVE

New Water Mountains 24,200 16,255 0 0
Little Horn Mountains West 0 13 .800 0 0
Little Horn Mountains 50,460 41.470 440 520
Eagletail Mountains 90,261 29,439 2,643 1,601
East Clanton Hills 0 36,600 0 a
Face Mountain 26.390 1.185 0 0
Signal Mountain 0 20,920 0 0
Woolsey. Peak 61,000 12,930 0 0
North Maricopa Mountains 39,840 35,643 0 a
South Maricopa Mountains 0 72.004 0 0
Butterfield Stage Memorial 0 9,566 0 0
Table Top Mountains 34.400 5,423 0 0

TOTALS 326,551 295.380 3,083 2,121
ALL WILDERNESS ALTERNATIVE

New Water Mountains 40,600 0 a 225
Little Horn Mountains West 13 .800 a (40) 1.140
Little Horn Mountains 91.930 0 1.360 1,500
Eagletail Mountains 119,700 0 4,836 2,635
East Clanton Hills 36,600 0 0 40
Face Mountain 27,575 0 0 0
Signal Mountain 20,920 0 0 1,280
Woolsey Peak 73,930 a a 0
North Maricopa Mountains 75,483 0 (160) 4,830
South Maricopa Mountains 72 ,004 0 0 684
Butterfield Stage Memorial 9.566 0 0 0
Table Top Mountains 39.823 0 0 1,855

TOTALS 621.931 0
* All parcels recommended for acquisition through exchange

except parcels in parentheses that are privately owned.
SOURCE: Phoenix District Office files
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6.396 14.189
are State of Arizona lands,
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to be acquired is shown in Appendix 9, and the mineral
estate to be disposed of is shown in Appendix 10.

Utility Corridor Issue

Over the past 10 years there has been an increase in ma
jor utility systems within the RMP lEIS area. This increase
is largely because of the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating
Station (PVNGS) that lies in the northeastern portion of
the area. Because ownership of the PVNGS is divided
among Arizona, California, New Mexico, and Texas utili
ty companies, there is a need for transmission systems to
accommodate the out-of-state owners. Other interstate
systems include two interstate highways and oil and gas
elines. Along with the interstate systems there are also
various intrastate systems that affect the RMP lEIS area.

In order to accommodate the existing systems and pro
vide for the orderly development of future systems, the
Proposed Action would designate 10 corridors (each one
mile-wide) (see Map 1-2). This WC' 'ld provide space for
construction of future utility projects and allow for mul
tiple occupancy by compatible users. Section 503 of
FLPMA authorizes the formal designation of utility
corridors.

be authorized by either cooperative agreements or range
improvement permits on a case-by-case basis as needed to
facilitate livestock management.

Implementation. Since existing grazing management
would continue, a specific implementation of this alter
native would not be required. BLM would develop a wild
burro capture plan to remove all existing burros from the
Painted Rock Reservoir Herd Management Area.

Wilderness Issue

No designated BLM wilderness areas currently exist in
the RMP lEIS area. Under the No Action alternative none
of the 12 WSAs would be analyzed for designation as
wilderness. All 621,931 acres (Table 2-3) would be man
aged under multiple use management principles with no
wilderness restrictions. Subsequent management actions
would be guided by laws, regulations, BLM policy, and the
approved Lower Gila South RMP. This alternative repre
sents the No Wilderness alternative required by BLM Wil
derness Study Policy.

Land Tenure Issue

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action alternative is the current management
direction, assuming no changes in policy or funding, and it
provides a baseline for comparison with the other alter
natives. Currently, the Lower Gila South RMPIEIS area
lacks formal management direction established through
approved land use plans.

Disposal (Exchange or Sale). No lands would be pro
posed or offered for disposal. This in effect would require
the retention of all public lands in the RMP lEIS area and
no change of ownership pattern would occur (see Table
2-4).

TABLE 2-4
SURFACE ACREAGE SUITABLE FOR DISPOSAL BY ALTERNATIVE
Bureau of Land Management) Phoenix District, Arizona

Rangeland Management Issue Proposed No Resource Resource Environmental
Action Action Production Protection Protection

Benefiting Resource Proposed No Resource Resource Environmental
o. P.og.sm Action Action Production P.otection P.otection

TABLE 2-5
ACREAGE SUITABLE FOR ACQUISITION BY ALTERNATIVE

Bureau of Land liansgement. Phoenix District I Arizona

Acquisition. Lands would not be acquired under this
alternative. There would be no change in ownership pat
tern, and no areas would be acquired for resource
enhancement (see Table 2-5).

SOURCE: Phoenix District maps and files

6,396
17,840

2,440
20,642

73,123

3,083
16,340

2,440
20,642

73,123

o
2,200

o
20,642

73,123

2,643
11,120

2,440
20,642

o

SOURCE: Phoenix District files

Wilde.ness
Wildlife
Botanical
lfultiple Use

73,123Level of Grazing Management. Under the No Action
alternative, yearlong grazing would continue on 1,592,278
acres of public lands on 22 perennial-ephemeral allotments
and eight perennial-ephemeral custodial leases. Livestock
numbers would continue to be authorized on the
perennial-ephemeral allotments and leases up to the pres
ent active preference of 60,524 animal unit months
(AUMs). The remaining 18 ephemeral allotments involv
ing 416,954 acres of public land would continue to be
managed in accordance with the Special Ephemeral Rule.
These allotments do not produce enough perennial forage
on a sustained yield basis to issue yearlong grazing permits.
On the perennial-ephemeral allotments, supplemental per
mits could be issued for ephemeral forage if the forage
were known to exist and ephemeral grazing did not conflict
with other resources.

Rangeland Developments. BLM would not construct
new rangeland developments and would not maintain ex
isting developments. Operator-built developments would
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Split Mineral Estate. There would be no changes pro
posed in the mineral ownership pattern in the RMPlEIS
area.

Utility Corridor Issue

This alternative would not propose designation of utility
corridors for powerline and pipeline construction. Rights
of-way applications would be considered on a case-by-case
basis.

RESOURCE PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE

This alternative emphasizes increased production and
development of resources that would contribute to the
economy of the region. Environmental values would be
protected to the extent required by laws, regulations, and
policies. The issues would be resolved in a manner that
would place highest priority on livestock forage utilization,
leaving all areas open to mineral development and oil and
gas leasing.

Rangeland Issue

Level of Management. Grazing management objectives
for this alternative would be the same as the Proposed Ac
tion. As a result of this alternative, areas currently
underutilized would become available for livestock grazing
by the construction of new rangeland developments.

BLM would initially authorize 54,315 AUMs (a 10 per
cent reduction from the current authorized preference of
60,524 AUMs) on the 30 perennial-ephemeral allotments
and leases, based on the 1980-1981 rangeland inventory
survey (see Appendix 11). Allotment management plans
(AMPs) would be developed on eight allotments (see Table
2-6) where potential exists for improving livestock
distribution and trends in rangeland condition on approx
imately 531,400 acres of public land. The 18 ephemeral
allotments would not change current grazing management
and would continue to be managed in accordance with the
Special Ephemeral Rule published in the December 1968
Federal Register.

TABLE 2-6
PROPOSED ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLANS (AMPs)

UNDER RESOURCE PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE
Bureau of Lsnd Management, Phoenix District, Arizons

Allotment Allotment Allotment Allotment
Number Name Number Name

3007 Beloa t 3046 Kirian
3009 Bighorn 3076 Sentinel
3013 Cameron 3080 South Vekol
3016 Clem 3083 Table Top

SOURCE: Phoenix District files
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RESOURCE PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE

Rangeland Developments. As in the Proposed Action,
management objectives under the Resource Production
alternative would be to improve livestock distribution and
trend in rangeland condition through the proper placement
and construction of new rangeland developments. Devel
opments proposed in this alternative would also accommo
date increased numbers of livestock, if monitoring data in
dicated that increases were justified. Implementation of
the Resource Production alternative would entail the
following rangeland development: 67 miles of fence, 12
reservoirs, and 10 wells (Table 2-2). Total cost of construc
tion of these rangeland developments would amount to
23,045. Procedures for authorizing and maintaining
rangeland developments would be the same as those listed
in the Proposed Action.

Rangeland Monitoring. Detailed monitoring plans
would be developed for each allotment scheduled for an
allotment management plan (AMP). These plans would
assess the effectiveness of the rangeland developments and
grazing treatments. At a minimum, monitoring data for
the perennial-ephemeral allotments would include actual
use, forage utilization, trend in rangeland conditions, and
precipitation data. Ephemeral allotments would be
monitored through photo-points (photographs taken every
other year at the same location). BLM would coordinate
monitoring plans with allottees, other interested parties
(universities), and other state and federal agencies.

Implementation. Implementing this alternative would
require up to five years of monitoring before actual ad
justments in livestock numbers would be made. Total
AMPs developed under this alternative would depend on
livestock operator cooperation and funds provided for
rangeland developments. Priorities for AMPs would be
based on (1) potential for improvement (livestock distribu
tion and improved utilization of the range), (2) impacts on
existing operations, (3) other resource requirements, and
(4) economic return on investment. BLM would develop a
burro capture program as in the Proposed Action to
remove all existing wild burros from the Painted Rock
Reservoir Herd Area:

Wilderness Issue

None of the 12 WSAs, involving 621,931 acres, would
be analyzed for designation as wilderness under the
Resource Production alternative (Table 2-3). This alter
native is identical to the No Action alternative.

Land Tenure Issue

Disposal (Exchange or Sale). This alternative recom
mends disposing of the same lands that were identified
under the Proposed Action. See Appendix 3 and Table
2-4.
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Acquisition. Approximately 22,842 acres of nonpublic
lands would be identified for acquisition, which would
benefit wildlife and multiple use values. Appendices 4 and
5 list the benefiting resource program and the legal descrip
tion of the lands to be acquired. Also see Table 2-5 for a
summary of lands to be acquired.

Split Mineral Estate. Same as the Proposed Action.

Utility Corridor Issue

Same as the Proposed Action.

RESOURCE PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

The Resource Protection alternative emphasizes protec
tion and enhancement of natural resources (cultural,
bOtanical, wildlife, and wilderness) while implementing a
lower level of livestock grazing. Mineral and energy ex
ploration would be allowed only to the extent that it is
compatible with resource protection. The objectives of this
alternative are to facilitate the improvement and recovery
of wildlife habitat on 16 allotments (Arnold, Powers
Butte, Table Top, South Vekol, Vekol, Kirian, Lower
Vekol, Bighorn, Conley, Coyote Flat, Why, Cameron,
Childs, Hazen, Beloat, and Eagle Tail) where wildlife and
livestock compete for browse (false mesquite, jojoba, and
range ratany). Special emphasis would also be placed on
the acquisition of prime mesquite and saltcedar habitat
along the Gila River (Green Belt).

Rangeland Management Issue

Level of Grazing Management. This alternative pro
poses a 47 percent reduction in authorized livestock use
over five years (from 60,524 AUMs to 31,914 AUMs) on
22 perennial-ephemeral allotments (see Appendix 11).
Grazing management of the 18 ephemeral allotments and
eight perennial-ephemeral grazing leases would be the
same as the Proposed Action.

The level of livestock use in this alternative may be ad
justed in the future to reflect new resource information
gathered by monitoring or other studies. Allotments with
the greatest potential for wildlife habitat improvement
would have the first priority for livestock adjustments.

Rangeland Developments. No new rangeland develop
ments would be proposed under this alternative, except for
resource protection purposes. Construction of rangeland
developments would be allowed only when other natural
values-watershed, wildlife, wilderness-also benefit.
Before specific developments are approved, environmental
assessments would be prepared to assure that all resources
were adequately considered. All rangeland developments
used to facilitate livestock would be maintained by
livestock operators.
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Rangeland Monitoring. BLM specialists would place a
higher number of monitoring plots on the 16 allotments
displaying competition for forage between livestock and
wildlife than on allotments with no conflicts. The remain
ing allotments would be monitored as described in the Pro
posed Action. Intensity of the monitoring studies would
vary depending on the level of conflicts or controversy in
resource use. If monitoring data show that adjustments in
livestock use are needed, changes in permanent livestock
use would be implemented over a period not to exceed five
years.

Implementation. Under the Resource Protection alter
native, reduction in livestock use levels would be phased in
over a five-year period. More immediate wildlife habitat
improvement and increases in wildlife populations would
occur than under the Proposed Action. BLM would not
develop AMPs under this alternative but could prepare
habitat management plans (HMPs) in cooperation with the
Arizona Game and Fish Department to provide for faster
recovery and protection of wildlife habitat. HMPs would
be implemented first on allotments with the greatest poten
tial for improvement of aquatic and terrestrial wildlife
habitat, watershed, and/or vegetation.

Wilderness Issue

The Resource Protection alternative would analyze for
designation portions of the New Water Mountains, Little
Hom Mountains, Eagletail Mountains, Face Mountain,
Woolsey Peak, North Maricopa Mountains, and Table
Top Mountains WSAs (326,551 acres). As wilderness,
these areas would be managed for preservation of their
natural character, solitude, and prinlitive recreation op
portunities in accordance with BLM's Wilderness Manage
ment Policy and the Wilderness Act of 1964. A wilderness
management plan would be developed and implemented
for each area following wilderness designation by
Congress.

Five entire WSAs and portions of the seven WSAs,
totaling 295,380 acres, would not be designated wilderness.
After release from wilderness review by Congress, these
lands would be managed for their multiple use resource
values according to the decisions reached in the approved
Lower Gila South RMP. WSA suitable and nonsuitable
acreage and recommended land acquisition for each area
are described in Table 2-3.

Acquisition through land exchange of 3,083 acres of sur
face and mineral estate and 2,121 acres of nonfederal
mineral rights within or adjacent to the WSAs would
facilitate wilderness management and enhance wilderness
and related values under this alternative. Acquisition of
nonfederal minerals would allow BLM-administered sur
face lands to be incorporated into the proposed wilderness
areas.



Land Tenure Issue

Disposal (Exchange or Sale). This alternative would
dispose of the same lands that were identified under the
Proposed Action. See Appendix 3 and Table 2-4.

Acquisition. Approximately 42,505 acres of nonpublic
lands would be identified for acquisition, which would
benefit wildlife, botanical, wilderness, and other multiple
use values. Appendices 4 through 8 list the benefiting
resource program and the legal description of the lands to
be acquired. Also see Table 2-5 for a summary of lands to
be acquired.

Split Mineral Estate. Same as the Proposed Action.

Utility Corridor Issue

Same as the Proposed Action.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

This alternative would eliminate livestock grazing in the
RMP lEIS area and analyzes the impacts of removing live
stock from public lands. All other issues would be resolved
the same as in the Resource Protection alternative. This
alternative was developed to show the impacts of removing
livestock from public rangelands and to provide managers
with a full range of options to study.

Rangeland Management Issue

Level oj Management. BLM would cancel all grazing
permits on the 30 perennial-ephemeral allotments and
grazing leases. All forage would be reserved for wildlife
and other benefiting resources. Livestock grazing would be
phased out over a five-year period after the filing of the
final RMP. No ephemeral grazing licenses would be issued
for the 18 ephemeral allotments.

Rangeland Developments. BLM would build or main
tain rangeland developments only to benefit wildlife,
watershed, and other benefiting resources. Livestock
operators with investments on public lands would be en
titled to project salvage rights. To prevent cattle from
straying onto public lands, 700 miles of fence, 200 cattle
guards, and 150 gates would be required.

Monitoring. BLM would monitor wildlife habitat con
ditions, watershed conditions, and periodically inspect
public lands to detect livestock trespass.

Implementation. Livestock grazing would be phased
out over a five-year period after grazing decisions became
fmal. A burro capture plan would be developed to remove
all wild burros from the Painted Rock Reservoir Herd
Area.
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Wilderness Issue

The Environmental Protection alternative would
analyze for designation as wilderness all 12 WSAs, totaling
621,931 acres. This alternative would preserve wilderness
values in all WSAs. A wilderness management plan would
be developed and implemented for each area following
wilderness designation by Congress. This alternative
represents the All Wilderness alternative required by
BLM's Wilderness Study Policy. Suitable acreage and
recommended land acquisition for each WSA are shown in
Table 2-3.

Acquisition through land exchange of 6,396 acres of sur
face and mineral lands and 14,189 acres of mineral rights
within or adjacent to the WSAs would facilitate wilderness
management and enhance wilderness and related values.
Acquisition of nonfederal minerals would allow the BLM
administered surface lands to be incorporated into the pro
posed wilderness areas.

Land Tenure Issue

Disposal (Exchange or Sale). This alternative would
dispose of the same lands that were identified under the
Proposed Action. See Appendix 3 and Table 2-4.

Acquisition. Approximately 47,198 acres of nonpublic
lands would be identified for acquisition, which would
benefit wildlife, botanical, wilderness, and other multiple
use values. Appendices 4 through 8 list the benefiting
resource program and the legal description of the lands to
be acquired. Also see Table 2-5 for a summary of lands to
be acquired.

Split Mineral Estate. Same as the Proposed Action.

Utility Corridor Issue

Same as the Proposed Action.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

The analysis of the environmental consequences of the
Proposed Action and alternatives reveals that none of the
alternatives would measurably impact geology, topog
raphy, soils, water resources, protected plants, visual
resources, air quality, climate, wild burros, social con
ditions, or fire management. Impacts would occur to
rangeland management, vegetation, wilderness, land uses,
minerals and energy, wildlife habitat, cultural resources,
recreation, and economic conditions. Table 2-7 sum
marizes impacts by alternative. For a more detailed
analysis of impacts, see Chapter 4.
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TABLE 2-7
IMPACT SUMMARY TABLE BY ALTERNATIVE

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Resources Impacted

Rangeland Management
A110ca ted AliMs
Change From Authorized Grazing
Distribution of Livestock Grazing
Livestock Operators
Allotments Overlapped by WSA
Allotment Management Plans

Proposed
Action

60,524
o

Improve
No Impact

11
o

No
Action

60,524
o

No Improvement
No Impact

o
o

Resource
Production

54,315
-10%

Improve
Beneficial

o
8

Resource
Protection

31,914
-47%

Improve
Adverse

19
o

Environmetal
Protection

o
-100%

No Impact
Adverse

33
o

Vegetation
Acres Acquired (Botanical T&E)
Rangeland Condition & Trend

2,440 0
Slight Static

Improvement

o
Improve

2,440
Improve

2,440
Improve

Wilderness
WSAs Recommended
WSA Acres Recommended
WSAs Not Recommended
WSA Acres Not Recommended
Acres to be Acquired

Land Uses
Acres Recommended for Disposal
Acres Recommended for Acquisition
Split Mineral Estate Acquisition
Split Mineral Estate Disposal
Utility Corridors

Number of Corridors Proposed
WSA Boundary-Corridor Conflicts

Wildlife
Acres Protected by Wilderness Design.

Desert Bighorn Sheep
Desert Tortoise
Acres Acquired

Mineral and Energy Resources
Acres Closed to Mineral Entry
Acres Closed to Mineral Leasing
Acres of Oil & Gas Leasing Affected
Mining Claims Affected Within WSAs

Cultural Resources
Acres Protected by Wilderness Design.

Recreation
Acres Closed to ORVs

Economic Conditions
Net Revenue (Long Term $)

Small Ranch
Medium Ranch
Large Ranch

2o-Year Net Revenue (Present Value $)
Small Ranch
Medium Ranch
Large Ranch

Ranch Values (Long Term $)
Small Ranch
Medium Ranch
Large Ranch

SOURCE: Phoenix District files

4
190,391

8
431,540

2,643

73,123
36,845

112,160
23,645

10
o

147,090
10,520
11,120

189,750
189,750
189,750

199

103,818

190,391

3,743
12,424
36,251

37,094
117,890
350,612

72 ,000
255,000
909,000

-22-

o
o

12
621,931

o

o
o
o
o

o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o

o

3,743
11 ,588
34,863

37,094
114,839
345,498

72,000
241,500
894,000

o
o

12
621,931

o

73 ,123
22,842

112,160
23,645

10
o

o
o

2,200

o
o
o
o

o

o

3,040
13,112
36,427

30,126
113,403
323,661

61,500
273,000
925,000

7
326,551

5
295,380

3,083

73,123
42,505

112,160
23,645

10
1

241,170
17,570
16,340

324,350
324,350
324,350

666

145,513

326,551

2,512
6,037

13 ,419

25,440
59,908

135,899

57,000
127 ,500
445,500

12
621,931

o
o

6,396

73,123
47,198

122,160
23,645

10
5

373,850
46,770
17,840

607,557
607,557
607,557

3,152

218,560

621,931

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o
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CHAPTER 3

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to serve as a baseline for
identifying and evaluating the impacts of five alternatives.
The impacts will be discussed in Chapter 4. Some impacts
to certain resources would be negligible or nonexistent,
therefore descriptions are correspondingly brief or are not
included.

More detailed descriptions of the resources in the Lower
Gila South RMPlEIS area may be found in the Lower
Gila South Management Situation Analysis (BLM, 1983).
Copies of this document may be reviewed at BLM's
Phoenix District Office.

PHYSICAL SETIING

The RMPlEIS area located in southwestern Arizona lies
mostly within the Basin and Range physiographic province
and consists of broad desert basins bound by relatively low
desert mountain ranges. Principal mountain ranges are the
Plomosa, New Water, Little Hom, Eagletail, Sierra
Estrella, Gila Bend, and Maricopa Mountains in the north
ern half of the area and the Batamote, Table Top, and Lit
tle Ajo Mountains in the southern half of the RMPlEIS
area. Granite mountains dominate the area, which is
drained by the Gila River. Elevations in the RMPIEILS
area range from about 100 feet at the western edge along
the Gila River to approximately 4,300 feet at the eastern
edge near the Sierra Estrella Mountains.

The RMPIEIS area's climate is influenced by the Pacific
and Gulf of Mexico air masses during the warm months
and by middle latitude storms from the North Pacific dur
ing the cooler months. The average annual temperature
varies from 61 0p to 71 Of for most of the area. An extreme
low of 90p was recorded at various locations and an ex
treme high of 1260p was recorded near Mohawk on the
western edge of the RMPlEIS area.

Average annual precipitation varies from 3.03 inches at
Dateland to 10 inches at Coffee Pot Mountain near Ajo.
An annual low precipitation of 0.58 inch has been re
corded at Dateland and an extreme high of 17.08 inches
was recorded at Buckeye in 1941 (Sellers and Hill, 1974).
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Livestock Grazing

The Lower Gila Resource Area currently authorizes
grazing on 48 grazing allotments (22 perennial-ephemeral
and 18 ephemeral allotments and eight perennial
ephemeral grazing leases) in the Lower Gila South
RMPlEIS area on approximately 2,009,232 acres. Grazing
leases occur on small, scattered parcels of public land and
account for small percentages of private livestock grazing
operations.

Thirty allotments (including the eight grazing leases) are
designated as perennial-ephemeral allotments and are
authorized for 60,524 AUMs of livestock forage annually.
As shown in Table 2-6, 12 perennial-ephemeral allotments
are in the Maintain category and 18 are in the Custodial
category. The perennial-ephemeral allotments are general
ly cow-calf operations which also graze steers during years
of favorable ephemeral forage growth (generally three of
10 years). Additional livestock grazing use can be author
ized for ephemeral forage under a supplemental grazing
license when sufficient annual forage is present and such
use does not conflict with other resources or damage the
perennial vegetation base.

Eighteen allotments encompassing 416,954 acres are
designated as ephemeral allotments and are administered
in accordance with the Special Ephemeral Rule published
in December 1968. All 18 ephemeral allotments are in the
Custodial management category. Ephemeral range does
not consistently produce forage but periodically provides
annual vegetation suitable for livestock grazing. Favorable
years are highly unpredictable and the season is short
lived. Under the Special Ephemeral Rule, livestock grazing
is permitted on ephemeral allotments only when sufficient
precipitation and temperatures provide the probability of
an ephemeral forage crop to exist. Currently no allotment
management plans (AMPs) have been developed for any
of the allotments in the RMPlEIS area.

Range Vegetation

Four vegetative rangeland types are in the Lower Gila
South RMPIEIS. Of these four types, the three that make
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up 98 percent of the RMPlEIS area are creosotebush
bursage, paloverde-cactus shrub, and the riparian zone of
the Gila River and desert dry washes (Norris, 1984). The
fourth type-grass-shrub-is not typical of the RMPlEIS
area, which is the westernmost edge of the galleta-shrub
type where galleta is mixed with various woody shrubs.

The largest and most extensive of these vegetation types
is the creosotebush-white bursage rangeland, which pro
vides a large portion of the RMPIEIS area's ephemeral
forage and generally occurs in broad valleys common to
the region. The white bursage area extends above the
broad valley floors, whereas the creosotebush area con
tinues to hold a position on the uppermost bajadas and on
into the mountains (Turner and Brown, 1982). Other
plants associated with this vegetation type include iron
wood, ratany, wolfberry, Mormon tea, and big galleta.

The next most extensive range type is the paloverde
cacti-mixed shrub, which is dominated by little leaf
paloverde and the large columnar saguaro. This plant
community is best developed away from the valley floors
on bajadas and mountainsides (Turner and Brown, 1982).
Other species associated with this type include acacia,
jojoba, ratany, Opuntia sp., and buckwheat.

The third and perhaps the most important is the riparian
vegetation type, which grows along stream banks of the
Gila River and along dry washes throughout the area. This
type, although comprising a lower percentage of the area,
receives the bulk of use from livestock grazing and wildlife
and is the most diverse of the rangeland types. For vegeta
tion analysis both broadleaf and mesquite types are
grouped under the general heading of riparian.

Ephemeral Vegetation

Ephemeral (annual) vegetation occurs in all four vegeta
tion types. Desert ephemerals germinate rapidly and
mature early under the proper combination of iavorable
temperature and adequate moisture. The life cycle of many
species lasts only from five to six weeks (Shreve, 1942).
Annuals such as fIlaree, Indian wheat, Mediterranean
grass, red brome, and fiddleneck provide most of the
RMPIEIS area's ephemeral forage (BLM, 1983). During
years with above-average rainfall, production of
ephemeral vegetation can be many times the yearly peren
nial production. These ephemerals provide almost all of
the forage on ephemeral allotments and are also important
forage producers on perennial-ephemeral allotments dur
ing years of above-average rainfall.

Rangeland Condition

Rangeland condition estimates were based on compar
ing existing plant species composition on range sites with
presumed climax plant composition as described in range
site guides developed jointly by BLM and the Soil Conser
vation Service. The closer a range site is to its climax stage,
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the higher is its condition rating. Management plans are
generally designed to improve the condition of the
rangeland towards climax, but a climax state is not always
desirable. Range specialists must determine whether the
climax plant community is the most productive or the most
desirable condition to be achieved. Management plans
may then be designed to produce the desired condition.
The methodology for determining rangeland condition is
described in Appendix 14.

The range site system used an ecological approach to
evaluate a specific site. In the RMPlEIS area, nine percent
of the public rangelands is in excellent condition, 51 per
cent is in good condition, 30 percent is in fair condition,
and 10 percent is in poor condition. Appendix 15 shows
rangeland condition by allotment.

Apparent Trend

Rangeland trend is the direction of change in rangeland
condition. The present ecological rangeland condition
rating alone does not show whether the plant community is
improving or deteriorating in relation to its potential.
Trend is a separate determination needed to assess what
is happening to the plant community. The present range
land condition is a result of a sustained trend over time.
Trend is a much more sensitive indicator of change than
condition.

Rangeland trend is developed from data collected over a
period of time. Since trend studies have not been complete
ly established within the area, apparent rangeland trend
was determined during the rangeland inventory conducted
in 1980 and 1981. Methodology for determining apparent
trend is found in Appendix 14.

The apparent rangeland trend information represents
only a single year's observations and thus may not reflect
the actual long-term trend of an area. ELM determined ap
parent trend to facilitate analysis and to identify
allotments needing special attention during development
of management or monitoring plans. The rangeland inven
tory showed that apparent trend in condition of public
lands within the RMPlEIS area is 85 percent static, 10 per
cent up, and five percent down. Appendix 15 shows the ap
parent trend by allotment.

Protected Plants

No officially documented, federally listed threatened or
endangered plant species are known to occur in the Lower
Gila South RMPlEIS area. The Fish and Wildlife Service
has recently proposed the Mammillaria thomberi (Thorn
beri fishhook cactus) for inclusion on the list of threatened
or endangered species. In addition BLM has determined
that 19 species are considered to be sensitive in the
RMPIEIS area (Table 3-1). These species also appear on
the Arizona Natural Heritage Program's list of special
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TABLE 3-1
PROTECTED PLANTS--LOWER GILA SOUTH RMP/EIS AREA

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

FWS Listed Listed By Listed By Affected
Scientific Name Candidate By Arizona Natural Arizona Commission By

Species BLM Heritage Program of Agric. & Hort. Grazing

Acalypha pringlei X X X

Allium parishii X X X

Bacopa routndifolia X X

Colubrina californica X X

Euphorbia trachysperma X X

Graptopatalum rusbyi X X X

Malvastrum bicuspidatum X X

Mammillaria thornberi X X X X X

Nemacaulis denudata

yare gracilis X X

Neoevansia striata X X X

Neolloydia erectocentra

yare acunensis X X X X

Opuntia wigginsii X X X

Peniocereus greggii X X X

Pilostyles thurberi X X

Selaginella eremophila X X

Stenocereus thurberi X X X X

Stephanomeria schottii X X

Stillingia linearifolia X X

Tumaunoca macdougalii X X X

SOURCE: Bureau of Land Management, Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Natural Heritage
Program, and Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture data.

plants and are listed by the Arizona Commission of
Agriculture and Horticulture. Five of the species are
negatively affected by the grazing and trampling of
livestock, wild burros, and wildlife.

In addition, four areas have been identified as contain
ing significant botanical values.
1. Table Top Mountains feature a well developed Sonoran

desert scrub plant community that includes species such
as Croton sonorae, Haplophyton crooksii (cockroach
plant) and Ayonia microphylla that approach the north
ern extent of their distribution in the area. The essen
tially pristine upper slopes and summit of Table Top
support a diversity of native grasses, 21 species, as well
as relict populations of Quercus turbinella (turbinella
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oak) and Juniperus. Such areas are important in studies
of the recent evolutionary history of plant communities
within the Sonoran Desert region. The Arizona
Academy of Science recognizes the research potential of
this area and has proposed Table Top Mesa as a Natural
Area (Smith, 1946).

2. The Coffeepot Mountain area includes the northern
portions of the Sauceda and Sikort Chuapo Mountains
and the intervening valley. The Sonoran-desertscrub
community in this area is diverse, comprised of over 285
plant taxa, many of which have very limited distribu
tions in the United States. Five special status plant
species also occur in the Coffeepot Mountain area,
namely, Acalypha pringlei, Grapfopefalum rusbyi,
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Neo//oydia erectocentra var. acunonsis, Peniocureus
greggii and Stenocereus thurbori.

3. The Sierra Estrella Mountains area encompasses the
central portion of the range from Montezuma Peak
northwestward to Butterfly Mountain. This extremely
rugged range features essentially pristine Sonoran
desertscrub vegetation with a diversity of native grasses
and restricted populations of six chaparral-oak wood
land species in protected north facing sites. Populations
of Bursora microphy//a (elephant tree) on the arid west
slopes are near the northeast limit of the species'
distribution. The Sierra Estrellas have research poten
tial for studies of past distributions of plant communi
ties within the Sonoran Desert region.

4. The Eagletail Mountains have an impressively complex
topography of Sawtooth ridges, sheer cliff faces,
natural arches and canyons. A relatively undisturbed
Sonoran desertscrub vegetation occurs throughout with
scattered populations of Colubrina cali/ornica (Califor
nia snakebush) and relict juniper and oak in protected
sites. The Arizona Academy of Science recognizes the
research, education and recreation potential of this area
and has proposed a portion of the Eagletail Mountains
as a Natural Area (Smith, 1976).

Refer to the Lower Gila South MSA (BLM, 1983) for
additional information on protected plant species and
significant botanical areas.

Wild Burros

Wild burros are found in one location in the Lower Gila
South RMPlEIS area near the Painted Rock Reservoir
area along the Gila River. Use of the Lincoln Index Inven
tory Method in June of 1980 estimated 15 to 25 burros in
habited the Painted Rock Herd Area (Caughley, 1975).
Crucial habitat for wild burros in the Lower Gila South
RMPlEIS area is mainly river bottom along the Gila River
below Painted Rock Dam.

During summer months when the Gila River is dry,
burros enter private agricultural fields for forage and
water. They also pose a problem to the state recreation
area below the dam. No burro capture plans have been
prepared at this time.

WILDERNESS VALUES

Arizona's BLM Wilderness Inventory (BLM, 1979 and
1980) identified 13 wilderness study areas (WSAs) within
the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area. Twelve WSAs are
addressed in this RMPlEIS, the Sierra Estrella WSA will
be addressed in a future EIS planned for 1986 and 1987. A
detailed discussion of each WSA and its resources is
presented in the Lower Gila South Wilderness Supple
ment, which accompanies this RMPlEIS. The Wilderness
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Values section of this document discusses the 12 WSAs in
terms of:

1. Wilderness Quality. Each area's mandatory character
istics of size, naturalness, and outstanding opportu
nities for solitude and/or primitive recreation are
examined. Also described are ecological, geological,
scientific, educational, scenic, or historical features
which enhance the area's wilderness values.

2. Diversity in the National Wilderness Preservation Sys
tem (WPS). This section describes the extent to which
designation of any area under study would contribute to
expanding the diversity of the NWPS. Ecosystems,
landform groups, and the geographic distribution of
wilderness areas are described. In addition, the oppor
tunities for solitude or primitive recreation within a
day's driving time (five hours) of major population
centers are assessed.

INDIVIDUAL WSA DESCRIPTIONS
AND WILDERNESS VALUES

New Water Mountains (AZ-020-125) 40,600 Acres

The New Water Mountains WSA is in La Paz County,
13 miles east of Quartzsite, Arizona, and borders a U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service proposed wilderness. The area is
characterized by rugged volcanic mountains dissected by
narrow canyons and sandy washes. A sparse paloverde and
saguaro cactus plant community covers most of the WSA.

The study area is essentially natural because 20.75 miles
of vehicle ways, several range and wildlife water develop
ments, and some mine prospects are widely scattered, are
screened by terrain and vegetation, and therefore are not
substantially noticeable.

Opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfmed
recreation are outstanding because of the area's size,
numerous canyons, ravines, and rugged, craggy peaks.
Hiking, backpacking, wildlife observation, and rock col
lecting opportunities are excellent. Supplemental wildlife
and prehistoric cultural features contribute to the WSA's
wilderness values. Much of the area is crucial desert big
horn sheep habitat, including a lambing ground.

Little Horn Mountains West (AZ-0~!0-126A)

13,800 Acres

This WSA is in La Paz and Yuma Counties, 30 miles
southeast of Quartzsite, Arizona, and is adjacent to a U.S.
Fish and Wildlife proposed wilderness area. The Little
Horn Mountains within the WSA are characterized by
basalt hills and numerous volcanic features. Drainages in
the area are shallow and rocky. Vegetation consists of
paloverde and saguaro on the hills and mixed desert scrub
in the lower areas.



The WSA is essentially natural because a one-mile fence
line, several historic adits, and three short vehicle ways are
not substantially noticeable. The jumbled arrangement of
hills and low mountains separated by small canyons pro
vide outstanding opportunities for solitude. Good but not
outstanding opportunities for primitive and unconfmed
recreation also exist.

Two special features enhance the WSA's wilderness
values. The entire WSA is crucial desert bighorn sheep
habitat and about half the WSA is likely to contain some
prehistoric archaeologic sites.

Little Horn Mountains (AZ-020-127) 91,930 Acres

Little Hom Mountains WSA lies in La paz and Yuma
Counties, 38 miles southeast of Quartzsite, Arizona. This
WSA includes the greater part of the Little Hom Moun
tains, a large portion of the Ranegras Plain, and small por
tions of the Palomas Plain and Nottbusch Valley.

The area around the Little Hom Mountains is a rugged
Sonoran Desert range of basalt and volcanics cut by two
800-foot-deep canyons and numerous small canyons. The
red, buff, and yellow canyons show a striking geologic
color contrast. Creosotebush covers the desert plains and
saguaro, ocotillo, and cholla grow on the mountains.

The WSA is essentially natural and has been primarily
affected by the forces of nature. In addition to three
cherrystem roads accessing Arizona Game and Fish
Department water catchments, the WSA has 38 miles of
vehicle ways, five miles of fenceline, and three mining
sites. These imprints do not individually nor cumulatively
affect the WSA's naturalness because they are screened by
terrain and vegetation, and one can take extensive hikes
without seeing any sign of human activity.

The vastness of the WSA, coupled with the jumbled ar
rangement of basalt mesas, hills, and low mountains sepa
rated by canyons, offers an outstanding opportunity for
solitude. In addition, the WSA has several striking
volcanic features, geologic color contrasts, hunting oppor
tunities, and extensive vistas that contribute to outstanding
recreational opportunities. Cultural (prehistoric archaeo
logical sites) and wildlife resources (important desert big
horn habitat) are supplemental features present in the
WSA and contribute to its wilderness values.

Eagletail Mountains (AZ-020-128) 119,700 Acres

The Eagletail Mountains WSA lies 65 miles west of
Phoenix in Yuma, La Paz, and Maricopa Counties. The
northern part of the WSA consists of a I5-mile segment of
the Eagletail Mountains, the central portion a desert plain,
and the southern part an elongated mountain range called
Cemetery Ridge. Topography in the Eagletail portion
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varies from flat or greatly undulating to strikingly incised
and dissected. Spectacular landforms-natural arches,
high spires, monoliths, and almost vertical sawtooth
ridges-are relatively common. Saguaro and paloverde dot
the foothills of the Eagletails and creosotebush covers the
desert plains. The Eagletail Mountains' ridgeline is barren
with only sparse plant cover. Numerous north-south trend
ing washes cross the desert plain.

The Eagletail Mountains WSA is essentially natural and
appears to have been primarily affected by the forces of
nature. While the WSA contains a variety of human im
prints (106 miles of vehicle ways, prospects, old mine
workings, well sites, and old campsites), none are con
sidered significant enough to affect the WSA's apparent
naturalness. The area's large size, varied terrain, and plant
cover screen the imprints from view.

The WSA's large size, the dense vegetation cover on the
desert bajadas, the plains, and the dramatic topographic
relief of the mountains offer outstanding opportunities for
solitude. The area's size, diversity, and complex
topography also create outstanding opportunities for
primitive and unconfmed recreation, such as hiking,
backpacking, camping, hunting, cultural and botanical
sightseeing, and horseback riding.

Cultural, wildlife, botanical, and scenic values con
tribute to the WSA's wilderness character. Archaeological
sites include petroglyphs and rockshelters. Portions of the
WSA are important desert bighorn sheep and desert tor
toise habitat. The Eagletail Mountains have been proposed
as a scientific and/or scenic natural area by the State of
Arizona's Office of Economic Planning and Development
because of the area's remote, pristine nature, undisturbed
Sonoran Desert vegetation, and wildlife habitats.

East Clanton Hills (AZ-020-129) 36,000 Acres

Along the Yuma-Maricopa County boundary, the East
Clanton Hills WSA lies 25 miles southwest from the town
of Tonopah, Arizona. The western portions of the Gila
Bend Mountains, sometimes referred to as the East Clan
ton Hills or the Picacho Hills, are within this WSA. The
WSA's southern portion includes a small part of Hyder
Valley. Sparse paloverde, saguaro, and creosotebush dot
the area. Some dense stands of paloverde and ironwood
line the washes.

The WSA appears to be primarily affected by the forces
of nature with the human imprints substantially un
noticeable. Several insignificant imprints do occur, but
they do not affect the WSA's apparent naturalness because
of terrain and vegetation screening. These developments
include an Arizona Game and Fish Department water
catchment, a water tank built in a canyon, 35 miles of vehi
cle ways, an unserviceable reservoir, several unintrusive
mine prospects, and 12 miles of seismic lines.
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The outstanding opportunities for solitude throughout
most of the WSA are a result of the WSA's size. its com
plex and diverse topography, and the tall, dense vegetation
in some areas. The WSA's mountainous terrain, combined
with colorful hills and dramatic desert vistas, provide
outstanding opportunities for a primitive and unconfined
recreation. Supplemental cultural resources and wildlife
values also exist.

Face Mountain (AZ-020-136) 27,575 Acres

Face Mountain WSA is in southwest Maricopa County,
33 miles southwest of Buckeye, Arizona. Face Mountain is
a steep and rugged prominence that dominates the flat
Hyder Valley and the highly dissected Dendora Valley that
surround it. The vegetation varies throughout the WSA
from a sparse creosotebush-bursage to dense paloverde
saguaro to cholla thickets at the mountain's ridgetop.

The WSA is predominantly natural with few noticeable
human intrusions. The entire WSA provides outstanding
opportunities for solitude. Dense desert wash and plain
plant cover, badlands, and rolling terrain offer ample op
portunities to avoid the sights and sounds of others and to
experience isolation. There are no recognized outstanding
opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation.
Also, no known special features are present.

Signal Mountain (AZ-020-138) 20,290 Acres

Situated in the central part of the Gila Bend Mountains
in Maricopa County, Signal Mountain WSA lies 18 miles
northwest of Gila Bend, Arizona. Signal Mountain is in
the center of the WSA and is surrounded by steep-walled
canyons, washes, ridges, and sharp peaks. The WSA's
edge consists of bajadas, small peaks, and washes
originating from Signal Mountain. Saguaro, paloverde,
creosotebush, and bursage dot the rugged terrain while
dense desert riparian plants line the washes.

The WSA is essentially natural because the imprints of
man-vehicle ways, a prospect site, and a concrete foun
dation-are not substantially noticeable.

The complex topography of numerous small valleys,
canyons, and ridges around Signal Mountain and the roll
ing hills and open washes in the rest of the WSA provide
outstanding opportunities for solitude. These topographic
features and the densely vegetated washes, sheer canyon
walls, and rich colors of the area offer outstanding
primitive and unconfmed recreation opportunities, in
cluding backpacking, rock climbing, hiking, hunting,
nature study, and photography. Cultural, wildlife, and
scenic resource values add to the wilderness character of
the area.
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Woolsey Peak (AZ-020-142/144) 73,930 Acres

The Woolsey Peak WSA is in southwest Maricopa
County, 16 miles southwest of Buckeye, Arizona. Woolsey
Peak dominates the WSA and is surrounded by a variety
of topographic features including a lava flow, a dozen
mesas, and numerous rugged peaks. Sparse paloverde
saguaro and creosotebush-bursage associations are the
primary vegetation.

The Woolsey Peak WSA is essentially natural because
its human imprints are not substantially noticeable.
Several vehicle ways, tracks, small borrow pits, prospects,
an Arizona Game and Fish Department catchment, and
two spring developments are found in the WSA. These im
prints are well dispersed and screened by either vegetation
or topography.

Opportunities for both solitude and primitive recreation
are outstanding. Solitude can be experienced throughout
because of the WSA's large size, excellent topographic
screening, and variety of access points. The size, diversity,
and ruggedness of the WSA also provide outstanding op
portunities for primitive and unconfmed recreation.
Extensive backcountry packing, hiking, horseback riding,
camping, and sightseeing opportunities would be available
for many users without a loss of solitude.

Wildlife (desert bighorn sheep habitat) and cultural sites
(rock rings, alignments, 'chipping stations) are supplemen
tal features that contribute to the WSA's wilderness
values.

North Maricopa Mountains (AZ-020-157)
75,483 Acres

The North Maricopa Mountains WSA is located along
the northern end of the Maricopa Mountains, 12 miles
northeast of Gila Bend, Arizona. The WSA has within its
borders a 10-mile-Iong portion of the Maricopa Mountains
as well as extensive portions of the surrounding desert
plain. This plain is dissected by numerous washes, some of
which are quite sizeable and display a wide diversity of
vegetation. The vegetation is primarily a paloverde and
saguaro community with creosotebush, mesquite, and
some dense stands of cholla. Ironwood is common in the
drainages.

The WSA is natural with human influences largely un
noticeable. About 35 miles of vehicle ways, a wildlife water
catchment, and a one-fourth mile eline are within the
WSA. All these imprints are small, scattered, and screened
by terrain and plant cover.

The size, diverse and rugged terrain, and the general
wildness of the WSA provide outstanding opportunities
for solitude and primitive and unconfmed recreation.
Numerous hikers, backpackers, campers, and sightseers
could pursue outstanding primitive recreation activities
without losing a sense of isolation.



WILDERNESS VALUES

Portions of the WSA have supplemental wildlife and
cultural resource values that contribute to its wilderness
character. Large portions of the WSA provide habitat for
desert bighorn sheep and desert tortoise.

South Maricopa Mountains (AZ-020-163)
72,004 Acres

The South Maricopa Mountains WSA is eight miles east
of Gila Bend, Arizona. The South Maricopa Mountains (a
small rugged mountain range) are surrounded by gently
rolling desert and are dissected by numerous washes.
Vegetation consists of creosotebush and some saguaro on
the mountain slopes, dense paloverde and ironwood stands
along the washes, and creosotebush and bursage on the
flats between the washes.

The entire WSA is essentially natural. Little evidence of
human activity exists except for vehicle ways, an old mine,
some old cars, and cattle trails. Outstanding solitude and
primitive and unconfined recreation opportunities exist
throughout much of the WSA because of the mountainous
terrain, plant cover, and the area's large size. Primitive
recreation opportunities include hiking, camping, back
packing, and plant and animal sightseeing.

Supplemental wildlife resource values (desert tortoise
and desert bighorn sheep habitat) and cultural resources
(historic and prehistoric sites) enhance the wilderness
values of the WSA.

Bajadas and their complex drainages surround the core of
the WSA. Vegetation is primarily paloverde and saguaro
with riparian species such as ironwood and mesquite along
the washes. Table Top Mountain supports a desert grass
land community.

The entire WSA has outstanding opportunities for
solitude and primitive and unconfmed recreation. Hikers,
backpackers, day hikers, sightseers, and horseback riders
could cross the WSA's rugged terrain with little likelihood
of encountering others. Dense plant cover, a variety of ac
cess routes, and the area's size all contribute to a visitor's
ability to escape the sights and sounds of human activity
and experience outstanding primitive recreation.

Botanical, cultural, and wildlife values (important desert
bighorn sheep and desert tortoise habitat) enhance the
WSA's wilderness characteristics. Table Top Mountain
has a 4O-acre isolated grassland community with possible
scientific and educational value. Much of the WSA is con
sidered likely to contain archaeological sites.

Diversity In The National Wilderness Preservation
System

Ecosystem Diversity and Ecotype/Landjorm. The
Bailey-Kuchler system (Kuchler and Bailey, 1978) was used
to classify all existing and potential units of the National
Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS) into ecotype/
landform types. Table 3-2 shows the Bailey-Kuchler
potential natural vegetation types within each WSA.

Butterfield Stage Memorial (AZ-020-164)
9,566 Acres

TABLE 3-2
WSA ACRES BY VEGETATION TYPE

Bureau of Land Managelllent. Phoenix District. Arizona

TOTALS 96 ,221 15 525 , 710 85
SOURCE: BLM, Profile 2, Wilderness Diver.ity Coaputer Reports, Phoenix

District filea

Table 3-3 describes these vegetation types as they are
represented in designated and administratively endorsed
wilderness and areas under wilderness review.

NeY water Kouat.ioa • 6,055 15 34,545 85
Little Horn Mountains West 0 0 13 ,800 100
Little Horn Mountaina 18,930 21 73,000 79
Eagletall MountaIns 7,000 6 112.700 94
East Clanton Billa 14,665 40 21,935 60
Face Mountain 0 0 27 .575 100
Signal Mountain 0 0 20,920 100
Woolsey Peak 0 73,930 100
North Maricopa Hountaios 20,125 25 55,358 75
South Maricopa Mountains 14,948 21 57,056 80
Butterfield Stage Meaorial 0 0 9,566 100
Table Top Mountaine 14,498 36 25,345 64

BaUey-Kuchler Vegetation Types
Creosote Bush-Bursage Palo Verde-Cactus Shrub

(3220-36) (3220-37)
Acres % of WSA Acree I of WSA

WSAsThe Butterfield Stage Memorial WSA is 15 miles east of
Gila Bend, Arizona. This area has a central core of rugged
mountains that form the southern tip of the North Mari
copa Mountains. Vegetation is primarily paloverde,
saguaro, cholla, and bursage.

The WSA is essentially natural with human activity
substantially unnoticeable. The diversity of terrain and
vegetation combine to provide an outstanding opportunity
for solitude. While opportunities exist for primitive and
unconfmed recreation, these are not outstanding because
of the area's small size.

Wildlife and cultural resource values (historic and
prehistoric) contribute to the WSA's wilderness qualities.
Portions of the WSA provide crucial desert bighorn and
crucial desert tortoise habitat.

Table Top Mountains (AZ-020-172) 39,823 Acres

The Table Top Mountains WSA is 45 miles south of
Phoenix and 20 miles west of Casa Grande, Arizona in
Maricopa and Pinal Counties. The rugged mountainous
terrain is dominated by 4,373-foot Table Top Mountain.

Solitude or Primitive Recreation Opportunities

The Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area lies within 250
miles of five standard metropolitan statistical areas
(SMSAs) as defmed by the Bureau of the Census. The
SMSAs are Phoenix and Tucson, Arizona, Las Veg<;lS,
Nevada, and Riverside and San Diego, California, A
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TABLE 3-3
EXISTING AND POTENTIAL REPRESENTATIONS OF ECOSYSTEM TYPES

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Bailey-Kuchler
Vegetation Type

Statutory Wilderness
No. Areas Acres

Administratively Endorsed
for Wilderness by
the President
No. Areas Acres

Potential Sources of
Representation--Areas
Under Study*

No. Areas Acres

Creosote Bush-Bursage
Palo Verde-Cactus Shrub

5
4

344,217
265,450

3
3

430,150
847,600

48
41

1,401,259
1,396,142

* Includes areas being studied for wilderness by the Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Park Service, and Bureau of Land Management.

SOURCE: BLM, Profile 2, Wilderness Diversity Computer Reports, Phoenix District files

number of both designated and administratively endorsed
wilderness areas lie within a day's driving time of all five
SMSAs. A breakdown of the number of areas providing
solitude or primitive recreation opportunities to residents
of the five SMSAs is provided in A.,_pendix 16.

Geographic Distribution of Wilderness Areas

Designated and administratively endorsed wilderness
areas are distributed throughout Arizona and the region.
Table 3-4 shows the acreage of designated and ad
ministratively endorsed wilderness areas and the number
of areas under study in Arizona and the southwest region.
For the most part, the region considered in this analysis en
compasses areas within approximately 300 miles of
Phoenix, Arizona.

Existing and administratively endorsed wilderness areas
within Arizona are listed in Appendix 16 by status and
agency.

LAND USES

The Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area has 2,009,232
acres of public land in Yuma, La Paz, Pima, Maricopa,
and Pinal Counties. The majority of the public lands in the
area are well blocked and easily managed. Isolated parcels
primarily occur around the population centers and along
the Gila River. Isolated tracts of state and private lands
within large blocks of public lands occur throughout the
RMPlEIS area.

The major population centers within the area are Bouse,
Buckeye, Gila Bend, Dateland, and Ajo, Arizona. Ajo is
the only cOIlli'nunity landlocked by public lands, and
future community expansion would be difficult.

The most common land uses on private and state land in
the area are ranching, agriculture, and commercial uses.
Ranching occurs throughout the area, but agricultural uses
are primarily along the Gila River and Harquahala and
Ranegras Plains. Jojoba is also being developed as a cash
crop in these areas. In this RMPlEIS area commercial uses
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are generally confined to the population centers, with the
exception of the hazardous waste facility that will be con
structed at T. 4 S., R. 1 W., Section 32.

The environmental impact statement and decision
record for the hazardous waste facility calls for a buffer
zone that extends a half mile beyond the section lines
around Section 32. Prior to any land use authorizations,
the State of Arizona will be contacted and it will be deter
mined if the proposal is or is not compatible with the
operation of the facility. Land uses found to be incompati
ble with the management of the facility will be restricted
within this buffer zone.

Land use demands for public acreage in the RMPIEIS
area are mainly for road and utility rights-of-way. These
rights-of-way normally accommodate private land owners
who need utilities and legal access to their property. Major
utility and transportation systems also cross the area (in
terstate highways, pipelines, and ultra-high voltage
transmission lines-230-kV and above). Because of in
creased ulation growth and the development of the Palo
Verde Nuclear Generating Station, additional uses along
these existing rights-of-way can be expected. There are 10
areas (corridors) in the RMPlEIS area where this expan
sion can be anticipated.

Within and adjacent to the RMPlEIS area are four In
dian Reservations (Gila River, Gila Bend, Ak-Chin, and
Papago), two military reservations (Luke-Williams and the
Yuma Proving Grounds), two wildlife refuges (Cabeza
Prieta and Kofa), and the Organ Pipe National Monu
ment. Several withdrawals associated with the Gila River
are also within the area: the Painted Rocks withdrawal to
the Corps of Engineers, several power site withdrawals to
the Bureau of Reclamation, and a withdrawal to the Fish
and Wildlife Service covering approximately 6,896 acres of
the Fred J. Weiler Green Belt. There is only one classifica
tion for multiple use (CMU) in the area which covers the
Fred J. Weiler Green Belt. This CMU segregates approx
imately 63,000 acres from all forms of appropriation in
cluding appropriation under the mining laws. The lands re
main open to mineral leasing under the mineral leasing
laws.
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TABLE 3-4
GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF WILDERNESS AND POTENTIAL WILDERNESS

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

BLM FWS FS NPS STATE TOTAL
No. No. No. No. No. No.

Type of Area Areas Acres Areas Acres Areas Acres Areas Acres Areas Acres Areas Acres

Arizona
Existing 8 286,270 0 0 35* 1,288,085 4 431,550 0 0 47 2,005,905
Endorsed 0 0 4 1,318,710 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1,318,710
Study 72 2,100,135 0 0 3 67,930 0 0 0 0 75 2,168,065

Region
0 43 2,220,580 5 898,790 16 310,610 72 3,716,250Existing 8 286,270 0

Endorsed 0 0 5 2,761,810 13 171,582 3 156,624 0 0 21 3,090,016
Study 258 8,112,950 0 0 14 193,636 15 877 ,930 0 0 287 9,184,516

* Includes one BLM area (8,850 acres) in Kanab Creek.
BLM - Bureau of Land Management, FWS - Fish and Wildlife SerVice, FS - Forest Service, STATE - State of California
SOURCE: BLM, Profile 2, Wilderness Diversity Computer Reports, Phoenix District files

18,600

Acres
400

1,305,900
749,400

17,900

WILDLIFE

The Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area is composed pri
marily of two terrestrial habitat types: creosotebush
bursage and paloverde-mixed cacti. Other habitats include
tobosa grass-scrub in South Vekol Valley and saltbush,
mesquite thickets, and disclirnax tamarisk habitats-all
associated with the Gila River floodplain.

Wildlife Habitat Types
Tobosa Grass - Scrub
Creosote - Bursage
Paloverde - Mixed Cacti
Saltbush
Sonoran Deciduous Swamp Riparian
Scrub. (Includes Mesquite Bosque,
Arrowweed Scrub, and disclimax
Tamarisk)

TOTAL 2,092,200

This section individually discusses key wildlife species
(federal threatened or endangered, state threatened,
unique, or high-economic value species) if they are signifi
cantly impacted by the Proposed Action or any of the
alternatives. The focus will be on habitat factors that in
fluence wildlife survival and are affected by the Proposed
Action or the alternatives.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Two federallLy listed endangered species occur within
the Lower Gila South RMPIEIS area: the Yuma clapper
rail (Rallus longirostris yumanensis) and the Sonoran
pronghorn (Antilocapra americana sonoriensis).

The clapper rail is a secretive shorebird preferring
tamarisk or cattail thickets near water. The Gila River
channel is rail habitat although flood control channeliza
tion and water diversion have reduced habitat value. Rails
have been documented in the Gila River upstream from
Gillespie Dam (BLM, Phoenix District fIles).
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The Sonoran pronghorn is found in creosotebush
bursage and paloverde-mixed cacti habitats southwest of
Ajo. A small population ranges mostly into Organ Pipe
Cactus National Monument, Cabeza Prieta National
Wildlife Refuge, and Luke-Williams Gunnery Range.
Much historic habitat has been lost to agriculture, human
habitation, overgrazing, and poaching in the United States
and Mexico (Arizona Game and Fish Department, 1981).
A long-term recovery effort is under way involving the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish
Department, National Park Service, Department of
Defense, and Bureau of Land Management.

Seven state-listed threatened and four BLM-listed sen
sitive species are found within the Lower Gila South
RMPlEIS area, but these are not listed as federal en
dangered species. These eleven species and their habitats
are shown in Table 3-5.

Riparian Habitat (Fred J. Weiler Green Belt and
PlO-1015 Withdrawal)

Virtually all riparian habitat along the Gila River chan
nel is in the form of saltcedar and mesquite thickets and
saltbush flats (Haase, 1972). Native cottonwoods (Populus
fremontil) and willows (Salix sp.) grow in limited numbers,
intermixed with saltcedar. A total of 6,896 acres of public
land riparian habitat were withdrawn in 1954 under Public
Land Order 1015 for use as waterfowl habitat. These lands
are along the Gila River from Monument Hill to Gillespie
Dam and provide recreation areas for a large segment of
the hunting public.

Saltcedar, an introduced plant, provides excellent
nesting grounds for white-winged doves (Zenaida asiatica)
and mourning doves (Zenaida macroura) (Cottam and
Trefethen, 1968). Mesquite thickets provide good habitat
for dove, Gambel's quail (Lophortyx gambelir), sharp
shinned hawk, Cooper's hawk, and other species (Ander
son, Engel-Wilson, Wells, and Ohmart, 1977).
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TABLE 3-5
STATE-LISTED THREATENED SPECIES AND BLM-LISTED SENSITIVE SPECIES

FOUND IN THE LOWER GILA SOUTH RMP/EIS AREA
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Species

State Threatened Species

Desert Tortoise
(Gopherus agassizii)

Mohave Desert fringe-toed
lizard (Uma Scoparia)

Osprey (Pandion Haliaetus)

Great Egret (Casmerodius
albus egretta)

Snowy Egret (Egretta
thula brewsteri

Black Crowned Night
Heron (Nyticorax
nyticorax hoacatle

Desert Bighorn Sheep (Ovis
canadensis mexicana)

BLM Sensitive Species

Gila Monster (Heloderma
suspectum)

Kit Fox (Vulpes
macrotis)

Cooper's Hawk (Accipiter
cooperi)

Sharp-shinned hawk
(Accipiter striatus)

Habitat

paloverde-mixed cacti,
rocky, broken topography

creosotebush-bursage,
sandy dunes near Quartzsite
& Parker

Gila River particularly
around Painted Rock
Reservoir

roosts and breeds along
rivers

roosts and breeds along
the Gila River

roosts and breeds along
the Gila River

paloverde-mixed cacti,
mountainous topography
(all major mountain
ranges in LGS)

all native habitats in LGS

open creosotebush-bursage

riparian areas and mesquite
thickets

riparian areas and mesquite
thickets

Threatened By

pet collectors, habitat
loss, heavy grazing, &
off-road vehicles

off-road vehicles &
agricultural development.

loss of habitat and
pesticides

river channelization &
drying of Gila River

river channelization &
drying of Gila River

river channelization &
drying of Gila River

introduced diseases,
livestock competition,
urbanization, road con
struction, mineral
development, & poaching

loss of habitat to agri
cultural & urban
development

loss of habitat to agri
cultural & urban
development

loss of habitat

loss of habitat

Group*

III

III

III

IV

IV

IV

III

S

S

S

S

* Group III: Species or subspecies which have suffered heavy population loss and could be
in danger of elimination from Arizona in the future.

Group IV: Species for which there is a moderate threat to habitat. No recent population
declines.

S: BLH maintains a list of wildlife species which are likely to become federal- or
state-listed if habitat deterioration is not halted or reversed.

SOURCE: Phoenix District files, Arizona Game & Fish Department, and Arizona Natural Heritage
Program
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The mixture of riparian vegetation, agricultural lands,
and upland paloverde-mixed cacti habitat results in higher
mule deer populations. Water diversion projects dry up the
river for considerable periods of time. However, periodic
flooding, City of Phoenix sewage discharge, and waste
water from nearby irrigated fields provide open water and
cattail habitat for waterfowl, raptors, and shorebirds
(Yuma clapper rail, osprey, great and snowy egret, and
black-crowned night heron).

Game Birds and Small Game

Three species-mourning doves, white-winged doves,
and Gambel's quail-live in the Lower Gila South
RMPlEIS area. Saltcedar thickets provide nesting habitat
for white-winged and morning doves, with the highest
nesting production occurring in stands with canopy height
of 12 feet or more. Doves will also nest in paloverde, mes
quite or ironwood in other habitats and in citrus orchards.
Mesquite thickets make excellent roosts and escape cover
for Gambel's quail which, though found in all habitats,
are most abundant in mesquite. Quail populations are
closely correlated to winter/spring rainfall (Galliziolli,
1960). When rainfall is high, females lay large egg clutches
(up to 15) in expectation of abundant seed and insect pro
duction. Conversely, when winter/spring rainfall is scarce,
quail limit reproductive activity or curtail it altogether.

Desert cottontail rabbit is the only small game mammal
in the RMPlEIS area. It is most often found near brush
piles or thickets in all habitats. Rabbits are most abundant
in riparian areas and near agricultural fields.

Big Game

Desert Bighorn Sheep. Desert bighorn sheep, a state
listed threatened species, inhabit all major mountain
ranges in the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area with the
largest herds occurring in the Plomosa and New Water
Mountains. Bighorn sheep prefer the rugged mountainous
terrain, however, they require large tracts of desert habitat
around the mountains, which are free of human develop
ment and offer open migration routes between mountain
ranges. Nearly equal percentages of edible forbs, grasses
(annual and perennial), and browse make up the bighorn
sheep's diet.

Bighorn sheep are threatened by introduced diseases,
livestock competition, poaching, and human intrusions
(urbanization, roads and powerline construction, mineral
development, and off-road vehicle recreation). Bighorn
sheep are hunted on a limited basis with six permits issued
each year in the RMPlEIS area.

Mule Deer. Mule Deer are the most common big game
species in the RMP/EIS area and are found in all habitats.
Even so, deer are very sparse, limited by water and forage.
Population densities average 5.3 square miles per deer in
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creosotebush-bursage habitat and 1.3 square miles per deer
in paloverde-mixed cacti habitat (Fredlake and Lucas,
1982). The latter habitat provides deer with a greater varie
ty of forage plants (globe mallow, slender janusia, range
ratany, false mesquite, Mormon tea, and jojoba), more
topographic relief, and vegetation cover.

The desert washes which meander through creosotebush
bursage habitat can provide excellent cover and forage and
this is most evident in the Palomas Plain area where lack
of livestock use has allowed surprisingly lush plant growth
to occur. Within the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area,
mule deer are most abundant near the Eagletail Mountain,
Little Hom Mountain, Cemetery Ridge, and Palomas
Plain.

Javelina. Small javelina herds are found in the vicinity
of Ajo, east of Gila Bend and south of Buckeye. Javelina
prefer paloverde-mixed cacti habitat and consume a varie
ty of cactus, fruits, agave, mesquite beans, roots, and
tubers. Javelina are virtually nonexistent in the western
half of the RMPlEIS area due to lack of preferred foods
and sparse summer rainfall.

Waterfowl, Shorebirds, Aquatic Wildlife

Twenty-one species of waterfowl and 36 species of
shorebirds routinely use the Gila River for migration in
spring and fall. A lesser number of species inhabit the area
year-round.

Most stock reservoirs dry out in late spring or summer
or because of heavy cattle grazing and therefore do not
have enough shoreline plant cover to provide nesting
habitat. Some stock reservoirs (such as those in Vekol
Valley) would provide good waterfowl habitat if fenced to
allow development of shoreline vegetation.

Native minnow, sucker, and topminnow species have
long since disappeared from the lower Gila River. Due to
influx of treated sewage, however, the river is highly pro
ductive in terms of fish pounds per surface acre of water.
Dominant species include carp, tilapia, mosquitofish, cat
fish, and various sunfish (BLM, Phoenix District mes).
These fish provide the food base for the herons, egrets,
and osprey mentioned in the Threatened and Endangered
Species section.

Nongame Animals

The Gila River riparian habitat attracts bird species in a
diversity not found in adjacent desert habitats. Warblers,
phoebes, vireos, and other birds feed on the abundant in
sect fauna and nest in mesquite, willow, and cottonwood
trees which are intermixed in the predominant saltcedar
habitat.

Several reptiles live in unique habitats on Table Top and
Estrella Mountains and in South Vekol Valley. A small
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grassy mesa top on Table Top Mountain provides habitat
for two species not found elsewhere in the RMPlEIS area:
the giant spotted whiptail lizard (Cnemidapharus burtt)
and the Ajo Mountain whipsnake (Masticaphus bilineatus
linealatus) (Jones, 1983).

The Vekol Wash tobosa grassland provides excellent
habitat for a variety of amphibians such as the green toad
(Huja debilis) , narrow mouth toad (Gastropharyne
alivacea) , Colorado River toad (Buja alvarius), burrowing
tree frog (Ptenaphyla jadiens), and Sonoran green toad
(Buja retijarmis). The combination of clay soil and dense
grass cover offers habitat conditions not found elsewhere
in RMPlEIS area.

MINERALS AND ENERGY

The Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area lies entirely
within the extensive Basin and Range province. This pro
vince consists of a series of northwest to southeast trending
mountains and intervening valleys. Recent studies in the
area indicate most of the mineralization resulted from
volcanism and other geological events starting about 60
million years ago and continuing to the present time. Maps
of known mineralization reveal a belt extending from
southeastern to northwestern Arizona that includes the
RMPlEIS area. Intense erosion during this time span
tended to concentrate many of the minerals and has left ex
posed the evidence of recent geological history (Keith,
1984; Haxel, 1984; Scarborough, 1984; Wilt, 1984; Wood
ward, 1984; Bureau of Geology Maps, 1%5, 1%9, and
1983; AGS Digest, Vol. XV, 1984).

Leasable Minerals

The possibility that an overthrust belt extended under
Arizona sparked an era of oil and gas leasing that covered
most federal lands (AGS Digest, 1981). To date, no ex
ploratory wells have led to production in the planning
area.

Geothermal

The map of Geothermal Energy Resources of Arizona
(1978) indicates several areas in the Lower Gila South
RMPlEIS area that have a high heat flow and good pros
pects for geothermal resources. Forty-two temperature
gradient holes of 300 feet have been drilled in this area. No
geothermal leases are currently in effect.

Saleable Minerals

There is little demand for mineral material sales in the
planning area. Many free-use pennits (FUP) have been
issued to political entities and are currently in use. The area
has many deposits of good aggregates.
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The pattern of mining claims depends on many factors
besides high mineral potential. Some of these factors are
access to mineralized zones, types of deposits, the nature
of country rock, current demand, present market prices
and degree of difficulty in mining, milling, benefacting
and marketing. The range of minerals known in the RMP
area is wide and includes precious metals, nearly all
minerals on the strategic metals list, and most minerals us
ed domestically. Trace elements also have been located
within the areas. Present exploration activity has located
new deposits. Most of these locations and minerals are
propriety in nature.

WATER RESOURCES

Surface Water

The RMPlEIS area is in the Lower Colorado River
region. The majority of the area is in the Gila River basin,
with the northwestern portion in the Bouse Wash basin.
Perennial streamflow occurs only in the Gila River from its
point of entry into the area near Liberty to its impound
ment at Painted Rock Reservoir. Controlled releases from
the reservoir are conveyed in the river channel to its point
of exit from the area near Mohawk. There is a minimum
flow yearlong above the reservoir because of the introduc
tion of irrigation and treated sewage effluents along its
course from Phoenix to near Arlington.

Streamflow varies greatly in other parts of the area.
Peak flows occur in normally dry channels from high
intensity summer thunderstorms or long-duration winter
storms. Few other surface water sources are found in the
area, although some springs and earthen reservoirs provide
a dependable supply of water to livestock and wildlife dur
ing most of the year.

Groundwater

Wells are the most dependable source of water in the
area. The most important aquifers are the valley and fan
deposits of alluvial fill in the Salt River Valley, Gila Bend,
Harquahala, Ranegras Plain, and Lower Gila basins.
Wells in these basins yield up to several hundred gallons
per minute. Other sources of groundwater are wells along
fractures in crystalline and metamorphic rock formations.
These wells yield from five to 10 gallonslminute as an
average. There are no known artesiarl wells. Most grazing
allotments in the area have at least one well supplying
water to livestock and wildlife.



Water Quality

Surface water quality data is limited to the Gila River
and Painted Rock Reservoir. Data from the U.S. Geolog
ical Survey and Arizona Department of Health Services'
water quality stations illustrate the influence of irrigation
and sewage effluents on the condition of the river and
reservoir. Recent discovery of toxic pollutants has gener
ated concern for public health and the ecology of the river.
Other contaminants, such as sediments and nutrients,
resulting from activities on public lands in the area may
become introduced to the Gila River but their effects are
unknown.

Groundwater quality in the major aquifers is generally
good for most uses in the area, except along the Gila River
where irrigation occurs. Total dissolved solids (TDS) for
the area's groundwater range from 200 to 1,000 milligrams
per liter. Some wells along the river have TDS values near
10,000 milligrams per liter (mgll). This corresponds to an
increased salinity of irrigation water that returns to the
groundwater reservoir. Throughout the area, groundwater
quality is highly variable due to local geologic and recharge
conditions of the wells.

SOILS

The Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area covers parts of
five counties where soils greatly vary in chemical and
physical characteristics and occur in complex patterns. The
Soil Conservation Service recently compiled detailed soils
information for Maricopa and Pima Counties and most of
Yuma County.

Because soils and soil erosion are not major issues in the
RMPlEIS area, only significant problem soils and severe
critical erosion areas will be discussed and analyzed.

Desert Pavement Soils

About 150,000 acres of fragile desert soils are in the
RMP lEIS area. A major portion of these fragile soils
(desert pavement) is in the western portion of the area. The
Crowder-Weisser, Eagle Tail, and Palomas grazing allot
ments contain large areas of these soils: Ts. 1,2, 3 N.; Ts.
1, 2, 3, 4 S., and Rs. 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 W. The Bighorn
grazing allotment southeast of Gila Bend, Ts. 6, 7 S.; Rs.
3, 4 W., and the Artex grazing allotment west of the
Painted Rock( L Mountains, Ts. 5, 6 S., and Rs. 6, 7 W.,
have moderate amounts of desert pavement soils.

The Cristobal-Ligurta-Chuckwalla soils (desert pave
ment soils) have a surface layer of dense, varnished desert
pavement over a fluffy, strongly saline subsoil. These
deep, well-drained soils are on broad, old alluvial fan and
fan terraces with slopes from two to 10 percent. Vegetation
consists primarily of Turkshead and few annual grasses.
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Very little livestock use occurs on these soils due to the lack
of ephemeral forage.

These soils are stable in their present environment.
When the very gravelly, loamy surface layer (two inches
thick) is destroyed, these soils are subject to severe wind
and water erosion. The potential for severe water and wind
erosion in the desert pavement substratum layers is caused
by the soil's low soil strength, loamy soil textures, and its
high soluble salt content. If the fragile soil's substratum is
exposed, severe water erosion and soil blowing occur
rapidly. It is estimated that less than one percent or about
1,500 acres of the desert pavement areas within the
RMPlEIS area are currently in a severe erosion class.

Soil Erosion and Productivity

Soil erosion from water in the EIS area is generally low
due to low precipitation and the gravelly-cobbly soil sur
face that protects the soil from raindrop splash and chan
nel runoff. The amount and intensity of rainfall greatly
vary, making soil erosion and sedimentation levels difficult
to calculate or predict. Sheet and streambank erosion dur
ing high-intensity storms cause most soil movement. Most
severe-critical erosion conditions exist along the Gila
River, Upper Vekol, Cuerda de Lena, and Rio Cornez
Washes. Because of excess water flow and heavy livestock
use, most allotments in the RMPlEIS area have small
areas of eroded soils in and adjacent to drainageways.

Wind erosion in the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area is
a major problem. The areas along and adjacent to the Gila
River-Gila Bend, Theba, Mobile, and north of Agua
Caliente, Arizona-have severe wind erosion problems.
The soils have less than 15 percent vegetative cover and lit
tle or no gravel to protect them from the erosive power of
wind. The soils generally have a surface layer of sandy
loam to clay loam. Weather records show that wind gusts
from 40 to 60 miles per hour commonly occur in the sum
mer months in this area. Since most of the soils in the area
have moderate amounts of lime in the surface layer, this
contributes to soil blowing. Lime in the soil makes the soil
particles more easily airborne.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Existing Information

A Class I cultural resource inventory report covering
southwestern Arizona (McGuire and Schiffer, 1982), the
Phoenix District site report fIles, cultural resource reports
from district projects, and permit applications are the
sources for existing cultural resource data referred to in
this document. Both the 1980 Paleontological Inventory of
the Phoenix District and the Geology, Energy, and
Mineral (GEM) reports indicate no fossil localities of
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significant importance or interest in the RMPlEIS area
(BLM, 1980; Geoexplorers, Inc., 1982). (See Glossary for
an explanation of cultural resource classes.)

As of the middle of 1984, about 24,<XXl acres or 1.2 per
cent of the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area had been in
ventoried at a Class III level, while an additional 12,<XXl
acres or 0.06 percent of the RMPIEIS area had been in
ventoried at a Class II (sample) level. In total, about
36,<XXl acres have received some formal inventory work.
Approximately 390 sites have been recorded within the
RMPlEIS area (this does not include sites recorded on
non-BLM lands).

Sensitive site-specific information on archaeological
resources is exempt from the disclosure requirements of
the Freedom of Information Act and will be made
available only to qualified persons with legitimate research
interests. For this reason, this narrative does not discuss
precise site locations, nor particulars of specific sites.

An archaeological testing program to locate buried
cultural resources along the Gila River was conducted by
BLM in 1982 (Simonis, 1982). Both terraces and the flood
plain were sampled near Dateland, Arizona, but no buried
cultural resources were found. However, this study did not
conclude that buried cultural resources do not exist here
along the Gila River since the sample unit size and number
of samples were very small.

Existing Agents of Site Deterioration

Table 3--6 lists a number of agents of site deterioration
noted during a Class II sample inventory of the 12 WSAs
in the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area.

TABLE 3-6
EXISTING AGENTS OF SITE DETERIORATION

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix Diatrict, Arizona

Cultural Resource Site Types Agent of Deterioration
Exiating Level of Deterioration
to Cultural Reaourcea

SOURCE: Phoenix District files

Evaluation of Cultural Resources

Frequencies of Sites and Areas Likely to Contain
Cultural Resources

Based on existing inventory records, an average of 0.01
sites per acre were recorded for all Class III inventoried
acres. Projected over the entire RMPlEIS area this figure
suggests that approximately 20,350 sites exist here.
However, there are no sites within the RMPIEIS area that
are listed on the National Register.

Moderate
Moderate
Low
Moderate
Low
High
Low

Erosion
Vandalism
Livestock Trampling
Road/Utility Construction
Off-Rosd Vehicle Use
Mining
Rangeland Developments

BLM evaluates cultural resources according to their cur
rent and potential uses. Cultural resources can be allocated
to one or more of the following seven use categories:
(1) public use, (2) socio-cultural use, (3) management use
(4) potential scientific use, (5) conservation for future use,
(6) current scientific use, and (7) discharged use. These use
categories are defmed in the Glossary. Any cultural
resources discovered in the future will be evaluated using
these same categories. BLM also evaluates cultural
resources according to the National Register of Historic
Places criteria (36 CFR 60).

The following information on site types is largely based
on information from the Yuma District RMPIEIS (BLM,
1985). Cultural resources within the RMPlEIS area
generally can be divided into three categories: prehistoric,
historic, and traditional cultural/religious areas. Any loca
tion with physical remains or evidence of activity by
aboriginal peoples prior to European contact is considered
a prehistoric site; those with evidence of Euro-Asian
peoples to modem times are historic. Traditional cultural
or religious sites are generally Native American in origin,
range in age from prehistoric to modem, and are impor
tant for their socio-cultural and religious values. Appendix
17 lists site types, with abbreviated descriptions, according
to the above three categories.

There are major gaps in the cultural historic sequence of
the Lower Gila South vicinity because of two factors.
First, there is a lack of known sites with stratigraphy-a
number of stratified layers with cultural remains built up
over time. A lack of these sites is partly because a large
proportion of sites are found on desert pavements or
heavily patinated (varnished) gravel areas. These unique
surfaces do not permit much silt or soil deposition. Thus,
many sites or desert pavements are open terrace surface
sites where a variety of cultural periods represented by ar
tifacts and features are mingled together on the surface.

Secondly, very few studies have reported a testing pro
gram to locate subsurface cultural resources in areas likely
to contain buried deposits or in desert pavement areas.
Areas with a high likelihood of containing stratified sites
include, but are not limited to, the upper banks of the Gila
River and nearby bajadas. Due to the lack of stratigraphy
and subsurface sampling, very little chronological data is
available for the RMPlEIS area.
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The one percent Class II sample survey of (:ff7 ,532 acres
within 12 WSAs resulted in the designation of 218,560
acres having a high probability of yielding cultural
resources. Based on these results, 36 percent of the WSA
acres are likely to contain cultural resources. Areas in
WSAs with a high probability of containing cultural
resources have been delineated on maps in the Lower Gila
South MSA (BLM, 1983). However, due to a lack of sum
mary reports on survey data, specific areas likely to con
tain a high density of historic and prehistoric sites within
the entire RMPlEIS area have not been determined.

In addition to numerous prehistoric and historic proper
ties within the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area, a variety
of traditional cultural/religious sites have been noted dur
ing ethnological studies conducted for the Palo Verde
Nuclear Generating Station, and Palo Verde to Devers and
APS Interconnect rights-of-way. Based on a number of
interviews with Maricopa, Pima, Papago, Yavapai,
Cocopah, and other Native Americans, some general areas
were defmed as having traditional cultural religious
significance (Woods, 1982; Westec, 1980, 1982; Cultural
Systems Research, Inc., 1978). Traditional cultural/
religious sites include both artifacts or features which may
be impacted on the ground, as well as resources of concern
to existing tribes. (See Table 4-7).

Several sites of significance in the RMPlEIS area are
worthy of mention. One extensive petroglyph and cere
monial site along the Gila River has been inventoried by
several rock art field schools of the American Rock Art
Research Association and is eligible for a major public in
terpretive exhibit-in-place. This site is currently being
studied under a cultural Resource Management Plan
(CRMP) which will determine how the site will be man
aged and protected. Also, there are a number of trail and
shrine sites in the Bouse area which have been identified as
having traditional cultural/religious significance to the
Colorado River Indian tribes.

RECREATION

Based on input from public land users and BLM, city,
county, state, and other government agencies, recreation
was not considered to be an issue in the Lower Gila South
RMPlEIS area. Consequently, BLM recreation visitor use
inventories necessary for the calculation and quantifica
tion of visitor use data for the entire RMP/EIS area were
not completed. Recreation visitor use, however, is esti
mated for the 12 WSAs in the RMPlEIS area. The miles
of vehicle ways and roads within the WSAs have also been
calculated.

Present recreation use is estimated to be 10,000 visitor
days per year in the 12 WSAs, which contain 366.50 miles
of vehicle ways and 7.35 miles of roads.

Although much of the RMPlEIS is considered to be
relatively remote and sparsely populated, extensive recrea
tion use does occur. Most of the pispersed recreation is in
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the form of off-road vehicle use, hunting, hiking, camp
ing, sightseeing, or rock collecting. The RMPlEIS area is
undesignated relative to off-road vehicles and is therefore
considered open for use by this activity. Concentrated
recreation activity is predominant in or near the popula
tion centers of Buckeye, Gila Bend, and Ajo, Arizona
where sites have been developed specifically for recrea
tional pursuits.

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

To describe the economic conditions relating to the Pro
posed Action and its alternatives, BLM specialists iden
tified an area surrounding the Lower Gila South RMP/
EIS area in which residents might be economically im
pacted. Named the economic study area (ESA), this area
includes Maricopa, Pima, and Yuma Counties, Arizona.

Employment

In 1982, 995,000 persons were employed in the ESA,
representing 83 percent of Arizona's total employment of
1.20 million. Employment in the ESA is heavily dependent
on the economies of Phoenix and Tucson in Maricopa and
Pima Counties, respectively. Employment in Maricopa
and Pima Counties represents 96 percent of the total
employment in the ESA.

An analysis of the ESA's 1982 employment sectors
shows that the services sector is the largest employment
sector with 20 percent, followed by the retail trade sector
with 17 percent, and the government sector with 17 per
cent. The mining sector employs 5,000 persons and repre
sents less than one percent of the total employment in the
ESA (Table 3-7).

Earnings

In 1982, earnings in the ESA amounted to 16.8 billion,
representing 84 percent of the state's total employment
earnings of $19.9 billion. Earnings in Maricopa and Pima
Counties represent 97 percent of the total 1982 earnings in
the ESA. The 1982 total earnings from various employ
ment sectors in the ESA are shown in Table 3-8.

Tourism and Travel

Tourism and travel expenditures in the ESA amounted
to $2.47 billion in 1980 (Valley National Bank, 1983),
representing 68 percent of the total spent statewide. A
BLM study showed that wilderness recreationists in
Arizona spend an average of $7.64 per 24-hour wilderness
visitor day and the average trip length to visit Arizona
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TABLE 3-7
1982 EMPLOYMENT BY COUNTY

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Maricopa
Persons %

Pima
Persons %

Yuma*
Persons %

3-County Totals
Persons %

Proprietors
(Farm & Non-Farm)

Farm
Agriculture Services

& Forestry
Mining
Construction
Manufacturing
Transportation &
Utilities

Wholesale Trade
Retail Trade
Finance, Insurance,

& Real Estate
Services
Government

53,680
5,716

7,002
456

44,304
111,522

32,191
40,112

129,083

50,834
149,746
114,707

7
1

1
1
6

15

4
5

17

7
20
16

17 ,215
590

898
4,555

11,855
25,863

8,731
5,871

36,853

8,839
46,696
47,745

8
1

1
2
5

12

4
3

17

4
21
22

3,326
3,856

5,208
56

1,810
1,547

1,184
1,666
5,777

824
5,052

10,078

8
8

13
1
4
4

3
4

14

2
13
25

74,221
10,162

13 ,108
5,067

57,969
138,932

42,106
47,649

171,713

60,497
201,494
172,530

7
1

1
1
6

14

4
5

17

6
20
17

TOTALS 739,353 100 215,711 100 40,384 100 995,448 100
* La Paz County was not created until January 1, 1983; therefore these 1982 statistics

for Yuma County include the La Paz County totals.
SOURCE: Regional Economic System, Bureau of Economic Analysis

TABLE 3-8
1982 EARNINGS BY INDUSTRY (IN THOUSANDS)

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Maricopa Pima Yuma* 3-County Totals
Earnings % Earnings % Earnings % Earnings %

Farm 143,713 1 4,910 1 60,977 12 209,600 12
Agriculture, Services

& Forestry 71,002 1 12,303 1 36,068 7 119,373 1
Mining 10,138 1 157,747 4 1,357 1 169,242 1
Construction 1,053,794 8 225,412 6 41,370 8 1,320,576 8
Manufacturing 2,671,980 20 644,927 18 24,149 5 3,341,056 20
Transportation &
Utilities 885,272 7 233,770 7 30,266 6 1,149,308 7

Wholesale Trade 892,911 7 115,379 3 28,437 5 1,036,727 6
Retail Trade 1,512,637 12 395,702 11 61,384 12 1,969,723 12
Finance, Insurance,

& Real Estate 984,675 8 150,218 4 12,490 2 1,147,383 7
Services 2,558,201 19 719,686 21 73,505 14 3,351,392 20
Government 1,998,564 16 848,054 24 152,790 29 2,999,408 18

TOTALS 12,782,887 100 3,508,108 100 522,793 100 16,813,788 100
* La Paz County was not created until January 1, 1983; therefore these 1982 statistics

for Yuma County include the La Paz County totals.
SOURCE: Regional Economic System, Bureau of Economic Analysis
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ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

SOURCE: Lower Gila Sou th Ranch Budgets

Ranch Economics

TAIlLE 3-10
TYPICAL RANCH lNFORHATION--LOWER GILA SOUTH RHP/EIS AREA

Bureau of Land Management. Phoenix District, Arizona

wilderness was found to be 2.47 days (BLM, 1983a). No
data is available on existing recreation use in any of the
twelve WSAs analyzed in this RMPlEIS.

Ranch Size
Small Medium Large

Item (42 Cows) (140 Cows) (518 Cows)

Revenue2 $7,698 $24,668 $80,099
Cash Costs3 3,955 13,080 45,236
Net Revenue 3,743 11,588 34,863

Less Family Labor (2,164) (12,000) (12,000)

Net Income 1,579 ( -412) 22,863

1 A more detsiled version of these budgets is included
in AppendiX 19.

2 Revenue is derived from the sale of calves,
yearlings, and cull cows.

3 Cash costs include grazing fees, salt and mineral
purchases, veterinary medicine, trucking, marketing,
hired labor, machinery fuels and repairs, and
interest on operating capital.

SOURCE: USDA Economic Research Service

Ranch Budgets. Budget and time limitations prevented
BLM from gathering specific information about ranch
operating costs and returns in the RMPlEIS area. For this
reason, it was necessary to use cost and return information
gathered during the Lower Gila North planning effort to
develop the Lower Gila South ranch budgets. In addition,
personnel from the Lower Gila Resource Area and
RMPlEIS area ranchers provided information where
necessary.

Table 3-11 and Appendix 19 present the representative
ranch budgets that were prepared for the RMPlEIS area
ranchers. Gross revenue, cash costs, noncash costs, and
various income measures are shown for each of the three
size classes.

TABLE 3-11
REPRESENTATIVE RANCH BUDGETS1

(Existing Situation)
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

The ranch budgets focus on net revenue, which is
calculated by subtracting the revenue derived from the sale
of cattle (gross revenue) from the ranch cash costs. Net
revenue estimates the amount of cash available to the
rancher to provide for the living expenses of the ranch
family, to purchase new machinery and improvements,
and to service outstanding long-term debts. Also shown on
the budgets is the value of family labor. This represents the
dollar value of the ranch family's labor used to operate the
ranch for one year. Connected with the value of family
labor is the return above net revenue and family labor
which estimates the ranch's net income after the cash costs
and the value of family labor are subtracted.

Small Ranch. The representative small ranch in the
0-99 head size class was found to market an average of 24
calves and five cows per year. Gross revenue from the sale
of these cattle amounts to $7,698 per year. Cash costs
amount to $3,955, producing a net revenue of $3,743. The
charge for family labor amounts to $2,164 for the typical
small ranch. Subtraction of the value of family labor
leaves a net income of $1,579 which is left for the rancher
to purchase new machinery and range improvements and
payoff existing long-term debts.

92

83
96
92

BLH
Dependency
(Percent)

1,882
11,164
45,966

59 .012

Authorized Gradog
Preference

2,268
11,623
50,083

63 ,974

Pederal &
Cootrolled Federal

22

4
7

11

Number of
Allotments

Number of
Operatou

TABLE )-9
OPERATOR SIZE CLASSES--LOWER GILA SOUTB 100'/£15 ARl:A
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Size Class
Small Iledium Large

Production Parameters (<r-99) (151-300) (301-Qver)

Herd Parameters
Brood Cows (Number) 42 140 518
Bulls (Number) 3 10 34
Replacement Rate 17% 16% 15%
Cow Dea th Los s 5% 5% 4%
Calf Death Loss 5% 5% 6%
Calving Percentage 79% 76% 70%

Source of Feed (AUMs)
BLH 465 1,855 6,077
State 50 30 357
Private 67 47 718

TOTALS 17

She Clus
(Number of Cowa)

Small (0 - 99)
Hedium (100-299)
Large (300-over)

SOURCE.: Phoenix District files

The total allowable animal unit months (AUMs) in Sec
tion 3 Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area allotments
amount to 63,974 of which 59,012 or 94 percent are from
BLM land. The other six percent are state and privately
owned lands-also termed "controlled" lands. The five
year (1976-1981) average licensed use on federal, state,
and private lands amounts to 39,950 AUMs of which
37,185 or 93 percent are from public lands. The allowable
use AUMs on public lands amount to 25 percent of the
Phoenix District total (BLM, 1979).

The economic analysis of ranch enterprises in the
RMPlEIS area will be through the use of representative
ranch budgets. These budgets are used to determine the
economic effect various RMPlEIS alternatives will have
on area ranchers and the surrounding ESA (Yuma, Pima,
and Maricopa Counties).

Ranch Size Classes. Ranchers in the RMPlEIS area
were divided into three size classes based on their author
ized grazing preference on fede,Lral, state, and private
lands. The following size classes were used: 0-99 head per
ranch (42 cows typical), 100-299 head (140 cows typical),
and 300 head and over (518 cows typical). Information
pertaining to each size class is shown in Tables 3-9 and
3-10 and in Appendix 18.
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Lower Gila South (LGS) RMPlEIS area. The LGS RMP/
EIS area is in portions of six census county divisions
(CCDs) within Maricopa, Yuma, La Paz, Pima, and Pinal
Counties. Census county divisions are geographically
based population units on which the lJ.S. Census Bureau
maintains detailed statistics.

A comparison of the CCD map with the LGS RMPlEIS
area reveals that only a portion of each of the six CCDs is
contained in the RMPlEIS area. An estimate of the total
population in this area was made by approximating the
number of people who live in the portion of the CCDs in
cluded in this area. The region considered here for the
Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area comprises the total five
county populations (Maricopa, Yuma, La Paz, Pima, and
Pinal). This region includes the two standard metropolitan
statistical areas (SMSAs) of Phoenix and Tucson. Table
3-12 shows population data for the local and regional
levels. Population data displayed in this table indicate that
the region in 1980 had more than two million residents
while the local population had 18,710 residents.

TABLE 3-12
LOCAL AND REGIONAL POPULATION 19130

Bureau of Land Management. Phoenix Dlstrll:t. Arizona

3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Medium Ranch. The representative medium ranch in
the 100-299 head size class was found to market 79 calves
and 15 cows per year. Gross revenue from the sale of these
cattle amounts to $24,668. Cash costs amount to $13,080,
producing a net revenue of $11,588. Subtraction of a fam
ily labor charge of $12,000 leaves a net loss of $412 per
year.

Large Ranch. The representative large ranch operation
in the 300 or larger head size class sells 262 calves and 57
cows per year. Gross revenue for this operation amounts
to $80,099 and cash costs amount to $45,236, producing a
yearly net revenue of $34,863. Family labor for this opera
tion amounts to $12,000 yearly. Subtraction of this charge
from the net revenue leaves a net income of $22,863.

Ranch Finance. The rancher's ability to borrow money
is determined by many factors, including assets, current
liabilities, and the ranch's profitability. BLM grazing
leases are commonly bought and sold. These leases are
valued based on the number of animal units that can be
stocked on that grazing lease. The current market value of
leases in the RMPlEIS area is estimated to be $125 per
ADM or $1,500 per cow yearlong. Although BLM does
not recognize the right to treat grazing permits as real
property, these permits are bought and sold and used as
collateral for loans. At a value of $1,500 per animal unit,
the value of the typical small ranch in the RMPlEIS area
would amount to $72,000. The typical medium-size ranch
would be valued at $241,500 and the typical large ranch
would be valued at $894,000.

County Census Division

Buckeye
Gila Bend
Wellton
Parker
Ajo
liB r 1copa-Stanf tel d

Totals

County

1980 Percent in the
Population LGS Plannlnn Area

11,223 70
4,902 60
6,508 15

11,467 05
5,978 90
3,940 25

44 ,018

19110
POpUllltlon

Total LGS
Population

7,856
2,940

976
573

5.380
985

18.710

Public Attitudes and Expectation

* Created January I, 1983 from northern part of Yuma County.
SOURCE: Lower Gila South KBnagement Situation Analysill, Phoenix District files

This description of public attitudes and expectations was
obtained from several sources and is documented in the
Lower Gila South Management Situation Analysis (MSA).
Information comes from published BLM and other federal
agency documents, material produced by state and county
agencies, and informal interviews with residents in the
CCDs.

In general the residents of the local area have a high
regard for ranching, are concerned for its future, and do
not feel it represents any kind of problem for public land
use. Residents of the local area tend to favor efforts that
would reduce the amount of land in federal administrative
ownership. Generally, they feel that private ownership
would be more beneficial. They also feel that development
in the area, particularly in the Buckeye and Gila Bend

Regional Economics

Total gross receipts from the sale of livestock for the 17
livestock operators on the 22 perennial-ephemeral allot
ments in the RMPIEIS area amount to $739,493 annually.
Ranches in the RMPlEIS area produced less than one per
cent of the total livestock products produced in the three
county ESA, which amounted to $428 million in 1979
(Arizona Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, 1980).
Annual operating expenditures of the RMPlEIS area
ranches amount to $410,952, leaving a total yearly net
revenue of $328,541 (Appendix 20).

Ranch labor requirements for the 17 perennial
ephemeral ranches in the RMPIEIS area amount to 13.8
work years (Appendix 21), which represents less than one
percent of the 10,162 persons employed on farms in the
three-county ESA.

SOCIAL ELEMENTS

This section discusses two types of social elements
population and public attitudes-that could be affected by
the proposed wilderness alternatives. These social elements
are described on two levels of generalization, local and
regional. The local level consists of the residents of the
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Maricopa
Yuma
La Paz.
Pima
Pinal

To tal Regional

1.508.030
78,067
12,487

531,263
90,918

2,220,765



SOURCE: Lover Gila South Management Situation Analyela, Phoenix District

TABLE )-13
WSA LOCATIONS IN LOWER GILA SOUTH CeD

Bureau of Land Management. Phoenix District. Arizolla

CCDs, is going to place increasingly severe pressure on the
federal agencies to release land for expansion.

Table 3-13 identifies the location of the 12 WSAs by
CCD. Contacts were made with residents of each of the
CCDs with the purpose of determining how "people in the
area" felt about wilderness and the specific WSAs. Most
of the comments from residents were general questions
about the reasons for wilderness and revealed that even

Census Couoty Division

Wellton

Wellton-Buckeye

Buckeye

Cila Bend

GUa Bend-Maricopa/Stanfield

Wllderoe8a StudY Area

2-125 (New Water Mountains)
2-126A (Little Horn Mountains West)
2-127 (Little Horn Mountains)

2-128 (Eagletall Mountains)
2-129 Clut Clanton Hills)

2-136 (Pace Mountain)
2-138 (SIgnal Mountain)

2-142/144 (Woolsey Peak.)

2-157 (North Maricopa Mountains)
2-163 (South Maricopa Houat.ios)
2-164 (Butterf1eld Stage Mell.orial)

2-172 (Table Top HOuDc.ioa)
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though there was no evidence of support, no strong op
position existed either, except in a general sense of resent
ing what was perceived as "government restrictions."

Interest in WSAs was stronger on the regional level than
locally. Some expression of general support came from
contacts in the Phoenix metropolitan area who were con
cerned about the increasing demand for land as a result of
population growth.

Native American people in the area indicated that
wilderness is not a Native American concept, but any ef
fort to preserve land in a natural state was important.

The public involvement phases of this plan also in
dicated the diverse attitudes toward WSAs at the regional
and local levels. Seven hundred and forty-nine letters and
contacts were received from groups and individuals. Many
of the letters were of a general nature indicating the
writer's preference for or opposition to setting public land
aside as wilderness.

The data from the BLM registered voter questionnaire
(BLM, 1983a) indicated that respondents in the LGS
RMPlEIS area are less supportive of wilderness expansion
than is the case statewide. This information is generally
consistent with the observations drawn from the informal,
unstructured interviews of residents in the RMPlEIS area.
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CHAPTER 4

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

INTRODUCTION

Chapter 4 discusses the environmental consequences of
the five alternatives described in Chapter 2. The Lower
Gila South Resource Management PlanlEnvironmental
Impact Statement (RMPlEIS) interdisciplinary team de
termined that none of the alternatives would significantly
impact geology, air quality, topography, or climate. The
team also determined that impacts to protected and sen
sitive plant species are difficult to derme because of a lack
of site-specific project information. Therefore impacts on
protected plants will not be analyzed in this chapter. These
plant species are protected by laws and regulations and will
be examined in future site-specific environmental
assessments.

Management actions will be analyzed in terms of their
short- and long-term impacts to the environment. The
analysis is designed to provide an overview of the direct or
cumulative impacts of the alternatives on each resource
and on the RMPlEIS area as a whole. The analysis ad
dresses the impacts associated with particular management
actions to resolve the following four issues: rangeland
management, wilderness, land tenure, and utility cor
ridors. Site-specific environmental assessments will be per
formed prior to approval of all projects.

GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS FOR ANALYSIS

In order to analyze the impacts from the management
actions of each alternative it was necessary to make general
and specific assumptions for the issues.

1. BLM will have the funding and work force to imple
ment and supervise the selected alternative.

2. Impacts are direct unless otherwise noted.
3. Impacts will be monitored and management adjusted

as necessary, based on new data from evaluation and
monitoring procedures.

4. Short-term impacts occur within five years and long
term impacts occur from five to 25 years after imple
mentation of the plan.

5. All impacts are long-term unless otherwise stated.
6. Environmental assessments (including categorical ex

clusions) will be conducted prior to implementing any
activity plans.
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SPECIFIC ASSUMPTIONS

Rangeland Management

1. Adjustments in livestock numbers would be based on
data gathered from the rangeland monitoring program
in coordination and consultation with the livestock
operator and other affected groups.

2. Projected increases in available livestock forage are
based on improved livestock distribution which would
result from new rangeland developments.

3. Prior to the construction of specific range develop
ments a benefit/cost analysis would be completed to
determine the usefulness and feasibility of the
developments.

4. Allotment Management Plans (AMPs) may be devel
oped if monitoring evaluations determine the need for
activity plans.

Wilderness

1. Wilderness impact conclusions are based on
reasonable probabilities and do not necessarily repre
sent a worst case situation.

2. WSAs will be managed under BLM's Interim Manage
ment Policy until either designated wilderness or re
leased by Congress.

3. Lands recommended as preliminarily suitable for
wilderness preservation will undergo a U.S. Geological
Survey/Bureau of Mines (USGS/BM) mineral survey,
the results of which will be received before a fmal
recommendation concerning wilderness suitability is
forwarded to the President.

4. Lands recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness
preservation will be released from wilderness review by
Congress.

5. If an area is designated wilderness, the Wilderness
Management Policy will be used as a guide for those
activities that are permissible. A wilderness manage
ment plan will be developed within two years after a
WSA is designated wilderness.

6. Any area designated wilderness will be withdrawn
from all forms of appropriation under the mining laws
as of the date of designation, but would still be subject
to valid existing rights.
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7. All state or private land inholdings or nonfederal
minerals within an area designated wilderness may be
acquired by BLM through purchase or exchange if the
state or private land owners agree to the acquisition.
BLM must allow access to such inholdings or min
erals, but can regulate routes and modes of access to
reduce adverse environmental impacts.

8. BLM will manage designated wilderness areas to meet
visual resource management Class I objectives, while
considering valid existing rights.

9. BLM will not recommend reclassification of air qual
ity standards for wilderness areas from the existing
Class II to the more restrictive Class I. Air quality
classifications are the responsibility of the state.

10. Livestock grazing in wilderness areas will be main
tained at present levels unless adjusted for reasons pre
scribed through range management.

11. Range, wildlife, and other facilities installed or main
tained by customary methods may be allowed when
site-specific environmental as3""sment shows wilder
ness resources will not be impaired.

Wildlife

It is assumed that BLM's land disposal proposals will
not include land needed for:

1. management of habitat for federally listed threatened
and endangered species or state-listed threatened spe
cies, including Gila River riparian habitat which sup
ports: Yuma clapper rail, osprey, great and snowy
egret, and black-crowned night heron;

2. sonoran pronghorn habitat which lies west of State
Route 85; and

3. crucial desert bighorn sheep habitat, crucial desert tor
toise habitat, land needed for space requirements of
bighorn sheep or land which if developed would block
important sheep migration routes.

Soils and Water

1. The ecological condition and trend of the rangeland is
an indicator of condition and trend of the associated
watershed.

2. Demand for more water will continue to grow with the
economy of the region, which will increase the need to
protect the quality and quantity of the resource for all
uses. BLM would stabilize the 1,500 acres of desert
pavement soils currently in a severe erosion class as
funding becomes available.

3. Floodplain management and protection of wetlands will
continue in accordance with Executive Orders 11988
and 11990 and Bureau Manuals 6740 and 72ffJ.
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4. Changes in water quality of runoff are proportional to
the changes in erosion and runoff (water quality refers
principally to sediment production).

5. Water rights necessary for protecting the Bureau's uses
and needs of water for public land management
purposes are secure under state law and administrative
procedures.

Minerals and Energy

None of the proposals for rangeland management and
utility corridor issues would impact the minerals program
in the RMPlEIS area. Therefore, only the impacts from
the wilderness and land tenure issues will be further
discussed in this analysis.

Ranch Economics

The ranch economics section assumes that ranchers will
stock cattle up to their authorized grazing preference and
all figures given in the analysis are based on authorized
grazing preference numbers.

PROPOSED ACTION

Impacts on Rangeland Management

The number of livestock or season of use would not be
altered on any of the Maintain or Custodial allotments
(ffJ,524 AUMs), thus causing no significant short-term im
pacts to livestock operations in the Lower Gila South
RMPlEIS area. Rangeland specialists would evaluate
rangeland condition and trend studies at the end of up to a
five-year monitoring phase. The results of rangeland
monitoring would help determine if grazing adjustments
would be needed to meet key species' physiological
requirements or if downward trends have reversed on
allotments showing downward trends in rangeland con
dition. All adjustments would be approved only when
compatible with other resources.

The construction of new rangeland developments (Table
2-1) would improve livestock distribution on 14 allotments
involving 1,161,157 public acres. These developments
would reduce livestock stress, eliminating the need to trail
long distances to and from water sources. Improved live
stock distribution would also increase the availability of
livestock forage which may result in an increase of approx
imately 1,376 animal unit months (AUMs) in the long term
(see Appendix 11) and provide for the improvement of
areas now displaying downward trends but that have
potential to respond to changes in grazing management.
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TABLE 4-1
PERCENTAGES OF ALLOTMENTS WITHIN WSAS BY ALTERNATIVE
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

WSAs
Allotments

New Water Mountains
Crowder-Weisser

Little Horn Mountains West
Crowder-Weisser
Eagle Tail
Ranegras Plain

Little Horn Mountains
Crowder-Weisser
Eagle Tail
Ranegras Plain

Eagletail Mountains
Eagle Tail
Ranegras Plain
Clem

East Clanton Hills
Eagle Tail
Palomas

Face Mountain
Amavisca
Mariani
Gable-Ming

Signal Mountain
Gable-Ming

Woolsey Peak
Gable-Ming
Gila River Community
Hazen-Sheppard
Dendora Valley
Jagow Kreager

North Maricopa Mountains
Conley
Hazen
Beloat
Bighorn

South Maricopa Mountains
Conley
Bighorn
Lower Vekol

Butterfield Stage Memorial
Conley
Bighorn

Table Top Mountains
Conley
Bighorn
Lower Vekol

Allotment
Designation*

P-E

P-E
P-E
P-E

P-E
P-E
P-E

P-E
P-E
P-E

P-E
E

E
E

P-E

P-E

P-E
E
E
E
E

P-E
P-E
P-E
P-E

P-E
P-E
P-E

P-E
P-E

P-E
P-E
P-E

Proposed
Action

10

o
o
o

o
o
o

37
1
o

o
o

o
o
o

o

11
52
o

19
34

o
o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o

50
19
23

No Action/
Resource
Production

o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o

o
o
o

o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o

o
o
o

Resource
Protection

10

o
o
o

o
25

3

17
1
o

o
o

34
13
13

o

11
52
o

19
34

7
30
17
11

o
o
o

o
o

50
19
23

Environmental
Protection

17

3
2
2

3
30
30

56
5
2

6
23

34
14
14

17

11
57
77
19
34

7
41
21
14

22
26
43

3
4

50
23
41

* E - Ephemeral; P-E - Perennial-Ephemeral
SOURCE: Phoenix District files.
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This proposal identifies four areas (190,391 acres) as
suitable for wilderness designation. Portions of seven
perennial-ephemeral allotments and four ephemeral allot
ments overlap into the wilderness study area (WSA)
boundaries (Table 4-1). Any rangeland developments pro
posed within wilderness boundaries must meet the criteria
in BLM's Wilderness Management Policy. Construction
of new rangeland developments is permissible when it is
determined to be necessary for the purpose of effective
management of the rangeland. To reduce the visual im
pacts, new rangeland developments in WSAs may have to
be built and maintained with natural materials. Construc
tion and maintenance cost would thus increase, depending
on the type of development and its location.

Conclusion. No adverse impacts to livestock operators
would occur from implementing the Proposed Action. No
livestock adjustments are proposed initially until range
land monitoring studies are completed. Construction of
new rangeland developments would allow for an increase
of 1,376 AUMs in the long term. Wilderness designation
would not significantly impact these portions of seven
perennial-ephemeral and four ephemeral allotments that
overlap the four WSAs.

Impacts on Vegetation

Changes in rangeland condition vary over time, depend
ing on trend, site potential, climatic conditions, natural
seed sources, and the effectiveness of rangeland
developments.

Currently only 10 percent or 154,500 acres of the
perennial-ephemeral allotments are in poor condition (Ap
pendix 15). These are areas that have been historically
grazed and represent areas surrounding existing water
sources.

Thirteen perennial-ephemeral allotments displaying up
ward apparent trends in rangeland condition (Appendix
15) would continue to improve under present grazing
management until their potential is reached. Rates of im
provement would depend on trend, site potential, climatic
conditions, natural seed sources, and the effectiveness of
rangeland developments. New rangeland developments on
14 perennial-ephemeral allotments (Table 2-1) would im
prove livestock distribution and reduce grazing pressure on
areas currently exhibiting poor or downward apparent
trends (five percent or 69,600 acres) in rangeland condition
in the long term.

Rangeland condition on the 18 ephemeral allotments
(Custodial) would not change under this alternative in the
short or long term. These allotments are grazed only dur
ing years when ephemeral forage has the potential to
become available.
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Conclusion. No significant impacts to vegetation would
result from implementing the Proposed Action. Allot
ments displaying poor rangeland conditions and down
ward apparent trends would improve through the con
struction of new rangeland developments.

Impacts on Wilderness Values

Wilderness designation of 24,200 acres of the New
Water Mountains WSA, 70,791 acres of the Eagletail
Mountains WSA, 61,000 acres of the Woolsey Peak WSA,
and 34,400 acres of the Table Top Mountains WSA would
ensure the protection and preservation of their wilderness
and associated resource values.

Wilderness designation of these four areas would have
short- and especially long-term beneficial impacts on their
wilderness and associated resource values by providing
protection from most surface-disturbing activities. With
drawal from mineral exploration and development, clo
sure to motorized vehicles, and prohibition of new rights
of-way, disposal or other land actions would preserve their
natural character. Opportunities for outstanding solitude
and primitive recreation experiences in a natural setting
would be maintained and protected for nonmotorized
recreationists. Hiking, backpacking, camping, walk-in
hunting, sightseeing, and nature study would be the
primary activities benefited by wilderness designation.

Protection of wilderness values in these four areas
would also benefit supplemental resource values present.
The quality of wildlife habitat, cultural resources, soils,
vegetation, protected plant species, and scenic and visual
resources would be maintained. Long-term benefits would
be provided by preserving lands to permit natural ecolog
ical processes to continue with little or no human
interference.

Crucial desert bighorn sheep habitat would be main
tained in all four areas, while crucial desert tortoise habitat
would be preserved in the New Water Mountains and
Table Top Mountains. Desert pavement soils, vegetation,
and protected plants found in all four areas would be pro
tected by the restriction or elimination of mining and
motorized vehicle use. Two significant Sonoran Desert
botanical areas, located in the Table Top and Eagletail
Mountains WSAs, would be enclosed by wilderness, thus
ensuring their continued long-term value for nature study
and scientific and educational use. Scenic and visual values
would be preserved by a visual resource management
(VRM) Class I designation. Class I objectives and manage
ment requirements allow little to no change in the natural
landscape.

Designation of the four areas would add to the diversity
of the National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS)
in Arizona. Wilderness would provide increased solitude
and primitive recreation opportunities for residents of five
standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSAs). The



geographic distribution of wilderness within Arizona
would also be enhanced by the placement of four areas in
southwest Arizona. The Organ Pipe Wilderness (National
Park Service) is the only wilderness presently in this area.

Designation of the four areas as wilderness would not
add new ecosystems to the NWPS but would contribute
additional areas and acreage to two American Desert prov
ince ecosystem types: paloverde-cactus shrub and
creosotebush-bursage.

All four areas analyzed for wilderness designation are
considered manageable as wilderness over the long term.
Mining activities could affect wilderness values, but min
ing would be restricted to valid claims with valid existing
rights at the time of wilderness designation. ORV use
might occur in some portions of the Eagletail Mountains
and Table Top Mountains WSAs due to the absence of ter
rain or plant features along some boundaries to preclude
such activity. The impacts of such uses are considered in
significant to wilderness values over the long term.

Parcels of nonfederal surface and mineral inholdings lie
within the suitable boundary of the Eagletail Mountains. If
these lands were developed in the future, it would have
adverse effects on surrounding wilderness values. Another
potential impact exists because access must be provided.
Acquisition through land exchange of 2,643 acres of state
surface and mineral lands and 561 acres of state mineral
rights within the Eagletail Mountains WSA will facilitate
wilderness management of the area and enhance botanical,
wildlife, wilderness, and related multiple resource values.
Acquisition of the above acreage would allow such parcels
to be incorporated into the Eagletail Mountains wilderness
proposal.

Nondesignation and a return to multiple use manage
ment of eight entire WSAs (Little Hom Mountains West,
Little Hom Mountains, East Clanton Hills, Face Moun
tain, Signal Mountain, North Maricopa Mountains, South
Maricopa Mountains, and the Butterfield Stage Memorial)
and portions of four WSAs (New Water Mountains,
Eagletail Mountains, Woolsey Peak, and Table Top
Mountains) could result in the loss or damage of their wil
derness values over the long term. Land uses detrimental
to wilderness and supplemental values could be permitted,
including mineral and energy development, rights-of-way
and other land actions, and motorized vehicle use.

Mineral exploration and development could occur in all
these areas as they would remain open to mineral entry.
Existing and future mining claims and leases would not be
subject to wilderness constraints. Surface disturbances
caused by road construction, exploration, and assessment
work are possible. If development occurred, there could be
adverse long-term impacts to wilderness resources.

Motorized vehicle use, new rights-of-way, and other
land actions could diminish the natural character of
nondesignated areas. New access roads could allow
vehicles into previously inaccessible areas. Over the long
term utility lines could be constructed across portions of
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the New Water Mountains, Little Hom Mountains, Eagle
tail Mountains, Face Mountains, Signal Mountains,
Butterfield Stage Memorial, and South Maricopa Moun
tains. Outstanding opportunities for solitude and primitive
recreation experiences could be reduced or permanently
lost in these areas.

The areas not designated wilderness will revert to VRM
Class II, III, or IV visual management protection objec
tives. These VRM classes pose fewer restrictions on layout,
design, and construction of proposed developments than
the Class I objectives required by wilderness. Contrasts in
the landscape resulting from developments will be more
noticeable since projects affecting the scenery might be
allowed. Small scale projects for livestock and wildlife
could slightly impair the wilderness values because they
would be installed without wilderness constraints on place
ment and design.

The ability of nondesignated areas to contribute to the
present diversity of the NWPS would be lost. Additional
opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation for
residents of five SMSAs would be forgone by nondesigna
tion of these areas as well.

Conclusion. The eight entire WSAs and portions of
four others not analyzed as suitable for wilderness designa
tion (431,540 acres) have a moderate potential for damage
or loss of natural values if not designated wilderness,
primarily a result of mineral development, motorized vehi
cle use, and rights-of-way development. These areas'
natural character, opportunities for solitude and primitive
recreation, and special features could be damaged or lost
over the long term.

For the portions of four WSAs (190,391 acres) analyzed
suitable for wilderness designation (New Water Moun
tains, Eagletail Mountains, Woolsey Peak, and Table Top
Mountains) there would be short- and long-term beneficial
impacts to the wilderness resource by preserving the
natural values, outstanding opportunities for solitude and
primitive recreation, supplemental values, and by enhanc
ing the geographic diversity of the NWPS in Arizona.

Impacts on Land Uses

Conclusion. The Proposed Action would not conflict
with any current land uses. However, designation of por
tions of four WSAs (New Water Mountains, Eagletail
Mountains, Woolsey Peak, and Table Top Mountains
190,391 acres) would preclude some future land uses from
these areas (rights-of-way for roads, powerlines, pipelines,
and communication sites).

The Proposed Action would benefit the lands program
by designating utility corridors and by allowing the BLM
and State of Arizona to pursue the land tenure adjust
ments needed to develop a more manageable ownership
pattern.



Ranegras Plain
Jagow Kreager
Dendora Valley
Gila Bend

Indians
Hazen
Cameron
Lower Vekol
Table Top
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Impacts on Wildlife

Rangeland Management Issue

Mule Deer. The Proposed Action would maintain ex
isting levels of yearlong grazing. The major conllict under
existing circumstances is between cattle and mule deer in
desert washes which interlace creosotebush-bursage
habitat. Cattle congregate in washes for shade and con
sume most of the quality forage growing along the banks.
Deer move to areas of low livestock use, usually in the
foothills of major mountain groups. Ongoing conllict be
tween cattle and mule deer for forage represents a long
term negative impact, especially on the following
allotments where use on browse is high: Conley, Beloat,
Cameron, Lower Vekol, and Bighorn (Fredlake and
Lucas, 1982). Under the proposed action long-term moni
toring will be instituted in areas of mule deer and livestock
competition. Use adjustment may be necessary to reduce
or eliminate forage conllict, hence long-term beneficial im
pacts may occur.

Ten wells and seven reservoirs are proposed for develop
ment under the Proposed Action. These would provide ad
ditional watering points for mule deer and hence provide a
marginal benefit. In order for wells to be beneficial, corral
fences around troughs must allow deer (especially fawns)
easy access, and water must be available during the hot
summer months.

Reservoirs in the RMPlEIS area, with few exceptions,
dry up in summer months and are not significantly
valuable for big game. Cattle congregate in large numbers
around waters, resulting in overuse of quality browse (false
mesquite, jojoba, ratany, janusia) and trace perennial
grasses (bush muhly, slim tridens, three awn). This area of
overuse may extend up to a mile from the water source and
represents a negative impact on the forage base of big
game.

Desert Bighorn Sheep. Forage conllicts occur between
cattle and desert bighorn sheep when large numbers of
steers are released under ephemeral permits in winter
seasons. Steers, unfamiliar with terrain, can drift into
bighorn sheep habitat and locate around important
bighorn waterholes, thereby competing with sheep for
forage and water or transmitting disease.

Bighorn in the RMPlEIS area have been exposed to
viral diseases such as blue tongue, epizootic hemorrhagic
disease, contagious ecthema, and para-influenza III
(DeVoss, 1984). These diseases are transmitted by biting
midge llies or direct contact from cattle to bighorn; the
more cattle grazing on an allotment with bighorn (even on
an ephemeral basis), the greater the likelihood that
bighorns will be exposed to disease (Post, 1976). Viral
diseases lie dormant in the blood stream and become active
when sheep are submitted to undue environmental stress
(drought, harassment, competition with cattle), and result
in severe mortality in a short period of time. Potential for
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an outbreak of disease due to livestock use would continue
to have a long-term adverse impact to sheep populations.

The following allotments have the potential for bighorn-
cattle disease transmission:

Crowder-Weisser Eagle Tail
Clem Gable-Ming
Layton Gila River
Artex Community
Mumme Hazen Sheppard
Conley Powers Butte
Childs Beloat
Vekol Bighorn
Kirian South Vekol

Livestock wells, not used by bighorn sheep to any ex
tent, would not be beneficial. If placed within one to two
miles of bighorn habitat, livestock wells could increase
bighorn/cattle contact and the likelihood of disease trans
mission to bighorn. This increased contact would be a
negative impact.

Proposed fencing could become a significant barrier to
migration if constructed perpendicular to routes common
ly traveled by bighorn sheep between mountain ranges
(Helvie, 1971). Bighorn sheep tend to panic when crossing
through barbed wire and can entangle their curved horns,
severely lacerating themselves. Unlike deer, bighorns rare
ly jump fences but try instead to crawl under the bottom
strand or step between intermediate strands. There are no
particularly good fence designs that deter cattle and allow
safe crossing by bighorns.

Overall, long-term impacts of range improvements to
desert bighorn sheep would be adverse.

Sonoran Pronghorn. Pronghorn and cattle compete for
habitat and perennial forage on the Cameron allotment.
At current grazing levels pronghorn habitat value will con
tinue to decline. Under the Proposed Action long-term
monitoring studies will be instituted on the Cameron allot
ment. Use adjustment may be necessary to reduce or
eliminate pronghorn and cattle forage conllict, hence,
long-term positive impact may occur.

Sonoran pronghorn will not be affected by rangeland
developments recommended in the Proposed Action.
Pronghorn have not been observed drinking free water and
appear to satisfy their requirements in the moisture content
of their forage (Arizona Game and Fish Department,
1981). If placed in pronghorn habitat in an area of low
livestock use, wells and reservoirs would draw in more cat
tle and significant forage competition could result.

Javelina. Javelina do not compete significantly with
cattle for forage and hence would not be affected by the
Proposed Action. Two wells proposed for Table Top and
Bighorn allotments could slightly benefit javelina if con
structed so that this species would have unimpeded access
to water, and if the water were available yearlong. This
would entail building troughs less than one foot high so
young javelina as well as adults could drink.



Conley
Vekol
Crowder-Weisser

Desert Tortoise. Desert tortoise primarily inhabit major
mountain ranges, foothills, and bajadas. When tortoise
awake from hibernation, they rely on winter-spring an
nuals to provide energy for reproduction, especially when
perennial forage is scarce. Drought and heavy livestock use
lessen available annuals and threaten tortoise reproduction
(Berry, 1978).

When annuals are not present in the spring, perennial
grasses and forbs become an extremely important source
of forage, and competition from cattle becomes even more
critical. Competition between cattle and tortoise is most
evident around the fringes of mountains and less evident
on steep slopes. No short-term improvement of tortoise
habitat is expected. Monitoring studies will be instituted in
areas of tortoise and livestock competition. Use adjust
ment may be necessary to reduce or eliminate forage con
flict, hence long-term beneficial impacts may occur.

The following allotments have a high potential for
cattle/tortoise forage conflicts:

Beloat Hazen
Bighorn Kirian
Gable-Ming Eagle Tail
Palomas

Wells and reservoirs, if constructed in desert tortoise
habitat, would result in an increase in forage use by cattle
and a decrease in forage available for tortoise. This could
cause a long-term decline in tortoise habitat in localized
areas and would be a significant long-term adverse impact.

Riparian Habitat. Cattle use riparian habitat along the
Gila River extensively, browsing on mesquite, willow, and
cottonwood trees. Cottonwood reproduction is primarily
limited by fluctuating water tables, vegetation clearing,
floods, fire, and salt accumulation in the soil, but cattle
grazing is also a factor. Cattle do not appear to inhibit
establishment of willows and aid in mesquite reproduc
tion, consuming seed pods and depositing scarified seeds in
dung. Mesquite seeds, supplied with a rich supply of fertil
izer, will sprout and grow, ultimately providing valuable
wildlife cover.

Cottonwood trees would probably become slightly more
numerous along the Gila River channel if stocking rates
were reduced as a result of monitoring studies (Duff, 1978;
Platts, 1979; Rickard and Cushings, 1982). Increase in cot
tonwood trees would provide added foraging areas and
nesting areas for nongame birds, nesting habitat for sharp
shinned hawks, Cooper's hawks, and other raptors and
roosting habitat for egrets and herons (Anderson, Engel
Wilson, Wells, Ohmart, 1977). If rangeland monitoring
studies indicate that a reduction in livestock use is
necessary, reduced livestock use would result in a slightly
beneficial impact to wildlife.

Game Birds and Small Game. The construction of
seven livestock wells would result in some benefit to dove
and quail by providing additional watering points. Open
top storage tanks, and trough.~ (unless equipped with
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escape ramps) can cause small game drownings, however,
and no evidence indicates that waters themselves result in
significant ulation increases in quail or doves.

Reservoirs could provide long-term benefits to quail and
doves. Mesquite trees establish themselves around the
shore regardless of grazing intensity and grow more rapid
ly than those in the surrounding desert. Excellent dove
nesting habitat and quail escape cover is the net result.
Cottontail rabbits also benefit from the thorny escape
cover. Overall, long-term impacts to small game would be
slightly positive.

Shorebirds and Waterfowl. Reservoirs provide some
benefit for shorebirds and waterfowl by. serving as resting
points during seasonal migration; however, few reservoirs
hold water yearlong and so do not provide waterfowl nest
ing habitat. Overall, long-term impacts to shorebirds and
waterfowl would be slightly positive.

Nongame in Vekol Valley Grassland. Due to long-term
concentrations of livestock in Vekol Valley grassland
ground cover has been reduced and soil erosion has in
creased. This is a negative long-term impact to the habitat
of amphibian Luna in the area. If monitoring studies in
dicate a need for adjusting livestock use in the area then
significant positive impacts to amphibian habitat will
result.

Conclusion. Table 4-2 summarizes the long-term im
pacts to wildlife from rangeland management under the
five alternatives. Rangeland monitoring will be instituted
in allotments where wildlife and livestock conflicts occur
and, ultimately, use adjustments will be made to reduce or
eliminate resource conflicts.

Wilderness Issue

State-Listed Threatened Species (Bighorn Sheep and
Desert Tortoise). Table 4-3 shows acres of crucial bighorn
habitat and crucial tortoise habitat in each WSA and by
alternative.

Desert bighorn sheep would benefit by designation of
four WSAs in the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area. Big
horn sheep require large tracts of habitat relatively undis
turbed by human activity. Mining is particularly detri
mental since it involves blading roads into mountainous
areas previously accessible only on foot or horseback.
Once constructed, roads become permanent routes for
recreationists, miners, or poachers, and desert bighorn
sheep habitat quality is severely degraded.

Limiting mining and other human activities would
enhance the desert tortoise by preventing piecemeal habitat
destruction. Wilderness designation would also afford
some protection from overcollection or vandalism.

Other Wildlife Species. The Arizona Game and Fish
Department maintains numerous rainwater catchments
within the WSAs' boundaries. These facilities provide
water for mule deer, quail, dove, nongame birds, rabbit,



4 - ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

TABLE 4-2
LONG-TERM IMPACTS TO WILDLIFE FROM THE RANGELAND ISSUE BY ALTERNATIVE

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Proposed No Resource Resource Environmental
Rangeland Issue Action Action Production Protection Protection
Long-Term Impacts LM RD RM* LM RD RM* LM RD RM* LM RD RM* LM RD RM*

Sonoran Pronghorn 2 -1 2 -3 a -3 2 -1 2 2 a 2 3 a 2
Desert Bighorn 1 -2 1 -3 a -3 1 -2 1 1 0 1 2 1 2
Mule Deer 2 0 2 -2 0 -2 2 0 2 2 0 2 3 -1 0
Desert Tortoise 2 -2 2 -2 0 -2 2 -2 2 2 0 2 2 0 2
Riparian Habitat 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0
Waterfowl 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 a 0 0 0 -1 0
Vekol Valley
Grassland 2 0 2 -2 0 -2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2

Small Game 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0
Javelina 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 Highly significant beneficial impacts
2 Significant beneficial impact
1 Slightly beneficial impact
impact

*LM
RD
RM~

-3
-2
-1

Level of Grazing Management
Rangeland Developments
Rangeland Monitoring
Highly significant adverse impact
Significant adverse impact
Slightly adverse impact

o = Neutral, no
SOURCE: Phoenix District files
Note: BLM will initiate monitoring studies in areas where livestock and wildlife conflicts exist.

and predators. Wilderness designation would still allow for
periodic maintenance of these existing catchments and
hence result in no impact to wildlife. Construction of new
catchments within wilderness areas would be analyzed on a
case-by-case basis.

of each alternative to desert bighorn and desert tortoise.
Because vehicle access into wilderness areas would be re
stricted, desert wildlife would suffer less human disturb
ance and receive a slight positive benefit.

TABLE 4-3
ACRES OF HABITAT PROTECTED UNDER THE PROPOSED ACTION
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

TABLE 4-4
IHPACTS TO SPECIES UNDER &ACH ALTI!RNATIVE

Bureau of Land Managellent, Phoenix District. Ari~ona

WSAs

New Water Mountains
Eagletail Mountains
Woolsey Peak
Table Top Mountains

Crucial Desert Bighorn
Sheep Habitat*

24,120
41,950
58,240
22,780

Crucial Desert
Tortoise Habitat**

5,820
o
o

4,700

Proposed No Resource
Species Action Action Production
Desert
Bighorn
Sheep -2 -2

Desert
Tortoise -2 -2

Resource
Protection

Environmental
Protection

-3 - highly adverse impacts
-2 - significant adverse impacts
-1 - slightly adverse impacts

3 - highly beneficial impacts
2 - significant beneficial il:lp.llcts
1 - slightly beneficial impacts

SOU1l.CE; Phoenix District files

10,520
habitat necessary to
Population density

TOTAL 147 ,090
* Crucial desert bighorn sheep habitat:

maintain current bighorn populations.
varies.

** Crucial desert tortoise habitat: habitat with tortoise
population densities of SO tortoise per square mile or
greater. All WSAs contain tortoise populations.

SOURCE: Phoenix District files

Land Tenure Issue

Conclusion. Designation of four WSAs would benefit
desert bighorn sheep and desert tortoise. A total of 147,090
acres of crucial bighorn sheep habitat and 10,520 acres of
crucial tortoise habitat would be protected under the Pro
posed Action. Table 4-4 summarizes the relative impacts

Disposal. In order to analyze long-term impacts of
disposal of public lands in the Lower Gila South
RMPlEIS area it is assumed that tracts identified for
disposal eventually would be sold or exchanged and that
these lands would ultimately be subject to development for
agricultural, residential, or industrial purposes.
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Land disposal would result in three types of develop
ment: agricultural, industrial, and high- or low-density
residential. High-density residential, agricultural, or in
dustrial developments permanently destroy the habitat.
Low-density residential development (i.e., houses con
structed one-eighth to one-fourth mile apart with native
vegetation left somewhat undisturbed) results in the
emigration of large game animals from the area. Because
of human disturbance, smaller species such as quail,
cottontail, grey fox, nongame birds, and desert tortoise
experience a drop in population. At least one species,
coyote, does not seem to be affected by low-density
housing.

Some benefits to wildlife might be gained through the
land disposal program by trading isolated parcels of BLM
land for valuable wildlife habitat in the state. This impact
cannot be fully assessed at this time.

Two sensitive species will be unavoidably affected by
disposal action and subsequent development Gila monster
and kit fox. The Gila monster is found in all habitats in the
Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area. Development of any
parcel would result in some loss of habitat for this species.
Kit foxes are present in low numbers in the creosote bush
bursage habitat, and land developments would result in
unavoidable loss of habitat for this species. Loss of kit fox
and Gila monster habitat could be minimized by limiting
land disposal to BLM land surrounded by developed land
or land on the fringes of development.

Some unavoidable loss of habitat would occur for kit
fox and Gila monster under the Proposed Action. Habitat
loss for other species would be minimal.

Acquisition. Under the Proposed Action 8,920 acres of
riparian habitat in the Fred J. Weiler Green Belt would be
acquired from the State of Arizona or private individuals.
These lands would then be protected from clearing for
agricultural uses and continue to provide habitat for dove,
quail, nongame birds, and endangered or threatened
species such as Yuma clapper rail, osprey, great and snowy
egret, and black-crowned night heron. This would provide
substantial benefits for these species.

Under this alternative, a total of 2,200 acres of crucial
desert bighorn sheep habitat would also be acquired by ex
change from the state. This acquisition would increase
management options for sheep habitat on public lands and
benefit that species.

Split Mineral Estate. By acquiring state and private
mineral estate underlying BLM lands, more control would
be gained over mining activity on those lands. This could
be a benefit to wildlife in that certain stipulations could be
placed on mining plans of operation to protect or restore
wildlife habitat. Site-specific impacts to wildlife habitats in
the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area cannot be further as
sessed at this time.
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Conclusion. Impacts due to land disposal would be
slightly adverse. Impacts due to land and mineral acquisi
tion would be beneficial, although the benefit cannot be
quantified at this time.

Utility Corridor Issue

Conclusion. The impact of designating corridors along
existing routes would be somewhat beneficial for wildlife
by limiting future disturbance in other areas. Designating
corridors would avoid disrupting habitat and wildlife in
new areas.

Impacts on Minerals and Energy

Conclusion. The Proposed Action would negatively im
pact mineral exploration and development in portions of
four WSAs (190,391 acres) that are proposed for wilder
ness designation. Areas designated as wilderness would be
closed to mineral entry and mineral leasing. No new pros
pecting, exploration, or mining would be allowed. A total
of 190,391 acres of oil and gas leases and 199 mining
claims would be affected. This alternative proposes to
drop eight WSAs and portions of four WSAs (417,807
acres) from wilderness study, return these areas to other
multiple use management, and allow mineral exploration
and development in accordance with the mining regula
tions (CFR 3802 and 3809). Under multiple use manage
ment, exploration and mining are encouraged. Environ
mental protection is insured by required reclamation.
Stipulations insure preservation of all environmental
concerns.

Acquisition of 36,845 acres would be beneficial to min
ing interests because these areas would be open to mineral
exploration and development. Acquiring 112,160 acres of
state and private mineral estate would be beneficial by con
solidating the split surface and mineral estate of lands in
the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area.

Impacts on Soils

Most of the RMPIEIS area's severe erosion areas are in
and adjacent to the drainageways and the Gila River that
are heavily used by livestock. Proposed soil disturbance
projects in areas with high soil-blowing and severe-erosion
problems would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis in the
environmental assessment process. Mitigating measures
would be applied as appropriate.

Conclusion. Soils would not be significantly impacted
under the Proposed Action. Any other proposed soil dis
turbance project on the fragile soils would be evaluated
using site-specific environmental assessments on a case-by
case basis.
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Impacts on Cultural Resources

Rangeland Management Issue

Under the Proposed Action inadvertent or indirect im
pacts primarily from rangeland developments may occur.
Rangeland developments may affect cultural resources in
the following ways: (1) loss of the spatial relationships be
tween cultural materials and their surroundings; (2) loss of
entire site elements such as artifacts, features, or portions
of site areas; (3) loss of historical context, especially infor
mation on occupation dates and prehistoric environment;
and (4) reduction in the cultural resource base after
salvage. The nature and degree of these impacts has not
been adequately monitored and documented.

A limited study by Roney (1977), however, found that
cattle trampling during livestock grazing significantly
damages lithic sites and artifacts. In addition, lithic scat
ters, rock circles, intaglios, rock alignments, and extensive
prehistoric trails typically found in desert pavement areas
can be destroyed by cattle trampling (BLM, 1982).

Conclusion. Significant direct impacts from the
rangeland management issue on cultural resources would
be avoided or mitigated since cattle disturbance from range
developments constitutes a ground disturbing action. A
Class I literature search, as well as a Class III intensive
field inspection for sigrtificant cultural resources, will be
conducted for any ground disturbing action (see Chapter
2, Page 21). Concentrated trampling by livestock would
have the greatest effect on sites with surface features and
structures, which include most of the sites in the EIS area.
The sigrtificance of these impacts on cultural resources
would vary according to the location and condition of the
site.

Wilderness Management Issue

Wilderness designation of portions of four WSAs
(190,391 acres) would generally benefit cultural resources
in these WSAs by decreasing vandalism, road/utility con
struction, ORV use, and mining. Table 4-5 lists a number
of agents of site deterioration and the probable effect of
wilderness designation compared to the existing situation
for each type of deterioration.

All of the direct impacts to cultural resources, except
vandalism, can be mitigated. Vandalism would generally
increase with an increased number of visitors in the four
designated wilderness areas, however, the overall destruc
tion to sites would probably be much less than that associ
ated with development under multiple use management
(BLM, 1982).

Table 4--6 summarizes the acres likely to contain cultural
resources that would be protected under each alternative.

Approximately 55 percent or 103,818 acres proposed for
wilderness designation under this alternative may contain
cultural resources which would be beneficially affected by
having added protection (see Table 4-6). In addition, one
petroglyph site in the Eagletail Mountains, eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places, would have added
protection, as well as those portions of the Eagletail
Mountains having important significance to the Yavapai
and Maricopa Indian groups.

Designation of wilderness would limit the potential for
surface disturbance and protect cultural resources.
Because mining, road construction, and vandalism have
caused moderate to high levels of disturbance to known
cultural resources, this alternative would be highly
beneficial to the protection of these resources. Public
education efforts, as part of wilderness management,
would tend to enhance visitor appreciation of cultural
resources. BLM's Wilderness Management Policy pro
vides for inventorying and monitoring historic or
prehistoric sites with structures in wilderness areas. These
inventories and monitoring studies would determine if
such sites have scientific and socioeconomic uses. This
would help fill the existing data gaps in the current
knowledge of permanent or semi-pernlanent historic and
prehistoric habitations.

Conclusion. Impacts on cultural resources from the
Proposed Action's wilderness management issue would be
beneficial in general, with added protection for a site eligi
ble to the National Register. Traditional cultural/religious
significant areas within the Eagletail Mountains and
103,818 acres with a high probability of containing cultural
resources would also have added protection.

Land Tenure Issue

• I_pacts compared to existing situation:
SOUll.CE: Phoenix District files, Lower Gila South MSA

TABLE 4-5
IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES·

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix Dis triet J Arizona

Agent of
Deterioration

Erosion
Vandalism
Livestock. Trampling
Road/Utili ty
Construction

ORV Us.
Mining
Range Developaent8

Existing
Situation

Moderate
Moderate
Low

Moderate
Low
High
Low

Impacts of Wilderness
Designation

No Change/ Low Decrease
Moderate Decrease
No Change

High Decrease
High Decrease
Moderate Decrease
Moderate Decrease
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Conclusion. Under this alternative the impacts of
management decisions from the land tenure issue on
cultural resources would be minimal or nonexistent after
all pertinent laws, regulations, and current policies are
followed (see Chapter 2). Class I, III, and/or II cultural
resource inventories will be conducted prior to the transfer
of title of lands, thereby eliminating or reducing adverse
impacts to significant cultural properties. Furthermore,
cultural resources of National Register sigrtificance could
be brought under federal protection through land owner
ship adjustments, thereby bringing consolidated areas of
prehistoric and historic use under cultural resource
management.
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TABLE 4-6
ACRES LIKELY TO CONTAIN CULTURAL RESOURCES

PROTECTED BY WILDERNESS DESIGNATION UNDER EACH ALTERNATIVE.

TOTAL ACRES 103,818
% OF ACRES LIKELY TO

CONTAIN CULTURAL RESOURCES 55%
% OF SENSITIVE ACRES

PROTECTED BY ALTERNATIVE 48%

WSA

New Water Mountains
Little Horn Mountains West
Little Horn Mountains
Eagletail Mountains
East Clanton Hills
Face Mountain
Signal Mountain
Woolsey Peak
North Maricopa Mountains
South Maricopa Mountains
Butterfield Stage Memorial
Tabletop Mountains

Proposed
Action

14,050

55,428

21,145

13 ,195

No
Action

Resource
Production

Resource Environmental
Protection Protection

14,050 15,330
7,180

28,655 31,535
55,428 62,340

11,725
8,800 9,180

3,490
21,145 26,585
4,160 17 ,880

14,040
4,480

13,195 14,795

145,513 218,560

45% 36%

66% 100%

SOURCE: Phoenix District files

Utility Corridors Issue

Future use of 10 corridors (each one-mile-wide) for utili
ty projects and rights-of-way would impact areas which
are known to contain cultural and ethnological resources.
Several of the utility corridor surveys, as well as BLM
Class II and Class III inventories, have recorded a number
of significant archaeological sites and Native American
cultural/religious areas of significance within the proposed
corridor areas.

Impacts on a number of these archaeological sites have
been mitigated along several utility corridors for previous
projects. Archaeological inventory and mitigation work
would eventually be reduced when all corridors have been
surveyed and the impacts on all sites mitigated (see
Chapter 2).

The proposed utility corridors could impact a number of
traditional cultural/religious areas of significance to
Native American groups (see Table 4-7). An irreversible
and irretrievable impact to these resources would occur if it
were determined that other considerations outweighed the
value of protecting such areas.

Conclusion. If other management considerations take
priority, impacts from the 10 proposed utility corridors
could be adverse to prinlarily six large areas having
cultural/religious significance to Native Americans (Table
4-7).
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Impacts on Recreation

Conclusion. Under the Proposed Action 93.55 miles of
vehicle ways, 6.0 miles of roads, and 190,391 acres would
be closed to vehicle use (Table 4-8). An estimated increase
of 4,650 visitor days/year of recreation use is expected
under this alternative.

Impacts on Economic Conditions

This section describes the Proposed Action's economic
impacts on the RMPlEIS area ranchers and economy of
the three-county (Maricopa, Pima, and Yuma) economic
study area (ESA). Impacts from expected changes in
rancher income, recreational use, and oil and gas lease rev
enues will be described.

Impacts to RMPlEIS are a ranch operators are analyzed
through the use of three representative ranch budgets.
Data from these ranch budgets are then used to analyze the
impacts to the economy of the ESA. Representative ranch
budgets by alternative are shown in Appendix 19. Eco
nomic impacts resulting from the Proposed Action on the
mining industry cannot be quantified in many cases
because of a lack of information about the mineral and
energy resources.
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TABLE 4-7
SIGNIFICANT TRADITIONAL CULTURAL/RELIGIOUS AREAS WHICH MAY BE AFFECTED BY UTIITY CORRIDORS

Bureau of La~d Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Cultural/Religious Areas

Utility Corridors

Interstate 10
Interstate 8
Palo Verde-Devers
Santa Rosa-Gila Bend
El Paso Natural Gas
APS-Interconnect
Palo Verde-Kyrene
Liberty-Gila Bend

Maricopa
Mountains

x

Significant Traditional
Arlington Quad-

Mohawk Palo Verde Hills
Mountains So. to Gillespie

x
x

x

x
X
X

Gila Bend &
Smurr Quads

x

X

Gila Bend
Mountains*

X

Painted Rock
Mountains

x

*Indicates very high significance.
SOURCE: Phoenix District files

Native American Tribes
That Determined
Areas

Pima, Sand
Papago, &
Maricopa

Pima, Sand
Papago &
Maricopa

Maricopa Kavelcadom,
San Simon

Yavapai,
Maricopa,
N. Pima,
& Papago

Yavapai,
Maricopa,
& Papago

Ranch Budgets

Small Ranch. Under the Proposed Action the short- and
long-term herd size of the typical small ranch would re
main equal to its authorized grazing preference-42 cows.
Net revenue (gross revenue minus cash costs) would thus
remain at $3,743. See Table 4-9 for revenue figures for all
alternatives.

Because net revenue on the small-size ranch would not
be impacted by the Proposed Action, the present value of
20 years of net revenue would also not be impacted. See
Table 4-10 for the 2O-year net revenue figures for all
alternatives.

Medium Ranch. Under the Proposed Action the herd
size of the typical medium-size ranch would remain at its
authorized grazing preference level-l40 cows. Long-term
forage increases, however, would allow the typical
medium-size ranch to stock 147 COWS, a five percent in
crease over existing stocking rates. Yearly net revenue
would initially remain at $11,588 but would gradually in
crease by seven percent to $12,424 over 20 years. The pres
ent value of 20 years of net revenue on the medium-size
ranch under present management amounts to $114,839,
whereas such revenues under the Proposed Action amount
to $117,890 or a three percent increase.

TABLE 4-8
SURFACE ACRES AND MILES OF VEHICLE ACCESS OPEN OR CLOSED

TO ORV USE BY THE WILDERNESS ISSUE
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Alternative

No. of Wilder
ness Areas
DeSignated

Acres to be
Closed to
ORV Use

Acres to
Remain Open
to ORV Use

Miles of Vehicle
Ways to be Closed
to ORV Use*

Miles of Vehicle
Ways to Remain
Open to ORV Use*

Miles of Roads
to be Closed
to ORVs**

Proposed
Action

No Action

Resource
Production

Resource
Protection

Environmental
Protection

4 190,391 431,540 93.55 272.95 6.00

0 0 621,931 0.00 366.50 0.00

0 0 621,931 0.00 366.50 0.00

7 326,551 295,380 170.45 196.05 6.00

12 621,931 0 366.50 0.00 7.35

* Miles of vehicle ways determined not to meet the definition of a road were approximated through the use of
topographic quadrangle maps and a Model 2986 K&E Double Face Map Measure.

** Existing road within WSAs (see Glossary for definition of a road).
SOURCE: Phoenix District files
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TABLE 4-9
RANCH ECONOMIC IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE

Bureau of Land Management. Phoenix District, Arizona

Ranch Impacts

Net Revenue ($).
Small (0-99 Head)
Medium (10l>-299 Head)
Large (Over 300 Head)

Ranch Values ($)**
Small (l>-99 Head)
Medium (10l>-299 Head)
Large (Over 300 Head)

Existing Proposed Action No Action Resource Production Resource Protection Environmental Protection
Situation Short Term. Long Term Short Term Long Term Short Term Long Term Short Term Long Term Short Term Long Term

3,743 3,743 3,743 3,743 3,743 3,040 3,040 2,512 2,512 0 0
11,588 11,588 12,424 11,588 11,588 10,460 13,112 6,037 6,037 0 0
34,863 34,863 36,251 34,863 34,863 30,432 36,427 13 ,419 13 ,419 0 0

72,000 72,000 72,000 72,000 72,000 61,500 61,500 57,000 57,000
241,500 241,500 255,000 241,500 241,500 222,000 273,000 127 ,500 127,500
894,000 894,000 909,000 894,000 894,000 796,500 925,000 445,500 445,500

* Net revenue is defined 8S gross revenue minus cash costs. Net revenue 1s the amount remaining to pay for owner/operator labor, buy new equipment, and
payoff existing ranch debts .

•• Ranch values are calculated on the basis of the ranches carrying capacity at a value of $1,500 per cow.
SOURC!: Lower Gila South Ranch Budgets, Phoenix District files

Large Ranch. Under the Proposed Action the herd size
of the typical large ranch would remain equal to its
authorized grazing preference-518 cows. Long-tenn
forage increases, however, would allow the typical large
ranch to stock 531 cows, a three percent increase over ex
isting stocking rates. Yearly net revenue would initially
remain at $34,863 but would gradually increase by four
percent to $36,251 after 20 years. The present value of 20
years of net revenue on the typical large ranch under pres
ent grazing management amounts to $345,498, whereas
such revenues under the Proposed Action amount to
$350,612 or a two percent increase.

Designating the four wilderness areas under the Pro
posed Action may slightly impact ranch net revenue.
Ranchers may be required to build and maintain range im
provements in a fashion that would not impair wilderness
values. This may result in increased construction and
maintenance costs on these improvements. These impacts,
however, are expected to be minimal because several of the
analyzed wilderness areas are now inaccessible to motor
ized vehicles.

Ranch Finance

Ranch values are based on a ranch's authorized grazing
preference at an estimated $125 per animal unit month
(AUM) or $1,500 per animal unit (BLM, 1982). Under the
Proposed Action the value of the typical small ranch
would remain at $72,000. On the typical medium-size
ranch, values would initially remain at $241,500, but
would gradually increase by six percent to $255,000 after
20 years. The value of the typical large ranch would initial
ly remain at $894,000, but would gradually increase by two
percent to $909,000. See Table 4-9 for short- and long
tenn changes in ranch values for all alternatives.

Under this alternative the fmancial condition of ranches
would not be impacted in the short tenn. Long-tenn
forage increases would slightly increase ranch values and
thus improve a rancher's ability to borrow operating
capital. Operating profits would also be expected to in
crease slightly in the long tenn because of increases in
ranch carrying capacities.

TABLE 4-10
TOTAL NET RANCH REVENUE OVER A 20-YEAR PERIOD*

Bureau of Land Management» Phoenix District» Arizona

Ranch Existing Proposed No Resource Resource Environmental
Size Situation Action Action Production Protection Protection

Small 37»094 37,094 37,094 30»126 25,440 °
Medium 114»839 117,890 114»839 113»403 59»908 °
Large 345»498 350»612 345»498 323»661 135»899 0

* All values are discounted at a rate of 7.875 percent.
SOURCE: Lower Gila South Ranch Budgets» Phoenix District files
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Regional Economics

Under the Proposed Action annual gross receipts from
the sale of livestock would remain at $739,493 in the short
term. Long-term forage increases, however, would in
crease livestock sales by four percent to $766,493 (Table
4-11). Both the short- and long-term sales figures account
for less than one percent of the total livestock sales in the
ESA.

Ranch labor requirements would remain at 13.8 work
years in the short term but increase to 14.2 workyears in
the long term. Earnings from this employment would re
main at $173,189 in the short term but increase to $178,181
after 20 years. Both the short- and long-term earnings
would be less than one percent of the ESA's total agricul
tural related earnings.

Wilderness designation would prohibit mineral entry in
the four areas analyzed for designation. Also, develop
ment of mineral rights established prior to the designation
date would be subject to increased regulation of access and
reclamation in order to protect wilderness values. This may
result in additional costs to mine operators and therefore
discourage development.

The four areas analyzed for designation are all classified
as having a low potential for oil and gas development. A
number of oil and gas leases have been established in the
WSAs, but to date no production has occurred. Currently
the lessees pay the government one dollar per acre per year
for these oil and gas leases. One-half of the lease revenue is
then returned to the state. Under the Proposed Action
190,391 designated acres would be withdrawn from BLM's
oil and gas leasing program. The loss of this acreage from

TABLE 4-11
REGIONAL ECONOMIC IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix Dis trict. Arizona

Regional Impacts·
Existing Proposed Action No Action Resource Production Resource Protection Environmental Protection
Situs tion Short Term. Long Term. Short Term Long Term Short Term Long Term Short Term Long Term Short Term Long Term

Ranch Receipts CS)
Ranch Expenditures (S)
Ranch Ne t Revenue (S)
Ranch Employment (X)··

(Workyears)
Ranch Employment Related

Earnings ($)**

739,493
410,952
328,541

13.8

173,189

739,493 766,493 739,493 739,493 664,078 778,239 383,882 383,882 0
410,952 422,775 410,952 410,952 376,134 432,418 243,679 243,679 0
328,541 343,280 328,541 328,541 287,944 345,821 140,203 140,203 0

13.8 14.2 13 .8 13.8 13.0 14.6 9.6 9.6

173,189 178,181 173 ,189 173,189 162,652 182,516 120,652 120,652 0

• Figures shown are cumulative for all 17 RHP/EIS area ranches .
•* Excludes owner/operator employment aod earnings; one workyear • 2.600 hours
SOURCE: Lower Gila South Ranch Budgets, Phoenix District files

Recreation Economics

Designating portions of four WSAs as wilderness is ex
pected to increase visitor use in the RMP lEIS area by
4,650 visitor days. Annual recreation related expenditures
by visitors would thus increase by $17,763. These increases
would amount to less than one percent of the total 1982
tourism and travel expenditures made in the ESA.

Mineral Economics

Portions of the four WSAs analyzed for designation
under this alternative contain deposits of various metallic
and nonmetallic minerals, but reliable reserve estimates for
these commodities are not known. Some of the deposits of
gold, silver, and copper may prove economically viable.
However, it is nearly impossible with existing information
to estimate the impact that extraction of these and other
mineral commodities would have on the local economy
and work force.

-60-

the leasing program would result in a loss of potential lease
revenues for both BLM and the state. Table 4-12 shows
the acres which would be withdrawn from oil and gas leas
ing and the potential losses in lease revenue. Under this
alternative BLM and the state would each potentially lose
$95,875 per year. When compared to the total oil and gas
lease collections BLM receives nationally, the loss of this
revenue would be less than one percent.

TABLE 4-12
POTENTIAL OIL AND GAS LEASE REVENUES PORGONE BY \/ILDERNESS DESIGNAT10N

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Acres Under Yearly Amount Returned
Alternative Lesse· Revenue To The State••

Proposed Action 190,391 $190,391 $ 95,196

No Action

Resource Production 0

Resource Protection 326,551 326,551 163,276

Rov! ronmental Protection 621,931 621,931 310,966

* Assumes all nODauitable acres would be leased.
** One-half the lease revenue collected by the BUt is returned to the

state.
SOURCE: Phoenix District files



Conclusion. No significant economic impacts to
RMPlEIS area ranchers or to the economy of the ESA
would result from the Proposed Action. Economic im
pacts to the minerals industry under this alternative cannot
be determined because of the lack of any specific develop
ment plans for the minerals present in each WSA. Wilder
ness designation of portions of four WSAs would with
draw these areas from mineral entry and would potentially
have long-term negative impacts to the ESA's economy.
Further unemployment of miners and mine workers in an
already depressed area would result in decreased economy
of the local areas.

Impacts on Social Elements

Conclusion. Under the Proposed Action a few ranches
would have an increase in income and pennit value in the
long term. It is assumed that the attitude of the affected
ranchers toward this alternative would be neutral to
positive.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Impacts on Rangeland Management

No adjustments in livestock AUMs (60,524) are pro
posed under this alternative. Applications for nonuse, sup
plemental use, and change in kind or class of livestock
would be approved or disapproved on an annual basis. Ex
isting grazing use patterns and management practices
would be allowed to continue without change and there
fore would not impact livestock grazing operations. Exist
ing rangeland developments would be maintained and new
developments would be constructed by livestock operators
for the orderly use of the rangeland. Grazing management
on the 22 perennial-ephemeral allotments and on eight
perennial-ephemeral grazing leases would remain un
changed. The 18 ephemeral allotments would continue to
be managed in accordance with the Special Ephemeral
Rule published in December 1968.

Under this alternative all WSAs are analyzed as being
unsuitable for wilderness designation (Table 4-1). Until
the 12 WSAs are released by Congress and returned to
other multiple use management, however, all new range
land developments constructed within WSAs would have
to meet the criteria set forth in the Interim Management
Policy for Land Under Wilderness Review.

Conclusion. No impacts to livestock operators would
occur from the No Action alternative. Existing grazing use
patterns and management practices would continue with
out change. All WSAs would be returned to other multiple
use management and wilderness restrictions would not af
fect livestock operations.
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NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Impacts on Vegetation

The short-term impacts on vegetation would be the con
tinuation of present trends in rangeland condition.
Changes in trend in rangeland condition are subtle in the
Sonoran desert and therefore difficult to assess without
any long-term data. Because this alternative proposes no
changes in management practices, there would be a negligi
ble impact on livestock forage.

The downward apparent trend in rangeland condition
on five percent (69,600 acres) of 11 perennial-ephemeral
allotments (Appendix 15) would eventually stabilize as
would the 160,670 acres (10 percent of the Lower Gila
South RMPlEIS area) exhibiting an upward apparent
trend. Rangeland condition would decline in areas closest
to water sources because of the continued grazing and lack
of minimum rest periods. Overall, rangeland condition
and trend would remain in static condition with rangeland
condition in the fair to good condition class. Rangeland
condition on the 18 ephemeral allotments (Custodial)
would not change in this alternative. These allotments are
grazed only when ephemeral forage has the potential to
become available.

Conclusion. Because this alternative proposes no
changes in grazing management practices, there would be a
negligible impact on livestock forage. Downward and up
ward apparent trends in rangeland condition would even
tually stabilize. Rangeland condition would decline in
areas closest to water sources. Overall, rangeland condi
tion and trend would remain static with rangeland condi
tion in the fair to good condition class.

Impacts on Wilderness Values

None of the 12 WSAs in the Lower Gila South
RMPlEIS area would be designated as wilderness under
the No Action alternative. All 621,931 acres would be
returned to multiple use management. Wilderness and
associated resource values present in the WSAs might be
damaged or permanently lost over the long term because
land uses detrimental to wilderness could be permitted.
Resource uses that could adversely impact the wilderness
character of the WSAs are mining and energy develop
ment, motorized vehicle use, and rights-of-way and other
utility uses.

Developing mineral and energy resources could damage
wilderness values by disturbance of natural landscapes,
resulting in the loss of an area's naturalness. Road con
struction, extraction, and installation of facilities could
further cause a loss of solitude and primitive recreation op
portunities. Mining activity could cause long-term, irrever
sible and adverse impacts to wilderness and supplemental
resource values.
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Issuing rights-of-way for roads or new utility uses would
cause a decline or loss of wilderness values in areas so af
fected. Utility lines could cross portions of the New Water
Mountains, Little Horn Mountains, Eagletail Mountains,
Face Mountains, Signal Mountain, Butterfield Stage
Memorial, South Maricopa Mountains, and North
Maricopa Mountains WSAs. Public lands in some WSAs
could also be subject to disposal actions over the long
term. Mining, rights-of-way, and other developments
would result in new or increased access into previously
remote or unvisited areas. This could lead to increased
motorized vehicle use.

Continued and increased motorized recreation use
would occur in all WSAs. The attractiveness of these 12
areas for solitude and nonmotorized types of primitive
recreation could decline as motorized recreation use in
creases or spreads to previously unused areas. Supplemen
tal wildlife, cultural, scenic, and botanical resource values
would also be adversely affected by increased access of
motorized vehicles into remote areas.

Small scale projects for wildlife and livestock manage
ment (fences, waters, corrals) could slightly impair
wilderness values because they would be installed without
wilderness constraints on placement and design. In addi
tion, all the WSAs would be managed under VRM Class
II, III, or IV standards, which afford less protection to
visual resources than the Class I standards required by
wilderness.

Conclusion. The No Action alternative would not
designate any areas as wilderness. Over the long term the
wilderness values presently existing would be lost because
of mineral development, motorized vehicle use, and other
land uses.

Impacts on Land Uses

Conclusion. This alternative would have little or no im
pact on the every day land actions. It would preclude the
formal designation of the proposed utility corridors and
the proposed land tenure adjustments. This would force
major rights-of-way to be considered on a case-by-case
basis and would also interfere with the plans of the State of
Arizona and BLM to develop a more manageable land
ownership pattern.

Impacts on Wildlife

Rangeland Management Issue

Under the No Action alternative no rangeland
developments are proposed, but developments would be
allowed on a case-by-case basis. Possible impacts are the
same as those identified under Proposed Action. BLM
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would address specific impacts of all future developments
on wildlife and attempt to mitigate them as described in
the Wildlife Management Guidance section in Chapter 2.

Mule Deer. Under the No Action alternative long-term
adverse impacts would continue to occur on a site-specific
basis to mule deer. BLM inventory studies indicated that
browse vigor is very low on Conley, Lower Vekol,
Cameron, Bighorn, and Beloat allotments (Fredlake and
Lucas, 1982). Mule deer habitat would continue to decline
on these allotments without monitorirlg studies to indicate
need for management action.

Desert Bighorn Sheep. Bighorn sheep disease exposure
would continue throughout the Lower Gila South RMP/
EIS area at current grazing levels. This constitutes a
serious long-term negative impact to bighorn.

Sonoran Pronghorn. Continued forage conflict would
exist between Sonoran pronghorn and livestock on the
Cameron allotment, constituting highly significant, long
term adverse impacts. Pronghorn habitat in the Lower
Gila South RMPlEIS area would continue to decline.

Desert Tortoise. No long-term improvement would be
expected in desert tortoise habitat. Since no monitoring is
planned under this alternative, BLM would have no data
to identify allotments where serious forage conflicts occur,
and no remedial action could be taken. An adverse long
term impact to tortoise would result.

Riparian Habitat. This alternative would result in no
impact to riparian habitat along the Gila River. No signifi
cant degradation in riparian habitat would result at current
stocking levels.

Nongame Habitat in Vekol Valley Grassland. Under
the No Action alternative loss of perennial grass cover and
soil in Vekol Valley will continue unabated. This repre
sents a long-term negative impact to amphibian habitat in
the grassland area.

Conclusion. The short-term impacts to Sonoran prong
horn, desert bighorn sheep, desert tortoise, mule deer, and
riparian habitat would be substantially the same as the
Proposed Action. No monitoring is proposed under this
alternative, thus BLM will be unable to identify or correct
conflicts between wildlife and livestock. This represents an
adverse impact to Sonoran pronghorn, desert bighorn
sheep, mule deer, and desert tortoise. Under the No Action
alternative, no beneficial, long-term impacts would occur
to wildlife.

Wilderness Issue

Conclusion. Under this alternative, no wilderness
would be designated. Desert bighorn sheep and desert tor
toise would continue to suffer human disturbance and
habitat loss. This constitutes an adverse impact.



Land Tenure Issue

Conclusion. Under the No Action alternative, no im
pacts to wildlife would occur from the land disposal pro
posal or from the split mineral estate issue. Nonacquisition
could cause a slight long-term adverse impact on public
lands along the Fred J. Weiler Green Belt where riparian
habitat could be converted from valuable bird habitat to
low-value disturbed land.

Utility Corridor Issue

Conclusion. The impacts to wildlife from not desig
nating corridors would be somewhat detrimental because
new areas previously untouched by utility line constructkm
could be significantly damaged in terms of wildlife habitat
values.

Impacts on Minerals and Energy

The No Action alternative would have a positive impact
on the development of minerals and energy resources. All
WSAs (621,931 acres) now under study would be recom
mended as unsuitable for wilderness designation and
would be returned to other multiple use management. All
areas in the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area would re
main open for mineral entry in accordance with the mining
regulations. Mineral exploration, identification and
development is encouraged under multiple-use manage
ment. Preservation of the environment is assured under
the laws and regulations presently in effect.

Conclusion. Under this alternative, all lands would be
retained in federal ownership and no changes in the lands
or minerals programs would be proposed. There would be
no significant impact to the minerals program from this
alternative.

Impacts on Soils

Soil erosion would continue to accelerate in the severe
condition areas, drainageways, and the Gila River. Any
proposed soil-disturbing projects in the high soil-blowing
and severe-erosion condition areas would be evaluated on
an individual basis using the environmental assessment
process. Mitigating measures would be applied as
appropriate.

Conclusion. Soils would not be significantly impacted
under this alternative. Any soil-disturbing projects in the
desert pavement areas would be evaluated under the envi
ronmental assessment process on a site-specific basis.
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Impacts on Cultural Resources

Cultural resources would not be impacted by the pro
posed range issue since no rangeland developments are
proposed under the No Action alternative. Impacts to
cultural resources would be evaluated in environmental
assessments on a case-by-case basis.

Conclusion. Under the No Action alternative adverse
impacts from mining, ORV use, and road construction
could occur on 218,560 acres (within 12 WSAs) likely to
contain cultural resources. One site eligible for the Na
tional Register and one extensive archaeological district
nominated to the National Register would not have addi
tional protection offered by wilderness designation under
this alternative. The Gila Bend, Eagletail, and Maricopa
Mountains, which are significant to a number of Native
Americans, would not have the added protection afforded
by wilderness designation.

Impacts on Recreation

Conclusion. Under this alternative, there would be no
impacts to recreation use, and all 621,931 acres would re
main open to ORV use. The visual resources on 621,931
acres would be less protected under the Class II, Class III,
and Class IV guidelines than if they were managed under
the more restrictive guidelines of Class I under wilderness
designation.

Impacts on Economic Conditions

Ranch Budgets

Under the No Action alternative, ranches in the
RMPlEIS area would keep their authorized grazing pref
erence. Thus, ranc hes would be allowed to stock cattle up
to this grazing preference and the fmancial situation
depicted by the typical ranch budgets would be expected to
continue (Tables 4-9 and 4-10).

No wilderness areas would be designated under the No
Action alternative. Thus, ranchers would be allowed to
continue present maintenance and construction practices
on new range improvements. Therefore, no increased costs
for constructing and maintaining range improvements
would be expected.

Regional Economics

Livestock sales, livestock related employment, and earn
ings are expected to remain at existing levels, and the No
Action alternative would not impact the ESA's economy
(Table 4-11).
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Recreation Economics

Recreation use as well as expenditures made by recrea
tionists visiting the RMPlEIS area would be expected to
continue along present trends.

Mineral Economics

The No Action alternative would allow mineral entry in
the WSAs under rules established by the 1872 mining law.
Thus, this alternative would not af fect mine operating
costs. Oil and gas leasing would continue along present
trends, therefore, this alternative would not affect the
yearly revenue collected by BLM for oil and gas leases.
BLM would also continue returning one-half of the oil and
gas lease collections to the State of Arizona (Table 4-12).

Conclusion. No significant economic impacts to RMP/
EIS area ranchers or the economy of the ESA would result
from the No Action alternative. The minerals industry
would be free from wilderness restrictions under No Ac
tion and would be allowed to locate and develop minerals
under the 1872 mining laws. Thus, the minerals industry
would not be economically impacted by this alternative.

Impacts on Social Elements

Conclusion. The No Action alternative would maintain
the current grazing situation; therefore, no social impacts
to ranchers would occur.

RESOURCE PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE

Impacts on Rangeland Management

The Resource Production alternative would initially
reduce livestock numbers on public land by 10 percent to
54,315 AUMs from the authorized grazing preference of
60,524 AUMs. This alternative proposes to develop eight
allotment management plans (AMPs) on eight perennial
ephemeral Maintain allotments encompassing approx
imately 531,400 acres of public land (Table 2-5). These are
allotments that exemplify a moderate to high potential for
rangeland improvement. The remaining 14 perennial
ephemeral allotments and eight grazing leases in the Main
tain and Custodial categories would not have AMPs
developed for them, but rangeland developments could be
constructed if needed for the orderly use of the rangeland.
Ephemeral allotments would not be impacted by this alter
native and would continue to be administered in accord
ance with the Special Ephemeral Rule.

Construction of new rangeland developments in
previously unused areas would result in more usable forage
becoming available for livestock and wildlife (see Table
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2-1). The allotments with developed AMPs would general
ly shift from continuous or sporadic grazing to grazing
systems with periodic rest and seasonal deferment.

Over time, key forage species production and vigor
would improve, increasing the quality and quantity of
forage grazed by livestock. In the long term (5-25 years) an
increase of 4,023 AUMs above the current authorized
grazing preference (from 60,524 to 64,547 AUMs) could be
expected from implementing this alternative.

This alternative would increase livestock operator
workloads and expenses but would cause short-term im
pacts. Increased maintenance costs would result in the long
term from the construction of new rangeland develop
ments. Fencing of pastures and allotment boundaries
would permit greater control over livestock and help in
detecting trespass.

Under this alternative all WSAs are analyzed as being
unsuitable for wilderness designation (Table 4-1). Until
the 12 WSAs are released by Congress and returned to
other multiple use management, however, all new range
land developments constructed within WSAs would have
to meet the criteria set forth in the Interim Management
Policy for Land Under Wilderness Review.

Conclusion. The Resource Production alternative in
itially reduces livestock numbers in the Lower Gila South
RMPIEIS area to 54,315 AUMs, a 10 percent reduction
from the authorized preference of 60,524 AUMs. AMPs
would be developed for eight perennial-ephemeral
allotments, resulting in an estimated increase of 4,023
AUMs above the authorized preference (from 60,524 to
63,549 AUMs). In the long term a small increase in
maintenance costs to the operator would result. All WSAs
would be returned to other multiple use management and
would not affect livestock grazing operations.

Impacts on Vegetation

Implementation of eight AMPs on 531,400 acres of
public land involving eight livestock operators would
benefit livestock forage. Grazing treatments and new
rangeland developments would improve livestock distribu
tion and improve the availability of livestock forage,
thereby improving seedling establishment, vigor and
reproduction of key forage plants. Downward apparent
trend on approximately 40,000 acres on eight Maintain
allotments with AMPs would be reversed or stabilized with
the construction of new rangeland developments.

In the short term, initial reductions would slightly im
prove the vigor of the preferred forage plants. In the long
term, vegetation would improve in a shorter time in high
response areas and at a slower rate on low response sites on
those allotments with implemented AMPs.

Rangeland developments for Maintain and Custodial
allotments without AMPs would also improve livestock



distribution and stabilize or improve downward trends in
rangeland condition. Vegetation on the remaining 18
ephemeral allotments and eight grazing leases in the
Custodial category would not change in the long term
under this alternative.

Conclusion. Beneficial impacts to the vegetation
resources would occur by implementing this alternative.
Allotment management plans (AMPs) would be developed
for eight allotments involving 531,400 acres of public land.
In the short term, initial reductions and new rangeland
developments would slightly mprove the vigor of the
preferred forage plants. In the long term, vegetation would
improve most rapidly on allotments with implemented
AMPs.

Impacts on Wilderness Values

Conclusion. Under the Resource Production alter
native, impacts would be identical to those described under
the No Action alternative. All 12 WSAs (621,931 acres)
would be returned to other multiple use management.

Impacts on Land Uses

Conclusion. The Resource Production alternative
would be the most beneficial for the lands program.
Because there would be no designated WSAs, future
rights-of-way would not be precluded in these 12 areas.
Additionally, this alternative allows for the development
of utility corridors and the development of the land tenure
adjustment program.

Impacts on Wildlife

Rangeland Management Issue

Under the Resource Production alternative desert tor
toise, bighorn sheep, and mule deer habitat conditions
could improve on those allotments proposed for allotment
management plans (AMPs). The degree of benefit depends
on the specific contents of the plans and cannot be further
assessed at this time. Sonoran pronghorn habitat condi
tions could improve as a result of the AMP proposed for
Cameron allotment, again depending on the specific con
tent of the plan.

If monitoring studies indicated a need for reduction in
stocking rates then significant long-term benefits would
result for mule deer, Sonoran pronghorn, desert tortoise,
and desert bighorn sheep.

More fencing, wells, and reservoirs are proposed but
this will not necessarily be more detrimental (in the case of
desert tortoise and desert bighorn) or more positive (in the
case of small game and waterfowl). Impacts of specific
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development proposals would be analyzed on a case-by
case basis.

Conclusion. Overall, impacts to wildlife would be
similar to the Proposed Action, except for impacts to
Sonoran pronghorn. Sonoran pronghorn would be bene
ficially impacted to an unquantified extent (Table 4-2).

Wilderness Issue

Conclusion. Impacts to wildlife under the Resource
Production alternative would be the same as the under No
Action alternative (Table 4-4).

Land Tenure Issue

Conclusion. Land disposal and split mineral estate im
pacts to wildlife under the Resource Production alternative
would be the same as under the Proposed Action. A total
of 2,200 acres of bighorn sheep habitat is proposed for ac
quisition under this alternative. This acquisition would
benefit bighorn sheep only. Because of nonacquisition,
nonpublic lands along the Fred J. Weiler Green Belt would
be susceptible to conversion from valuable wildlife habitat
to low-value disturbed land. Slight long-term adverse im
pacts would result.

Utility Corridor Issue

Conclusion. The impacts to wildlife under this alter
native would be the same as under the Proposed Action.

Impacts on Minerals and Energy

Conclusion. The Resource Production alternative
would have a beneficial impact on the development of
mineral resources in the RMPlEIS area. All 12 WSAs
would return to other multiple use management and ex
ploration, prospecting, and mining would be encouraged.
Ninety percent of all mining activity in these areas is
carried out by small mine operators. The local economy
would be beneficially impacted and large scale explora
tions would be encouraged.

Acquisition of 22,842 acres under the Resource Produc
tion alternative would be beneficial to mining interests
because these areas would be open to mineral exploration.
Acquiring 112,160 acres of state and private mineral estate
acres to consolidate split mineral estates would be
beneficial because BLM would control both surface and
subsurface lands. Protection of the environment is assured
by the adequacy of the present laws and regulations.
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Impacts on Soils

Conclusion. Any proposed soil-disturbing projects in
the fragile soil areas would be evaluated using the en
vironmental assessment process on a case-by-case basis.
The short-term reduction and greater distribution of
livestock would be beneficial in reducing soil erosion in
and adjacent to the drainageways and the Gila River that
are heavily used by livestock.

Impacts on Cultural Resources

Conclusion. Under the Resource Production alternative
the impacts to cultural resources for all issues would be the
same as those described under the No Action.

Impacts on Recreation

Conclusion. Under this alternat:·,_ the impacts to ORV
use and recreation visitor use would be the same as those
described under the No Action alternative.

Impacts on Economic Conditions

This section describes the economic impacts of the
Resource Production alternative on the RMPlEIS area
ranchers and the economy of the three-county economic
study area (ESA). Impacts from expected changes in out
door recreation use and oil and gas lease revenues will also
be described.

Ranch Budgets

Small Ranch. Under this alternative the herd size of the
typical small ranch would be reduced by 16 percent from
42 cows to 35 cows in the short term and would remain at
this level over the long term. Yearly net revenue would
decrease by 19 percent from an existing level of $3,743 to
$3,040 (Table 4-9).

The present value of 20 years of net revenue under pres
ent management amounts to $37,094, whLereas such rev
enues under the Resource Production alternative amount
to $30,126 (Table 4-10).

Medium Ranch. Under this alternative the herd size of
the typical medium-size ranch would initially be reduced
by nine percent from 140 cows to 128 cows. Long-term
forage increases, however, would allow the typical
medium-size ranch to increase its herd size to 158 cows (a
13 percent increase over existing levels). Yearly net revenue
would decrease in the short term by 10 percent from
$11,588 to $10,460, but over a 2o-year period under the
projected forage increases for the Resource Production
alternative the yearly net revenue would gradually increase
13 percent over existing levels to $13,112.
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The present value of 20 years of net revenue on the
typical medium-size ranch under present grazing manage
ment amounts to $114,839, whereas such revenues under
the Resource Protection alternative amount to $113,403.

Large Ranch. Under this alternative, the herd size of
the typical large ranch would be reduced by 10 percent
from 518 cows to 465 cows. Long-term forage increases,
however, would allow the typical large ranch to increase its
herd size four percent over existing levels to 541 cows.
Yearly net revenue would decrease in the short term by 13
percent from $34,863 to $30,432, but over a 2o-year period
yearly net revenue would gradually increase four percent
over existing levels to $36,427.

The present value of 20 years of net revenue on the large
ranch under present grazing management amounts to
$345,498, whereas such revenues under the Resource
Production alternative amount to $323,661.

Ranch Finance

Ranch values are based on authorized grazing prefer
ence figures at an estimated value of $125 per AUM or
$1,500 per animal unit (BLM, 1982). The Resource Pro
duction alternative would reduce the authorized grazing
preference in the short term, but gradually increase this
preference in the long term to a higher level than now
exists.

The value of the typical small ranch would decrease 15
percent from an existing value of $72,000 to $61,500 and
remain at this level. The value of the typical medium-size
ranch would decrease from an existing value of $241,500
to $222,000 in the short term. Long-term AUM increases,
however, would gradually raise the value of the medium
size ranch to $273,000, 13 percent higher than existing
levels. The value of the typical large ranch would decrease
from an existing value of $894,000 to $7%,500 in the short
term, but after 20 years gradual increases in grazing
authorizations are expected to raise the value to $925,000,
a three percent increase from existing levels.

The overall impact of the Resource Production alter
native on RMPlEIS area ranchers would vary from ranch
to ranch. Generally, the short-term reduction in ranch
values would adversely affect the asset base of the rancher,
making it more difficult to borrow money. Long-term
increases in ranch value, however, would improve this
condition.

Regional Economics

Under the Resource Production alternative, annual
gross receipts from the sale of livestock would be reduced
by 10 percent from $739,493 to $664,078 in the short term.
Over the long term gross receipts would increase five per
cent over existing levels to $778,239. Livestock sales from



the RMPlEIS area ranchers, however, would still be less
than one percent of total livestock sales in the three-county
ESA.

Ranch labor would decrease from 13.8 workyears to 13
workyears in the short term and increase to 14.6 workyears
over the long term. The reduction in ranch hired labor
would not significantly affect the economy of the ESA.

Recreation Economics

Recreation use as well as recreation expenditures would
continue along present trends under the Resource Produc
tion alternative. There might be a slight increase in hunter
use in the RMPlEIS area because of the additional water
developments proposed under this alternative, but expend
itures made by these hunters would not significantly affect
the economy of the ESA.

Mineral Economics

RESOURCE PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVE

is based on the enhancement of other resources such as
wildlife, threatened and endangered (T&E) plant habitat,
and watershed. Another factor used to determine stocking
rates was the amount of browse hedging in 16 allotments
with high wildlife values (Table 4-13). The remaining eight
perennial-ephemeral Section 15 grazing leases and the 16
ephemeral allotments would be managed the same as
under the No Action alternative. The eight perennial
ephemeral allotments without significant browse hedging
would be reduced to their five-year average licensed use
(1976-1981). These adjustments would result in short- and
long-term significant adverse impacts to livestock grazing
operations in the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area. Live
stock permittees would have to secure alternate pastures on
private or state lands in order to continue at their existing
levels of operation, or be forced out of the cow-calf opera
tion business. Except for phasing in most of the reductions
in AUMs over a five-year period, very little can be done to
mitigate the adverse impacts these reductions would have
on livestock operators.

*Ephemeral Allotments
SOURCE: Phoenix District files

TABLE 4-13
ALLOTMENTS WITH SIGNIFICANT

BROWSE HEDGING
Bureau of Land Management,
Phoenix District, Arizona

No wilderness study areas would be designated under
the Resource Production alternative. Mineral entry would
be allowed under the 1872 mining laws, and thus mine
operating costs would not be affected by this alternative.
Oil and gas leasing revenues collected by the BLM would
not be impacted nor would the amount of revenue re
turned to the State of Arizona (Table 4-12).

Conclusion. Under the Resource Production alternative
RMPlEIS area ranchers would experience a slight
economic loss in the short term. Over the long term,
however, ranchers would realize a slight economic benefit
from the projected increase in forage. The economy of the
ESA would not be impacted under this alternative. The
minerals industry would be free from wilderness restric
tions and would be allowed to locate and develop minerals
under the 1872 mining laws. Thus, the minerals industry
would not be economically impacted by this alternative.

Impacts on Social Elements

Arnold*
Powers Butte*
Beloat
Bighorn
Cameron
Childs
Conley
Coyote Flat

Eagle Tail
Hazen
Kirian
Lower Vekol
South Vekol
Table Top
Vekol
Why

Conclusion. The Resource Production alternative
would improve the long-term income and permit value of
some ranchers. It is assumed that the attitudes of the
affected ranchers would be positive.

RESOURCE PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

Impacts on Rangeland Management

This alternative proposes a 47 percent reduction in the
authorized grazing preference from 60,524 AUMs to
31,914 AUMs on 30 perennial-ephemeral allotments and
Section 15 grazing leases (see Appendix 11). This reduction
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Proposing 326,551 acres as suitable for wilderness
designation would not significantly impact livestock graz
ing on 14 perennial-ephemeral and six ephemeral allot
ments under this alternative (Table 4-1). No new
rangeland developments are being proposed and would be
allowed only if they were necessary for the protection of
other resources such as wildlife, botanical, watershed, or
wilderness protection and enhancement.

Conclusion. Implementation of the Resource Protec
tion alternative would adversely impact livestock operators
in the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS area. Initially, live
stock numbers would be reduced to 31,914 AUMs, a 47
percent reduction from the authorized grazing preference
of 60,524 AUMs. The reduction is based on enhancement
of other resources and on browse hedging on allotments
with high wildlife values.
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Since livestock numbers would be significantly reduced
and would remain at those low levels, livestock grazing
would not be impacted by designating portions of seven
WSAs on 14 perennial-ephemeral and six ephemeral
allotments.

Impacts on Vegetation

Implementing the Resource Protection alternative
would be beneficial to vegetation on 14 perennial
ephemeral allotments and two ephemeral allotments in
volving 946,366 acres. Vegetation on the remaining six
perennial-ephemeral allotments (Clem, Crowder-Weisser,
Hansen, Sentinel, South Vekol, and Ward) would also im
prove as a result of reducing AUMs to the five-year
average licenses (1976-1981). Vegetation on the remaining
16 ephemeral allotments and eight Section 15 allotments
would not be impacted. They would continue to be man
aged the same as under the No Action alternative.

Allotments displaying stable or upward apparent trends
in rangeland condition would improve most rapidly in high
response areas where significant reductions in livestock
numbers occur and where browse competition between
livestock and mule deer are highest. Vegetation improve
ment would not be significant in areas already showing
satisfactory condition. Declining apparent trend in
rangeland condition on approximately 70,000 acres of
public land would either stabilize or be reversed.

Reductions in livestock numbers on perennial
ephemeral allotments would decrease grazing pressure
around permanent waters used yearlong. Improvement
would be most significant in areas currently in poor and
fair rangeland conditiun that have high potential to re
spond to a reduction in livestock grazing. Rate of improve
ment is also highly dependent on precipitation and soils.

Conclusion. Vegetation on 22 perennial-ephemeral
allotments would benefit from the significant reduction in
livestock numbers. The remaining 18 ephemeral allotments
and eight Section 15 allotments would not be impacted
since no reductions are proposed.

Impacts on Wilderness Values

Wilderness designation of 24,200 acres of the New
Water Mountains, 50,460 acres of the Little Hom Moun
tains, 90,261 acres of the Eagletail Mountains, 26,390
acres of Face Mountain, 61,000 acres of Woolsey Peak,
39,840 acres of the North Maricopa Mountains, and
34,400 acres of the Table Top Mountains would ensure the
protection and preservation of their wilderness values in
both the short and the long term.

Protection of wilderness values on 326,551 acres would,
in tum, benefit wildlife, botanical, soils, and scenic
resource values. Long-term benefits would be provided by

-68-

preserving lands in which natural ecological processes
would continue with little or no human interference.

A total of 241,170 acres of crucial bighorn sheep habitat
would be protected by wilderness in the New Water Moun
tains, Little Hom Mountains, Eagletail Mountains,
Woolsey Peak, North Maricopa Mountains, and Table
Top Mountains. Desert tortoise habitat (17,570 acres)
would be protected from surface disturbances in the New
Water Mountains, North Maricopa Mountains, and Table
Top Mountains WSAs. Two significant Sonoran Desert
botanical areas, proposed as natural areas by the Arizona
Academy of Sciences in the Eagletail Mountains and Table
Top Mountains, would be maintained in their natural state
by wilderness. Wilderness would ensure their continued
value for nature study and scientific or educational use.

Desert pavement soils, vegetation, and protected plants
would be protected in all areas due to the restriction of
mining, utility construction, and motorized vehicle use
across 326,551 acres.

The scenic and visual values in seven varied Sonoran
Desert landscapes would be preserved and managed under
VRM Class I objectives. Class I objectives and manage
ment requirements allow little or no change in the natural
landscape.

Designation of these seven areas would enhance the
diversity of the NWPS in Arizona and the region.
Residents of five SMSAs would have additional oppor
tunities for solitude and nonmotorized recreation ac
tivities. The geographic distribution of wilderness in
southwest Arizona would be enhanced by the establish
ment of seven wilderness areas. The Organ Pipe
Wilderness is presently the only wilderness area in
southwest Arizona. Designation of these seven areas
would add no new ecosystems to the NWPS but would
create additional representatives of the paloverde-cactus
shrub and creosotebush-bursage vegetation types.

All seven areas analyzed suitable are considered
manageable as wilderness over the long term. Minor
manageability problems include nonfederal surface and
mineral inholdings, possible mining claim development,
and motorized vehicle use. The overall impacts of these
problems on wilderness values and manageability are con
sidered insignificant.

Acquisition through land exchange of 3,083 acres of
state surface and mineral lands and 2,141 acres of state
mineral rights within the seven WSAs would facilitate
wilderness management of the area and enhance botanical,
wildlife, wilderness, and related multiple resource values.
Acquisition of the above acreage would allow such parcels
to be incorporated into the wilderness proposals.

Nondesignation of five entire WSAs (Little Hom Moun
tains West, East Clanton Hills, Signal Mountain, Butter
field Stage Memorial, and South Maricopa Mountains)
and portions of the seven other WSAs would return these
lands to multiple use management. This action could result
in a loss or damage of wilderness values over the long
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Wilderness Issue

Impacts on Wildlife

Rangeland Management Issue

TABLE 4-14
ACRES OF IlABITAT FROTECTED UNDER THE RESOURCE FROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

5,820
o
o
o
o

7,050
4,700

Crucial Desert
Tortoise Habitat ••

24,120
45,320
62,520

o
58,240
28,190
22,780

Crucial Desert Bighorn
Sheep Habitat.WSAs

New Water Mountaios
Little Horn Mountains
Eagletall Mountains
Face Mountain
Woolsey Peak
North Maricopa Mountains
Table Top Mountains

Mountains, Eagletail Mountains, Face Mountain,
Woolsey Peak, North Maricopa Mountains, and Table
Top Mountains-326,551 acres) would preclude future
land actions within these areas. This alternative would
allow the development of the land tenure adjustment pro
gram and the development of utility corridors with the
exception of the El Paso corridor. If this alternative is
accepted, the Eagletail WSA (2-128) would conflict with
approximately five miles of the proposed EL Paso
corridor.

Conclusion. Under the Resource Protection alternative
241,170 acres of crucial desert bighorn sheep habitat and
17,570 acres of crucial desert tortoise habitat would be
protected under wilderness designation (Table 4-14). This
represents almost a two-fold increase in protected acreage
for both species over the Proposed Action. This alternative
provides significant beneficial impacts to both species.

Conclusion. Under this alternative competition between
cattle and mule deer would be somewhat alleviated by
reductions in stocking rates on Be10at, Bighorn, Cameron,
Conley, and Lower Vekol allotments. This represents a
significant long-term benefit for mule deer. A 612-AUM
reduction in livestock use on Cameron allotment would
also significantly benefit Sonoran pronghorn. Slight
benefits to desert bighorn sheep and desert tortoise would
also occur. No change would occur in riparian habitat
condition immediately, but a slight beneficial impact may
result because of reductions called for under this
alternative.

term. Land uses detrimental to wilderness and supplemen
tal values could be permitted, including mineral and energy
development, rights-of-way and other land actions, and
motorized vehicle use.

Mineral exploration and development could occur in all
areas not designated wilderness as they would remain open
to mineral entry. Surface disturbance could occur from
assessment work, road construction, exploratory activities,
and small-scale mining operations. If development oc
curred, there could be adverse impacts to wilderness
resources.

Motorized vehicle use, new rights-of-way, and other
land actions could diminish or eliminate the natural
character of nondesignated areas. Utility lines could be
constructed through portions of the New Water Moun
tains, Littlehorn Mountains, Signal Mountain, North
Maricopa Mountains, South Maricopa Mountains, and
Butterfield Stage Memorial WSAs. Outstanding oppor
tunities for solitude and primitive recreation experiences
could decline or be permanently lost in such areas.

The areas not designated wilderness would revert to
VRM Class II, III, or IV visual management protection
objectives. These VRM classes pose fewer restrictions on
layout, design, and construction of proposed develop
ments than the Class I objectives required by wilderness.
Contrasts in the landscape resulting from developments
could be more noticeable since projects affecting the
scenery could be allowed. Small scale projects for wildlife
and livestock could slightly impair natural values because
they would be installed without wilderness constraints on
placement and design.

The ability of nondesignated areas to enhance the pres
ent diversity of the NWPS would be lost. Additional
wilderness opportunities for residents of five SMSAs
would be forgone by nondesignation of these areas.

Conclusion. For the portions of seven WSAs analyzed
suitable for wilderness designation (New Water Moun
tains, Little Hom Mountains, Eagletail Mountains, Face
Mountain, Woolsey Peak, North Maricopa Mountains,
and Table Top Mountains) there would be short- and long
term beneficial impacts to the wilderness resource by
preserving the natural values, outstanding opportunities
for solitude and primitive recreation, supplemental values,
and enhancing the diversity of the NWPS in Arizona.

For those five entire and seven partial WSAs analyzed
nonsuitable for designation, there could be long-term loss
or damage to the wilderness resources because of mineral
development, motorized vehicle use, and rights-of-way
construction.

Impacts on Land Uses

Conclusion. The Resource Protection alternative would
not impact the routine lands program except that designa
tion of seven WSAs (New Water Mountains, Little Hom

TOTAL 241,170 17 ,570
* Crucial desert bighorn sheep bab! tat: habits t necessary to maintain

current bighorn populations. Population density varies.
** Crucial desert tortoise habitat: habitat with tortoise population

densi ties of 50 tortoise per square mile or grea ter. All WSAs
contain tortoise
populations.

SOURCE: Phoenix District files

-69-



4 - ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Land Tenure Issue

Conclusion. Land disposal and split mineral estate im
pacts would be the same under the Resource Protection
alternative as under the Proposed Action. In addition to
the wildlife habitat acquired by the wilderness issue, BLM
would acquire 14,140 acres of riparian habitat along the
Gila River for protective management for a total of 16,340
acres. This would increase the benefits for riparian bird
species over that provided under the Proposed Action.
Lands exchanged for desert bighorn sheep habitat manage
ment would remain the same as under the Proposed
Action.

Utility Corridor Issue

Conclusion. Utility corridor impacts to wildlife under
the Resource Protection alternative would be the same as
under the Proposed Action.

Impacts on Minerals and Energy

Conclusion. The Resource Protection alternative would
impact mineral exploration in portions of seven WSAs
(326,551 acres) that are analyzed as being suitable for
wilderness designation. This represents approximately 16
percent of the RMPlEIS area that would be withdrawn
from mineral entry. A total of 666 mining claims and
326,551 acres of oil and gas leases would be adversely
affected. Five entire WSAs and portions of seven WSAs
would be analyzed as unsuitable for wilderness designation
and would be returned to other multiple use management.

Acquisition of 42,505 acres would be beneficial to
miners and the mining industry because this land would be
open to mineral exploration. Acquiring 112,160 acres of
state and private mineral estate would be beneficial
because BLM would control both the surface and subsur
face lands.

Impacts on Soils

The reduction of livestock would be beneficial in reduc
ing soil erosion in and adjacent to the heavily used
drainageways along the Gila River. Any proposed soil
disturbing project in the high soil-blowing and severe
erosion areas would be evaluated before being authorized.

Conclusion. Soils would not be significantly impacted
under this alternative, although the reduction of livestock
would be beneficial to the fragile desert soils (desert pave
ment). Any proposed soil disturbance project would be
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evaluated using site-specific environmental assessments on
a case-by-case basis.

Impacts on Cultural Resources

Conclusion. Under the Resource Protection alternative,
all impacts to cultural resources for all issues except the
wilderness issue will be the same as under the Proposed
Action. Designating portions of seven ESAs (326,551
acres) as wilderness would have the same general impacts
as those described in the Proposed Action. Approximately
45 percent of the proposed WSA acres or 145,513 acres
may contain cultural resources which would be beneficially
affected (see Table 4-6).

In addition, several more significant cultural sites and
areas would have added protection, including a portion of
the Maricopa Mountain (which has significance to the
Pima, Sand Papago, and Maricopa Indians), the Butter
field Stage Route, and a portion of the Dendora Valley
Archaeological District.

Impacts on Recreation

Conclusion. Under the Resource Protection alternative
a total of 170.45 miles of vehicle ways, six miles of roads,
and 326,551 acres would be closed to vehicle use (Table
4-8). An estimated increase of 5,900 visitor days/year of
recreation use is expected under this alternative.

Impacts on Economic Conditions

This section describes the economic impacts of the Re
source Protection alternative on RMPlEIS area ranchers
and the economy of the economic study area (ESA). Im
pacts from expected changes in outdoor recreation use,
and oil and gas lease revenues will also be described.

Ranch Budgets

Small Ranch. Under the Resource Protection alter
native the herd size of the typical small-size ranch would be
reduced by 24 percent from 42 cows to 32 cows and would
remain at this level over the long term. Yearly net revenue
would decrease by 33 percent from $3,743 to $2,512 and
would remain at that level over the long term (Table 4-9).
The present value of 20 years of net revenue under present
management amounts to $37,094, whereas such revenues
under the Resource Protection alternative would amount
to $25,440 (Table 4-10).

Medium Ranch. Under this alternative the herd size of
the typical medium-size ranch would be reduced by 47 per
cent from 140 cows to 74 cows and would remain at this



level over the long term. Yearly net revenue would
decrease by 54 percent from $13,112 to $6,037 and remain
at that level over the long term. The present value of net
revenue under present management for the medium-size
ranch amounts to $114,839, whereas such revenues under
the Resource Protection alternative amount to $59,908.

Large Ranch. Under this alternative the herd size of the
typical large-size ranch would be reduced 50 percent from
518 cows to 260 cows and would remain at tills level over
the long term. Yearly net revenue would decrease 62 per
cent from $34,863 to $13,419 and remain at that level over
the long term. The present value of net revenue under pres
ent management amounts to $345,498, whereas such reve
nues under the Resource Protection alternative amount to
$135,899.

Ranch Finance

Ranch values are based on a ranch's authorized grazing
preference figures at an estimated $125 per AUM or $1,500
per animal umt (ELM, 1982). The Resource Protection
alternative would severely reduce the authorized grazing
preference and thus the value of ranches in the RMPlEIS
area. The value of the typical small ranch would decrease
21 percent from an existing value of $72,000 to $57,000
and remain at that value over the long term. The value of
the typical medium-size ranch would decrease 47 percent
from an existing value of $241,500 to $127,500 and remain
at that value over the long term. The value of the typical
large-size ranch would decrease 50 percent from an existing
value of $894,000 to $445,500 and remain at that level over
the long term.

Regional Economics

Under the Resource Protection alternative annual live
stock sales of RMPlEIS area ranchers would be reduced
48 percent from $739,493 to $383,882 and remain at that
level over the long term (Table 4-11). Ranch hired labor
would decrease from 13.8 workyears to 9.6 workyears.
The reductions in livestock sales and ranch hired labor are
not expected to sigllificantly impact the ESA.

Recreation Economics

Designating seven WSAs as wilderness is expected to in
crease visitor use in the RMPIEIS area by 5,900 visitor
days. Annual recreation related expenditures would thus
increase by $22,538, an insigllificant amount when viewed
on a regional level.

Minerai Economics

The seven WSAs analyzed for designation under this
alternative contain deposits of various metallic and
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nonmetallic millerals, but reliable reserve estimates for
these commodities and their locations are not known.
Some of the deposits of gold, silver, and copper may prove
econorrucally viable. However, it is nearly impossible with
existing information to estimate the impact that extraction
of these and other milleral commodities would have on the
local economy and work force.

Wilderness designation would prohibit milleral entry in
the seven WSAs analyzed for designation. Also, develop
ment of milleral rights established prior to the designation
date would be subject to increased regulation of access and
reclamation in order to protect wilderness values. This may
result in additional costs to mille operators and therefore
discourage development.

The seven WSAs analyzed for designation are all classi
fied as having a low potential for oil and gas development.
A number of oil and gas leases have been established in the
WSAs, but to date no production has occurred. Currently
the lessees pay the government one dollar per acre per year
for these oil and gas leases. One-half of the lease revenue is
then returned to the state. Under the Resource Protection
alternative 326,551 designated acres would be withdrawn
from BLM's oil and gas leasing program. The loss of this
acreage from the leasing program would result in a loss of
potential lease revenues for both BLM and the state. Table
4-12 shows the acres which would be withdrawn from oil
and gas leasing and the potential losses in lease revenue for
BLM and the state. Under this alternative BLM and the
state would each potentially lose $163,276 per year. When
compared to the total oil and gas lease collections BLM
receives nationally, the loss of this revenue would be less
than one percent.

Conclusion. The overall economic impact of the
Resource Protection alternative on RMPlEIS ranches
would be great. Ranches now operating at their authorized
grazing preference would be required to reduce their herd
sizes dramatically. Ranches now operating efficiently
would have excess equipment and range improvements.
Fixed costs on a per cow basis would increase and possibly
many large- and medium-sized ranches would be forced
out of business. Ranch values would decrease sharply, thus
reducing a rancher's asset base and making it difficult to
borrow money. In addition, net revenue would decrease,
making it difficult for the ranch operation to pay farllily
living expenses, replace equipment, and payoff existing
debts. Although individual ranchers would suffer under
this alternative, the economy of the ESA would not be
sigllificantly impacted.

Under the Resource Protection alternative the impacts
to the millerals industry cannot be deterrllined because of
the lack of any specific development plans for the milleraIs
present in each WSA. The withdrawal of seven WSAs
from milleral entry would potentially cause long-term
impacts to the ESA's economy.
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Impacts on Social Elements

Conclusion. Under the Resource Protection alternative
ranchers would be negatively impacted due to losses in
income and permit value. Those with a high dependency
on BLM AUMs would be most affected. (See economics
section.) The attitude of affected ranchers would be ex
pected to be negative toward the BLM.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

Impacts on Rangeland Management

Livestock grazing would be phased out on 2,009,232
acres (30 perennial-ephemeral allotments and grazing
leases and 18 ephemeral allotments) in the Lower Gila
South RMPIEIS area over a five-year period. No ephem
erallicenses would be issued on the 30 perennial-ephemeral
allotments and leases or the 18 ephemeral allotments. The
livestock industry would annually lose 60,524 AUMs of
livestock forage and an undetermined amount of ephem
eral forage. Livestock production would be reduced by
more than 5,000 head of cattle.

Livestock operations would be adversely impacted if
there were no more grazing allowed on public lands in this
RMPlEIS area. Perennial-ephemeral allotments would be
most significantly impacted since they are permitted to
graze livestock throughout the year. Ephemeral allotments
would also be adversely impacted but not to the same ex
tent. These allotments do not consistently produce enough
perennial forage to sustain a base herd on a yearlong basis
and are not grazed on a regular basis from year to year.

Conclusion. All livestock grazing would be phased out
in the Lower Gila South RMPIEIS area. Livestock oper
ators would be adversely impacted by cancellation of all
grazing privileges on public lands. The livestock industry
would lose 60,524 AUMs of livestock forage annually.

Impacts on Vegetation

Eliminating livestock grazing on 2,009,232 acres would
beneficially impact vegetation. Forage species grazed by
livestock would be allowed to complete growth and re
production. Vegetation would improve in vigor and
production.

Complete yearlong rest of public lands would provide
the opportunity for completion of growth and reproduc
tive cycles. The initial rate of change would depend on
current rangeland condition and trend, range site produc
tivity, and plant vigor. The most significant increase would
occur in high response areas with productive soils and
higher rainfall. Low response areas would not improve in
the short term, and more than 25 years might be needed
for measurable improvement.
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Rangeland condition on allotments with stable or
upward apparent trends would improve as a result of
eliminating grazing pressure on key forage species. Condi
tion would stabilize once the potential of the various areas
was reached. Condition on 'allotments with downward ap
parent trends would either stabilize or reverse from the
yearlong rest. The rate of improvement would depend on
plant vigor and climatic conditions. The lower a plant's
vigor the slower its rate of recovery. Plant composition
would also change in the long-term as condition improves,
but to a small extent.

Conclusion. Eliminating livestock grazing under this
alternative would be beneficial to the vegetation resources.
Vegetation would improve in vigor and production.

Impacts on Wilderness Values

The Environmental Protection alternative would
designate all 12 WSAs (621,931 acres) as wilderness.
Wilderness designation would have short- and long-term
beneficial impacts on wilderness and associated resource
values by providing protection from most surface
disturbing activities. Withdrawal from mineral exploration
and development, closure to motorized vehicles, and pro
hibition of new rights-of-way, disposal, or other land
actions would preserve the natural character of extensive
and relatively undisturbed Sonoran Desert basin and range
landscapes. Opportunities for outstanding solitude and
primitive recreation experiences in a natural setting would
be significantly increased and protected for nonmotorized
recreationists. Hiking, backpacking, camping, walk-in
hunting, sightseeing, and nature study would be the pri
mary activities benefited by wilderness.

Protecting the wilderness resource values would in turn
benefit other related resource values such as wildlife,
cultural, soils, vegetation, protected plants, scenic, and
visual resources. Designating these lands as wilderness
would provide long-term benefits by preserving land to
permit the natural ecological processes to continue with
little or no human interference. Two important wildlife
habitat areas would be protected by wilderness: 373,850
acres of crucial desert bighorn habitat and 46,770 acres of
crucial tortoise habitat. All 218,560 acres in the 12 WSAs
likely to contain cultural resources would be maintained in
an essentially undisturbed condiLtion.

By eliminating soil disturbances associated with mineral
operations and ORV use, fragile desert pavement soils
would remain undisturbed. Also, wilderness designation
would have long-term positive impacts on vegetation and
populations of four protected plants by precluding devel
opment activities possibly detrimental to their habitats.

Scenic and visual resources would also be maintained.
All areas would be designated as VRM Class I areas.
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Impacts on Land Uses

Rangeland Management Issue

TABLE 4-15
UTILITY CORRIDOR AND DESIGNATED WILDERNESS AREA GONFLICTS

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Conclusion. This alternative would not affect the
routine lands program except that designation of 12 WSAs
would preclude further land actions within these areas.
Under this alternative a land tenure adjustment program
would be developed but several proposed utility corridors
would be impacted. Table 4-15 shows each proposed cor
ridor, the wilderness area that would conflict with the cor
ridor's designation, and the extent of the conflict (miles).

2-125. New Water Mounta!na 4.5
2-127. Little Horn Mountains 4.0
2-128. Eagletall Mountains 15.0
2-157, N. Maricopa Mountalos 8.0
2-157, N. Maricopa Mountaios 6.0
2-136. Face Mountain 5.5
2-138. Signal Mountain 6.0
2-164, Butterfield Stage Memorial 6.0
2-163. S. Maricopa Mountaina 4.5

Hile. of
WSAs ConflictProposed Corridor

1. 1-10
2. El Paso
3. El Paso
4. El Paso
5. Liberty - GUa Bend
6. San Diego Interconnect
7. Sao Diego Interconnect
B. Gila Bend - Santa Rosa
9. Gila Bend - Santa Ros8

SOURCE: Phoenix District files

Impacts on Wildlife

Mule Deer and Sonoran Pronghorn. Under the Envi
ronmental Protection alternative all existing forage com
petition between cattle and mule deer would be eliminated.
Long-term improvement in browse condition could occur
in those areas now heavily used by livestock. This would be
a significant long-term benefit to mule deer. Similarly this
alternative represents a significant long-term benefit to
Sonoron pronghorn. Competition on Cameron allotment
would be totally eliminated.

Desert Bighorn. Desert bighorn sheep exposure to
livestock transmitted diseases would be eliminated under
this alternative because all livestock grazing would be
eliminated.

Desert Tortoise. Competition for annual and perennial
forage between cattle and tortoise would be totally elim
inated. This would be a significant long-term benefit.

Riparian Habitat. Some increase in cottonwood repro
duction is possible if this alternative is implemented. Some
decrease of mesquite reproduction is possible due to the
elimination of cattle as a dispersion agent of mesquite
seeds.

This alternative would result in significant improvement
of Vekol Valley grassland (which provides habitat for six
varieties of amphibians), and the dike system (which pro
vides significant waterfowl habitat within Vekol Valley).
Grass cover would increase significantly, providing in
creased habitat for amphibians, and shoreline vegetation

Development proposals in Class I areas are more re
stricted, and the objectives and management requirements
permit little or no evident changes in the landscape.

Wilderness values (solitude and naturalness) could be
preserved with overall positive impacts due to removing
most human influences associated with livestock grazing.

Wilderness designation of the 12 areas would contribute
to the diversity of the NWPS in Arizona. Additional op
portunities for solitude and primitive recreation would
become available for residents of five SMSAs. The
geographic distribution of wilderness in Arizona would
also be enhanced by the establishment of 12 wilderness
areas in southwest Arizona, an area which presently has
one National Park Service wilderness (Organ Pipe). The
two ecosystems in the WSAs are already represented in the
NWPS. While designation would not add new ecosystem
types, it would greatly increase existing areas and acreage
representing the American Desert Province by adding
96,221 acres of creosotebush-bursage ecosystem and
525,710 acres of paloverde-cactus shrub ecosystem.

Acquisition through land exchange of 6,396 acres of sur
face and mineral lands and 14,189 acres of mineral rights
within or adjacent to the WSAs is recommended. Acquisi
tion will facilitate wilderness management of the areas and
enhance botanical, wildlife, and related multiple resource
values. Acquisition of the above acreage would allow such
parcels to be incorporated into the wilderness proposals.

Impacts on wilderness values from mining claim
development, ORV use, cherrystem boundaries, and the
presence of nonfederal surface/mineral and mineral in
holdings might occur in some WSAs with the selection of
the Environmental Protection alternative. The foremost
manageability question is the possible conflict with
development of valid mining claims that could occur in
some WSAs.

Conclusion. Under the Environmental Protection alter
native all 12 WSAs (621,931 acres) would be designated
wilderness and included in the NWPS. There would be
short- and long-term beneficial impacts on wilderness and
associated resource values. Opportunities for solitude and
primitive recreation would be maintained in a wide variety
of natural landscapes. Substantial acreage of crucial desert
bighorn sheep and desert tortoise habitat would be pro
tected from surface disturbance. Scenic and visual
resources would be preserved unimpaired by human activi
ty. Cultural resources and protected plant habitats would
be sustained. The diversity of the NWPS in Arizona would
be enhanced by the designation of 12 wilderness areas in
southwest Arizona.

The Environmental Protection alternative does not in
clude any consideration of manageability. Some wilderness
boundaries may require constant patrolling and artificial
barriers to maintain wilderness values. Some damage to
wilderness values might result from development of non
federal inholdings, motorized vehicle use, and develop
ment of valid mining claims.
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TOTAL 373,850 46,770

TABLE 4-16
ACRES OP IiABITAT PROTECTED UNDER THE ENVIRONl1:ENTAL PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

Bureau of Land Managelllent, Phoenix District. Arizona

'" Cruc.ial desert bighorn sheep habitat: habitat necessary to maintain
current bighorn populations. Population densi ty varies.

"'''' Cruc.lal desert tortoise habitat: habitat with tortoise population densities
of 50 tortoise per squsre mile nr greater. All WSAs contain tortoise
populations.

SOURCE: Phoenix Diatrict fUes

4 - ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

would increase around the reservoirs (see Chapter 3,
Waterfowl section), thus providing increased escape cover
for waterfowl.

Some loss of waterfowl resting points and watering
points for mule deer and small game would occur if live
stock wells and reservoirs would not be maintained. As a
result, long-term adverse impacts may occur to these
species of wildlife. Short-term loss of some watering points
for mule deer and small game would occur if wells were
deactivated by ranchers.

Sonoran pronghorn would not be significantly affected
by loss of livestock waters nor would bighorn sheep, since
neither species use livestock waters to any great extent.

Some additional fencing would be needed to prevent
livestock trespass but in many areas fencing could be
removed, particularly between allotments; hence bighorn
sheep would have fewer impediments to migration and
gain a slight benefit.

OSAs

New Water Mountains
Little Horn Hountains West
Little Horn Hountains
Eagletal1 Mountains
East Clanton H111s
Face Hountain
Signal Mountain
Woolsey Peak
North Maricopa Hountains
South Maricopa Mountains
Butterfield Stage Memorial
Table Top Mountains

Crucial Desert Bighorn
Sheep Habitat.

34,320
12,660
59,680
70,200
18.280

o
7,860

59,680
39.280
42,800

6,310
22,780

Crucial Desert
Tortoise Habitat ••

6,860
o
o
o

5,480
o

980
o

7,050
17 ,830

2,870
5,700

Conclusion. Wildlife would significantly benefit under
this alternative, because improvement of habitat would
occur in the long term.

Wilderness Issue

Conclusion. Under the Environmental Protection alter
native, 373,850 acres of crucial desert bighorn sheep habi
tat and 46,770 acres of crucial desert tortoise habitat would
be protected by wilderness designation (Table 4-16). This
represents a significant benefit for both species.

Land Tenure Issue

Conclusion. Land disposal and split mineral estate im
pacts would be same under the Environmental Protection
alternative as under the Proposed Action. Under this alter
native BLM would acquire 15,640 acres of riparian
habitat. This acreage, in addition to existing BLM lands
within the Gila River channel, comprises virtually all the
valuable habitat (saltcedar, cattail, or mesquite thickets).
This would provide the greatest degree of protection for
riparian habitat of all the alternatives. Lands exchanged
for desert bighorn sheep habitat management would re
main the same as under the Proposed Action.

Utility Corridor Issue

Conclusion. Utility corridor impacts to wildlife would
be the same as under the Proposed Action.
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Impacts on Minerals and Energy

Conclusion. The Environmental Protection alternative
would have a significant adverse imRact on the minerals in
dustry. Designating 12 WSAs as wilderness would with
draw 621,931 acres from mineral entry,. This represents ap
proximately 30 percent of the Lower Gila South RMPlEIS
area that would be closed to any type of mineral explora
tion and development. This withdrawal would adversely
affect 3,152 mining claims and 621,931 acres of oil and gas
leases. Several areas of high mineral potential will be
withdrawn. Since most minerals of any value lie within the
mountain ranges, this alternative would essentially lock up
the most significant areas where mining would most likely
take place.

Acquisition of 47,198 acres would be beneficial because
these areas would be open to mineral exploration and
development. Acquiring 112,160 acres of state and private
mineral estate would be beneficial, allowing BLM to con
trol both surface and subsurface lands in this RMPlEIS
area.

Impacts on Soils

The eIimination of livestock would be beneficial in
reducing soil erosion in and adjacent to the major drain
ageways and the Gila River. Any proposed soil-disturbing
projects in the high soil-blowing and the severe-erosion
drainageways would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

Conclusion, The eIimination of livestock grazing would
be beneficial to the fragile desert soils (desert pavement).
Any proposed soil-disturbing projects in the fragile desert
soil areas would be evaluated using site-specific environ
mental assessments on a case-by-case basis.



Impacts on Cultural Resources

Conclusion. Under the Environmental Protection alter
native impacts to cultural resources for all issues except
wilderness would be the same as the Proposed Action.
Designating 12 WSAs (621,931 acres) as wilderness would
result in added protection for more than twice as many
acres with a high probability of containing cultural
resources than under the Proposed Action. Approximately
36 percent of the analyzed WSA acres (218,560 acres) may
contain cultural resources which would be beneficially af
fected (see Table 4-6). In addition the historic Butterfield
Stage Route and additional acres in the Maricopa and Gila
Bend Mountains with cultural/religious significance would
be beneficially affected.

Impacts on Recreation

The cumulative impacts of the Environmental Protec
tion alternative would close 621,931 acres, 366.50 miles of
vehicle ways, and 7.35 miles of road to ORV use. In addi
tion, there would be a shifting of the types of recreation
use now occurring, including an estimated increase in
recreation use of 5,200 visitor days/year.

Impacts on Economic Conditions

This section describes the economic impact of the Envi
ronmental Protection alternative on RMPlEIS area
ranchers and the economy of the three-county economic
study area. Impacts from expected changes in outdoor
recreation use and oil and gas lease revenues will also be
described.

Ranch Budgets

Small, Medium, and Large Ranches. Under the Envi
ronmental Protection alternative the authorized grazing
preference on all ranches would be cancelled. RMPlEIS
area ranchers are from 86 to 96 percent dependent on BLM
forage. Because of the high dependency it is assumed that
all RMPlEIS area ranchers would no longer be in business
under this alternative.

Ranch Finance

Under the Environmental Protection alternative ranches
in the EIS area would no longer be economic units, thus
their value would be reduced to zero. The typical small
rancher would lose $72,000 in ranch value, the typical
medium-size rancher would lose $241,500, and the typical
large-size rancher would lose $894,000. Ranch operators
who owe money on their ranch operation would be encum
bered with no method to repay this debt other than to seek
outside employment.

-75-

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

Regional Economics

The Environmental Protection alternative would
eliminate all livestock sales and hired labor on all
RMPlEIS area ranches. The 17 RMPlEIS area ranches'
$739,493 annual contribution to the ESA's total livestock
sales would be lost. In addition, the 13.8 workyears of
hired labor now used on the RMPlEIS area ranches would
no longer be needed. The loss of the RMPIEIS area's
ranch operations, however, would not significantly impact
the economy of the ESA.

Recreation Economics

Designating 12 WSAs as wilderness under the Environ
mental Protection alternative is expected to increase visitor
use in the RMPIEIS area by 5,900 visitor days. Annual
recreation related expenditures would thus increase by
$19,864, an insignificant amount when viewed on a re
gional level.

Mineral Economics

The 12 WSAs analyzed for designation under this alter
native contain deposits of various metallic and nonmetallic
minerals, but reliable reserve estimates for these com
modities and their locations are not known. Some of the
deposits of gold, silver, and copper could prove econom
ically viable. However, it is nearly impossible with existing
information to estimate the impact that extraction of these
and other mineral commodities would have on the local
economy and work force.

Wilderness designation would prohibit mineral entry in
the 12 WSAs analyzed for designation. Also, development
of mineral rights established prior to the designation date
would be subject to increased regulation of access and
reclamation in order to protect wilderness values. This
could result in additional costs to mine operators and
therefore discourage development.

The 12 WSAs analyzed for designation are all classified
as having a low potential for oil and gas development. A
number of oil and gas leases have been established in the
WSAs, but to date no production has occurred. Currently
the lessees pay the government one dollar per acre per year
for these oil and gas leases. One-half of the lease revenues
is then returned to the state. Under the Environmental
Protection alternative 621,931 designated acres would be
withdrawn from BLM's oil and gas leasing program. The
loss of this acreage from the leasing program would result
in a loss of potential lease revenues for both BLM and the
state. Table 4-12 shows the acres which would be with
drawn from oil and gas leasing and the potential losses in
lease revenue for BLM and the state. Under this alternative
BLM and the state would each potentially lose $310,966.
When compared to the total oil and gas lease collections
BLM receives nationally, the loss of this revenue would be
less than one percent.
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Conclusion. Under the Environmental Protection alter
native individual ranchers in the RMPlEIS area would no
longer be able to remain in business. In addition, ranch
operators who owe money on their ranch operations would
be encumbered with that debt with no ranch income avail
able to repay that debt. The loss of the employment and
earnings derived from RMPlEIS area ranch operations
would not significantly impact the economy of the ESA.

Under this alternative economic impacts to the minerals
industry cannot be determined because of the lack of any
specific development plans for the minerals present in each
WSA. The withdrawal of the 12 WSAs from mineral entry
would potentially have long-term impacts to the ESA's
economy.

Impacts on Social Elements

Conclusion. Under the Environmental Protection alter
native ranchers in the short and long term would be nega
tively impacted due to losses in income and permit value.
Ranchers with a high dependency on BLM AUMs would
be severely affected due to the loss of all BLM AUMs. The
attitude of affected ranchers would probably be extremely
negative toward the BLM and this alternative.

MITIGATING MEASURES

The Management Guidance Common to All Alter
natives section in Chapter 2 identifies by resource the
measures that will be taken to mitigate possible impacts to
the natural environment of the area. Management is com
mitted to following the practices and procedures listed in
an effort to protect the environment of the Lower Gila
South RMPlEIS area.

The interdisciplinary team did not identify additional
mitigating measures needed to avoid adverse impacts of
the Proposed Action or the alternative..

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Unavoidable adverse impacts are the adverse impacts of
the Proposed Action that cannot be mitigated. Such
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impacts are often referred to as residual impacts. They are
unavoidable because the Proposed Action directly con
flicts with other values.

The unavoidable adverse impacts of the Proposed
Action are as follows.

• Wilderness values may be lost on 431,540 acres as a
result of mineral development, motorized vehicle use,
and rights-of-way development.

• The Proposed Action would close 190,391 acres to
mineral entry. No prospecting, exploration, or min
ing would be allowed, subject to valid existing rights.
A total of 190,391 acres of oil and gas leases and 199
mining claims would be affected.

• Off-road vehicle use would be affected by the closure
of 93.55 miles of vehicle ways, 6.0 miles of roads, and
190,391 acres of wilderness.

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE
COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES

This section identified the irreversible and irretrievable
commitment of resources resulting from the Proposed Ac
tion. The term irreversible refers to what is incapable of
being reversed; once something is started, it would con
tinue. The term irretrievable means irrecoverable; once
something is used, it cannot be replaced.

The Proposed Action proposes no irreversible or irre
trievable commitment of resources other than the possible
loss or damage of 431,540 acres of natural and wilderness
values within those areas not designated wilderness.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL. SHORT·TERM
USES OF MAN'S ENVIRONMENT AND
MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT
OF LONG·TERM PRODUCTIVITY

The short-term uses of man's environment will not
change significantly from the present. In the long term,
147,090 acres of desert bighorn sheep and 10,520 acres of
desert tortoise habitat will be protected within those areas
designated wilderness under the Proposed Action. This
will maintain or improve the habitat areas protected.
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CHAPTER 5

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

INTRODUCTION

SCOPING AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The Phoenix District Office and the Lower Gila
Resource Area Office invited public participation
throughout the development of this RMPlEIS. The fol
lowing list summarizes the actions taken.

The Lower Gila South Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMPlEIS) was
prepared by an interdisciplinary team of resource
specialists from the Lower Gila Resource Area, Phoenix
District, and Arizona State Office. Writing of the
RMPIEIS began in September 1983, following a complex
process that began in 1978. This process included
wilderness and rangeland inventories, public participation,
interagency coordination, and preparation of the manage
ment situation analysis (on me in the Phoenix District Of
fice). Consultation and coordination with agencies,
organizations, and individuals occurred in a variety of
ways throughout the planning process.

April 1981

LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND
PERSONS TO WHOM COPIES OF THIS
STATEMENT HAVE BEEN SENT

March 1981

May 24 to 26,
1983

June 10, 1983

April 1983

BLM will request comments on the draft EIS from all
affected grazing permittees, interested individuals, federal
and state agencies, and interest groups. Due to the size of
the mailing list (800), the following is a partial list of those
receiving the document.

Public meeting summaries mailed to
meeting attendees.

March and April Local, state, and federal government
1981 officials contacted individually for

their contribution to issue identifica
tion.
District Multiple-Use Advisory
Council briefmg on status of issue
development.
Scoping material mailed to concerned
individuals and agencies.
Public meetings held in Gila Bend,
Phoenix, and Tucson.
Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS for
the Lower Gila South Planning Area
published in the Federal Register.

June 15, 1983 Letters sent to Indian tribal leaders.
February 1, 1985 Draft made available to public
March 11 to 14, Public meetings in Quartzsite and

1985 Ajo, Arizona
March 12 to 13, Public hearings in Phoenix and Gila

1985 Bend, Arizona
May 2, 1985 Public comments ended.

In addition, BLM specialists met many times in the field
and at other locations with interested parties. BLM repre
sentatives consulted with the Soil Conservation Service,
Arizona State Land Department, and Arizona Game and
Fish Department to check resource data, coordinate meth
odologies, and exchange information.

Initial wilderness inventory and public
comment period.
Intensive wilderness inventory and
public comment period.
Mailout and news release to inform
the public and invite public participa
tion in the planning process.
Notice of Intent to Prepare the Lower
Gila South Resource Management
Plan published in the Federal
Register.
Issue identification mailout to in
terested parties.
Special issue identification mailout to
five Indian tribes in area.
District Multiple-Use Advisory Coun
cil briefmg.
Public scoping meetings conducted in
Ajo, Gila Bend, Quartzsite, Buckeye,
and Phoenix.

January 1981

November 1980

January 1981

December 1980

December 1980

November 1980

1979-1980

1978-1979
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Federal Agencies

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Agriculture

Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service

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

Department of Energy
Department of the Interior

Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Reclamation
Fish and Wildlife Service
Geological Survey
National Park Service

Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration

Arizona State Agencies

Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture
Arizona Department of Health Services
Arizona Department of Library, Archives, and Public

Records
Arizona Department of Transportation
Arizona Game and Fish Department
Arizona Natural Heritage Program
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 Water Resources Department
Bureau of Geology and Mineral Technology
Governor of Arizona
Governor's Commission on Arizona Environment
Mineral Resource Department

Local Agencies

Central Arizona Association of Governments
City of Buckeye
City of Gila Bend
City of Phoenix
City of Tucson
District IV Council of Governments
District V Council of Governments
La Paz County Board of Supervisors
La Paz County Planning and Zoning Department
Maricopa Council of Governments
Maricopa County Board of Supervisors
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Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Commission
Pima Association of Governments
Pima County Board of Supervisors
Pima County Planning and Zoning Department
Pinal County Board of Supervisors
Pinal County Planning and Zoning Department
Yuma County Board of Supervisors
Yuma County Planning and Zoning Department

Indian Tribes and Councils

Fort Mojave Tribal Council
Chemehuevi Tribal Council
Quechan Tribal Council
Cocopah Tribal Council
Colorado River Indian Tribes
Havasupai Tribal Council
Hualapai Tribal Council
Tonto Apache Indian Tribal Council
Yavapai-Apache Community Council
Yavapai-Prescott Board of Directors
White Mountain Apache Tribal Council
Hopi Tribal Council
Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians
Papago Council
Fort McDowell Mohave-Apache Community Council
Pascua Yaqui Tribal Council
Ak-Chin Indian Community
Gila River Indian Community
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Community Council
San Carlos Apache Tribal Council
Navajo Tribal Council

Other Organizations

Arizona Cattle Growers Association
Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society
Arizona Mining Association
Arizona Mining and Prospecting Association
Arizona Prospectors and SmaIl Mine Operators

Association
Arizona Wildlife Federation
Arizona Wool Growers Association
Arizona 4-Wheel Drive Association
Audubon Society
Defenders of Wildlife
Desert Tortoise Council
League of Women Voters
Legal Organizations
Mining Companies
Phoenix District Advisory Council
National Audubon Society
National Council of Public Land Users
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
News Media



Oil and Gas Companies
ORV Clubs
Phoenix-Lower Gila Resource Areas Grazing Advisory

Board
Public Lands Council
Rockhound Clubs
Sierra Club (Local and National)
The Wilderness Society
Utility Companies
Wild Burro Protection Association
Wildlife Society

Elected Representatives

Federal

Senator Dennis DeConcini
Senator Barry Goldwater
Representative John McCain
Representative Jim McNulty
Representative Eldon Rudd
Representative Bob Stump
Representative Morris K. Udall

State

Senator Jones Osborn
Senator Polly Getzwiller
Senator Peter Rios
Senator S.H. "Hal" Runyon
Representative Bob Denny
Representative Henry Evans
Representative Jim Hartdegen
Representative Roy Hudson
Representative Frank McElhaney
Representative Robert McLendon
Representative Richard Pacheco
Representative James Ratliff

LIST OF PREPARERS

William (Bill) Carter, Team Leader*
BS in Agronomy, Kansas State University. Bill wrote
Chapter 5 of this RMPlEIS and served as Technical
Coordinator. He has worked 19 years for BLM.

Hector Abrego, Assistant Team Leader, Range
Conservationist*

B.S. Range Science, Texas A&M University. Hector was
responsible for the overall coordination of the
RMPlEIS. He wrote Chapters 1 and 2 and the Range,
Protected Plant, and Burro sections of the RMPlEIS.
He also wrote the Range sections of the Wilderness Sup
plement. He has worked for BLM for seven years.
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LIST OF PREPARERS

Tim Sanders, Asst. Team Leader for Wilderness
Supplement, Regional Economist*

BS Wildlife Biology, MS Agricultural Economics, New
Mexico State University. Tim was responsible for the
overall coordination of the Wilderness Supplement. He
also wrote the Economic Conditions sections of the
RMPlEIS and has worked five years for BLM.

Jane Closson, ASO Writer-Editor*
BS Business Education, MA Psychology, California
State University at Long Beach. Jane provided the
editorial review and coordinated the typesetting and
printing for this RMPlEIS and the Wilderness Supple
ment. She has worked six years for BLM.

Karen Daniels, Editorial Assistant
Attended Idaho State University. Karen edited portions
of this RMPlEIS and the Wilderness Supplement and
provided word processing and technical assistance on
both documents. She has worked five years for BLM.

Doris Coldwell, Division Secretary
Attended Mesa Community College. Doris provided the
word processing input for the Wilderness Supplement
and was responsible for the computerized mailing list
and labels. She has worked 4-1/2 years for BLM.

Mary Butterwick, Botanist*
BA in Botany, University of Texas; MA Botany,
University of Texas. Mary wrote the Protected Plant
sections of the Wilderness Supplement. She has worked
for BLM for 5-1/2 years.

Tom Craft, Soil Scientist*
BS in Soils and Agronomy, Oklahoma State University;
Post Graduate Work, Iowa State University. Tom has
worked for BLM for eight years and wrote the Soils sec
tions for the RMPlEIS and the Wilderness Supplement.

Gary Foreman, Realty Specialist. *
BS in Education, Northern Arizona University; Post
Graduate Work in Range and Soils,University of
Arizona. Gary wrote the Lands sections for the
RMP lEIS and the Wilderness Supplement. He has
worked for BLM for 7-1/2 years.

Mark Fredlake, Wildlife Biologist*
BS in Wildlife Management, Arizona State University.
Mark has worked for BLM for seven years and wrote
the Wildlife sections for the RMPlEIS and the
Wilderness Supplement.

Richard Hanson, Wilderness Specialist*
BS in Parks and Recreation, Michigan State University.
Rich was responsible for all Wilderness sections in the
RMPIEIS. He also wrote Chapters 1 and 2 and the
Wilderness sections of the Wilderness Supplement. He
has worked six years for BLM.

Wanda Johnson, Word Processor Operator*
AA in Business Administration, Big Bend Community
College, WA. Wanda provided word processing and
technical assistance on both documents. She has worked
one year for BLM.
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Dan McGlothlin, Hydrologist
BS Watershed Hydrology, University of Arizona. Dan
has worked for BLM for four years and wrote the Water
Resources sections ofthe RMPIEIS.

Fran Miller, Archaeologist*
BA in Anthropology, Wright State University; MA in
Anthropology, Arizona State University. Fran wrote the
Cultural Resources sections for the RMPlEIS and the
Wilderness Supplement. She has worked for BLM for
1-112 years.

Hank Molz, Surface Protection Specialist*
BS Forestry, Northern Arizona University. Hank wrote
all Recreation and Visual Resource sections of the
RMPlEIS and the Wilderness Supplement and coordi
nated the writing for the Wilderness Supplement. He has
worked 14 years for BLM.

Richard Parks, Geologist*
BS in Geology, Whittier College, UCLA EIT Harvard
University, Stanford. Richard wrote th~ Mineral and
Energy Resources sections of thp RMPIEIS and the
Wilderness Supplement. He has worked for BLM for
four years.

Jeanette Pranzo, ASO Social Analyst
BA Economics, Hunter College; MA Economics,
University of Pittsburgh. Jeanette wrote the Social
Elements sections of the RMPlEIS and the Economics
and Social Elements sections of the Wilderness Supple
ment. She has worked for BLM for eight years.

Mark E. Van Der Puy, Hydrologist*
BS, Calvin College; BSF, University of Michigan; MS,
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Watershed Management, University of Arizona. Re
sponded to comments on draft RMP/EIS. He has
worked six years for BLM.

* Responded to comments on draft and helped prepare
fmal RMPIEIS.

ASO and PD~ ASSISTANCE

~he follo~g peo~le from the Arizona State Office pro
VIded techrucal assistance and review for this RMPlEIS
and Wilderness Supplement.

Stan Wagner, Environmental Coordinator
Keith Pearson, Planning Coordinator
Bob Abbey, Wilderness Specialist
Bob Archibald, Realty Specialist
Ray Brady, DSD Mineral Resources
John Castellano, Wildlife Biologist
George Ramey, Range Conservationist
Darlene Wishart, Office Automation Specialist

The following people from the Phoenix District pro
vided technical assistance and review for this RMPlEIS
and Wilderness Wilderness Supplement Supplement.

Marlyn Jones, District Manager
Bill Childress, Area Manager
Mary Barger, Archaeologist
Ted Cordery, Wildlife Biologist
Frank Daniels, Realty Specialist
Lee Higgins, Range Conservationist
Bob Mitchell, Range Conservationist



Review Process

The draft RMP/EIS was filed with the
Environmental Protection Agency and their
notice of receipt was published in the
Federal Register on February I, 1985. The
90 day comment period began February I,
1985 and extended through May 2, 1985. The
Bureau of Land Management's notice of
availability and announcement of public
hearings and meetings were published in the
Federal Register on February 4, 1985.

More than 1,200 copies of the draft
RMP/EIS were distributed to federal, state
and local government agencies,
organizations and individuals for review
and comment. News releases from Washington
and Phoenix provided information about
obtaining copies of the draft RMP/EIS.

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
held public hearings to receive oral
testimony from the interested public on the
draft RMP/EIS in Phoenix and Gila Bend,
Arizona on March 12 and 13, 1985,
respectively. Nine people spoke at Phoenix
and five spoke at Gila Bend. Public
meetings were held in Quartzsite and Ajo,
Arizona on March 11 and 14, 1985,
respectively. Approximately 300
individuals attended both the 3:00 p.m. and
the 7:00 p.m. meetings at Quartzsite. The
3:00 p.m. meeting was a question and answer
session and at the 7:00 p.m. meeting about
50 individuals spoke, but only 25
registered. The theme of most of the
speakers at the Quartzsite meeting was that
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

they didn't want wilderness or any more
restrictions placed on the public ~i state
lands in the Quartzsite area. The Ajo
meetings were also held at 3:00 p.m. and
7:00 p.m. There were no speakers at either
meeting. The individuals who spoke with
the Bureau representatives at the Ajo
meetings voiced no problems with the draft
RMP/EIS.

The Gila Bend hearing was recorded by
an official court reporter. A GSA contract
court reporter was hired for the Phoenix
hearing, but did not show to record the
hearing. The hearing was recorded on a
small recorder and transcribed by a
district secretary. The recorded tape and
written copies of the speakers' testimony
were used to prepare the transcript
published in this document.

The RMP/EIS team and management
reviewed all· comments and responded to
those questioning the analysis or raising
issues related to the environmental impacts
of the Proposed Action and alternatives.
All comments, however, will be considered
by BLM managers in making the decisions for
future management of the Lower Gila South
Planning Area.

Three hundred and one written comments
were received on the draft RMP/EIS during
the public comment period. A number of
comments were received too late to be
published in the final RMP/EIS but will be
considered in the decisions for future
management of the Lower Gila South Planning
Area.
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LOWER GILA SOUTH PUBLIC HEARING

aPf.N INC STAT!.K!KT

KR. McHENRY: Ladlu and gentle.en, thll public. heHlng wIll now COllI! to

order. Hy na.e ta Lawrence HcHenry, 1 •• 80 attorney 10 the Solicitor's

aCHee, DepartHDt of the laterior.

I have been appointed by the State Direc.tor I Bureau of Laod H.anagellent I to

conduct thia public hearing, under the authority of the Secretary of the

Interior regardtn,g the Resource Kan«ge.ent Plan for the Lower Gila South

Area for the Buruu'. Phoenh: Diatrlct.

Holt of you uodoubtedly a1aned the attend.oee ,heel a. you calae toto the

hearlo.s roo.. If you have Dot done ao, I would •• 11. that you alg" 10 nov.

If you plan to _Ite a atateaeot. be lure to check the appropriate apace on

thu are being atudied by the Bureau of Land Managellent tn the Lower Cila

South Re80Urc.e Area Hanagelllent Plan. A draft environmental illp4ct atatellent

EIS has been pubUahed and la avallsble here tonIght fot thoae of you who

have not already received a copy_

The Lover CUa South R.'G'/!IS 18 baaed on infonation fro. public worltahopa,

rangeland and wilderneaa inventory recorda, and other aourcea, including

federal, state, and local agenciea, private organizationa, and interested

individuala. The purpoae of the RXP!EIS ia to dhclole in advance the

probable environmentll llipacts of the Propoaed Action Ind its Alternatlvea,

and to inlure that thele factora are conatdered along with econollic and

other conllder.tiona In the deciaion _kin,g proceas.

In arran,ging for thia publ1c hearin,g, noticea were sent to United States

Sen.tora Coldwater and DeConcini, U.S. Repre8entativea Stu.p and Ud.ll 818

well 8& Governor &Ibbit and other elected officiala.

Repreaeotat1vel frOIl the Lover Gila South Reaource Area here tonight are:

Bill Children

Richard Hanaen

Bill Carter

Ti. Sandera

-Area Kanager

-Wilderneaa Coordinator

-Aaaiatant Tea. Leader

Notice8 have 81ao been !l.8iled to federal, 8late, and 10c1\1 goverlUll!nt

agenciea and to organ1%ation& and individuala ltnovn to be tntereated in this

plannln,g effort.

A few word8 regardin,g procedure. TIlia he.rin,g il not. debate, a tri.l, or

a queation .nd answer a1tu.t1on. It la an ADVISORY hearing, and .11

intereated peraooa may preaent 8tatellll!ota-either wri tten or oral or both-or

ntia public hearing ia beIng held to obtain teatimony and Infonu.tion

reIatina to the

There will be no croaa-e:u.ination fro. the audience, but if anyone faih to

undeutand a atate_nt of any apeaker, you _y direct a clarifyins question

to _, I will _ke a detenination whether it ia pertinent.

I will calion BIll Childreaa, Are. Resource Kanager, to explain the

propoaed plan and findin,ga in the draft enviroa.enUI illpact atatement.

Then I will calIon the speakera in the order they regiatered to speak.

8ill Childre.. , Lower Gila South Resource Manaser w111 now explain the 8LM'a

propoaed plan.

BILL CHILDRESS: Firat I would I1ke to a~rize the Quartzaite, ArizoDa

Heetiq held Karch II, 1985, relarding our Draft Lower Gila South Resource

HaDale.ent Plan (RHP) and Environ_ntal Impact Statellent (EIS). The lIeeting

vaa brokeD into two (2) aesaiona.

The first seuion started at ):00 PH which constituted a brief opening

atate_nt, we invited the group to look at and diacuaa with the 8LH

peraonnel our draft doc~nt. Approx:i_tely 300 people attended this

aeaaion vhich laated approxi_tely till 5:30 PM.

The aecond aeaaion atarted at ] :00 PH in which we allowed individuala to

_ke co_enta/atatementa regarding our draft docuaent in an open forum. We

encouraged thoae vho w19hed to apeak to sign the VllIitor Roster. Of the 50

people vho apoke only 24 signed the V18itor Roster (Exhibit A).

Approd.. tely 300 people attended thia aesaion of which 150 were new
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other information pertinent to the Reaource Klnage.ent PlaD,

attendees. Thia 8e8aion laated approxi.. tely till 9:00 PH. In both

aeasiona, only one ia8ue w.a of concern to the group. That ialue regarded

Wilderne.a deaignationa. The 50 people who spolte were againat delilcation

of 8ny future vilderneaa atudy 8reaa and particularly the New Water !touot.in

WSA diacuaaed in our draft document. It 101811 apparenc that those who did not

speak. at aeaaiona one and two (vith the exception of two individuala) vere

alao againat future Wildernes8 deaignationl. Thi8 vas felt by speakina to

individuala at aea8iona one and in tvo occaaiona a show of handa In leaaion

The group oppoaed future Wildernea. deaignatlofll8 for three badc

1. It would el1l1.1nate lIultiple-use aa it 18 knOW'll today.

2. It would cause an econoaic burden to the co_unity.

3. It is a discriminatory 8ction 8gain8t the elderly who C8ncot phyaically

walk into remote areas.

Othera felt that a) ve should not have a plan, b) 'lie ahould leave thin,g& in

atatua quo, and c) feel th.t Wilderne.s deaignationa are Another step tovard

coaplete clo.ure of the public l8nds.

In both seaaion" I encouraged the group to docUlllent their concern a and

cOlllllenu by letter to our Phoenb District Office by Hay 2, 1985.



Nov I would like to take a fe'll cll1nutea to brlt18 you up to date on ...here we

are to thi. poiot and where ve are going In reparation of the Lover Cil.

South Reaourcu Hanage_ot Plan (RKP) and Wllderne.. Study Area (WSA)

!nv!roo_otel lapact St..relleot (EIS) proce•••

Aa Iu-..rill:ed on Page 91 of the Draft dOCWleQt. ve began worlt on the plan in

1978 with iovf:otorlea and public _et1oSI on Wllderne... In 1980 ve t.aued

• public Notice of IoteDt to prepan; the Lover CUa south RKP. Betweeo 1980

and 1981 we worked with local, .tate .nd federal officiall to identlfy

i ..uu to dhcull8 io the plao. On Hay 24-26, 1983, \l'e held public Ileetlngl

to help for-ulate the five liluel Iddre8led ln th1a docullent. On

Pebruary I, 1985 \l'e publi1hed the Dnft Lower GUa South RHP and WUdernel1

EIS for public review.

The Draft iMP part of thi8 docullent discusse9 the following five i8sue9:

1. Rangeland "nagellent

2. WlIderne88

3. Land Tenure Adju8tllent (DlIpoaala and ACquJaitions)

4. Utility Corridor I

5. Pred J. Weiler Greenbelt.

reco_endation on Wilderness Delilnatioo to the Arizona State Director, BUt

Director and the Secretary of Interior. In turn, the Secretary. by 1991

w111 _ke a reco_endation to the Pruident \1'1'10 has till 1993 to subllit to

Congrel' for a final deci.ion.

Thank you, Hr. McHenry.

HR.. HcHENRY: Unf10hlhed statellent9 ~y be aupplettented by written co_ent.

You _y alao sub.it written co_enta up until May 2, 1985. Theae cOllllllenta

wUl be conaidered fully io developiD8 the final propoaed plan and

enviromaental illpact atatellent. Written co_enta ahould be addreased to:

DlItrict Manager

u.S. Dept. of Interior

Bureau of Land Manale_nt

2015 W. Deer Valley Road

Phoenh, AZ 85027

After public co_ot period clole' on Hay 2, 1985. there will be a thorough

review of the draft £15. The Bureau of Land Managellent 'a Phoenill Diatrict

Manager viII evaluate your COllllleOU concerning the plannioa issues Ind

recollllendl a final propo,ed plan and environ.ental Illpact state_nt to the

BLH State Director. The State Director will then reviev and later approve

and publiah the plan .nd £15.
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Each of the 1S1ue•• other than the Fred J. Weller Greenbelt. 11 an.lyEed

under a Propoaed ActioD and four alternative•.

The Draft Wl1derne•• lIS Supple_ot part of thi. doeu_ot analyEe_ 10 detail

f'ach of the 12 WSA', under a Prapo.ed Act.ion and three alteraatlve•.

AI Lavrence HcHeory Itlted, thl1 hearlllS 11 to obtain co-entl and

lnfonlolltion regardinl thil dOClmeot ln an open forua. 10 addition, we w111

accept vrltten co..ntl on the docullent through Key 2. 1985. At the

conclullon of the co_ent period on the Drift docuaent. the .R.KP Ind

w11dernell Supplellent will be leparated and procelled lndJviduaUy.

As summarized on Pale 231 of thia docuaent. the oe:.:t Itep (Step No.8) 10

cOlllpleting the IUiP will be for the Phoeni:.: Dhtrict KanagH to review the

co_ents and lnforaation received through our public hearioll and _etinll.

and written COlllllenU received by Kay 2. 1985. Then the Diltrict Kanller

will select a pro pOled RMP and publilh 1t alonl vith a Pinal .r;IS on all the

illuel except \llldernell. A final dechion vill be .ade on the IlKP after

th.. co.. pl", .. 10n of th", .. pp..al p....10d. 0" ..... cc..... ful ....v1..w of any .. ppcal

received.

The Wildernel8 Supplemental flS will be reviewed io light of the co..entl

received through the public hea .. inl' and _etinal, and vritten c~ntl

reviewed by Kay 2, 1985. Then the Phoenill Dhtrict Manager will prepare a

Preli.inary PElS and lub.lt it to the BLM Direetor in Wllhington for review,

approval and f11i08. Polloving the Ipproval of the PPEIS. we will ..k.e our

Your co_nt. will be conlldered by the BUt State Director in _king hi.

reco_endltionl to the 8LM Director io W.lhi08ton. vho lIu.et then ..ke a

reco_endation to the Secretary of the Interior. After due conaideration,

the 5eeretary w111 translait hi. n:co_endation to the Pre.ideot. The

president in turn will tranallit hi. recoSlleodation to Conlrel" After

appropriate conl1deration. the Congrea. \l'ill aecept. reject, or IIOdif,. the

P..esident's proposal. Only Congre'l caD de.ignate an area a. wlldernell,

and only Congre8s can releale a 8tH wilderneal Itudy area frOIl ita Itudy

8tatua.

As you can aee the 8LM prelillinllry proposal before you will undeq~o a

cOllprehenlive review. Thi. public hearinl and your co_enta aod viev. are a

very illportant part of that review.

This Ja not In advereary proceedina--any qUl!ltionl alked would be in order

to clarify a point or iaaue rou.ed by the speaker or tbe plan and !.IS.

Di ..ect your queltions to lie and I \l'ill make a deteraioation al to whether it

viII be answered or not.

JACK PURSLEY: I all Jad Puraley. Director of Public Affairl of the Arizona

Kining As.ociation. The A.uociatioo repreleDta the 15 _jar aiD1ng

cOllpaniel that produce 1l0lt of the copper. 1I01ybdel1lm••Uver aDd 801d io

the Itate.

I all C01llleoting here today becauae the A.aociatioo i. lerioully concerned

about the cont1nuing actlona of the Pederal lovern.eot to rellOve and
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restrict public lands froID productive use. Approx!lIl8tely two-thirds of all

public lands 1n the United Statea are noW' effectively withdravn frolll mineral

developllent. In Ari:r.:ona, ez1s1tlng wilderness aress total 2,000,000 acres

and it haa been detenalned that 8ppro::d_tely 30 11111110n addiei'on.l aCl"es

(two-thirds of the f'ederBl lands 1n Arizona) are unavailable or highly

restricted to 1I1oeral resource developuent by other withdrawals including

BLH. Wl1dernell8 Study Areas, Porest Service Wilderness Study Aresa, Primitive

Are•• , Scenic Areal, Galle Preserves and Refuges, Parka and Honullents,

Defense Departllent withdrawals, lndleo lands and numerous other

",1ehdrawah. Each of these categories haa been formed by individual

withdrawal actiona with little or no cooaideratioD to the eUlllulative effect

of all withdrawal. io Arhona. The Aa.oc18Uon feeh that th18 cumulative

effect IIUlt be addre.sed and con8idered in thla EIS.

The oraft Lower Gila South, hsource Kanagement Plan (RHP), prop08ed action

reco_enda 4 Wildernesa Study Areaa (WSA); New Hountain, totaling 189.750

acre. suitable for wilderne... The draft lista J of the area. as having

hIgh lIineral poteotial or aioeral potential development aDd one having

_diu. aineral poteotial. The draft allo pointlll out that thellle areas do not

repre.eot unique eeolYltells: The creolote-bureage habitat aDd the paloyerde

aixed cacti habitat are already protected in 104 wUderneaa area8 of over

4.5 aU110n aau. Thue W$A clearly qualify for lIultiple uses. It ill the

Aalociation'l pOlition thlt theae area. Ihould be deleted froa wilderoelll

reco_ndaUona becauae of their a..1neral potential.

ABloeiation reco_end. that all four areal liated under the proposed action

be deleted froll furtber wilderneaa conlll1deration due to their substantial

aineral potential.

We appreciate this opportunity to subllit COllllentlll.

HS. BORBI! HOLADAY: I reco_end that all of the area. addreased in the

Lower Gila South Environllental Iapact Statellent be delllignated for wildernealll

While loae acreage _y be un lui table for wildernelllS IUnagement, such a8 the

louthern plainl of the &aat Clanton H.illlll WSA, _Jar portions of all areas

have acreage which lIeet the wildernesa criteria for naturalness, out8tanding

opportunities for 1II0litude and primitive aDd unconfined recreation.

While thilll state_nt recollllllenda that portion of four of the areas, New Water

/oW)untaina, &agletail /oW)untaina, Woolsey Peak, and Tsble Top Hountains as

wildernels. large acreage CUtlll are recotllllended which would severely degrade

the wilderneaa integl"1ty of the areas. Plant and wildlife would auffer and

the quality of life particularly for the bighorn aheep would be aeriously

ill.pacted.

The •• in conflict appeara to be in the mining opera tiona. It 18 difficult

for lie to underltand the growing need for 1I0re and 1I0re areas for minerala

and energy resourcea in Ari.r:ona, when thia induatry is already depreaaed in

establhhed -.ines. What 11 the continued need for discovering 1I0re and 1I0re

poeaible ore bodiea, when th18 indullltry can't handle the operstion of

exhting mine8?

II
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The Associatlon 18 coupiling data submitted frolll the gl!ologic departlllents of

our 15 mellber companies that 101111 aubstantiate the lIinl~ral potential in the

Lower Gila South Areas.

The New Water Hountain9 have mineral potential for gold. s11yer, lead,

copper. llIoly, .r:inc and _nganeae. The eltiatence of deI.oaita of aheelite.

the potential for perlite. and outcrops of _rble have slao been identified

in th19 WSA. The sSllle holda true for the Eagletail Hount.ins. There are

known deposi t8 of gold, s11 ver, copper. and lIIolybdenulll. Addi tionally.

_nganese. bariulll and lead carrying veins have alao been identified. There

are alao 560 acres of privately owned llIineral eatate in this WSA that would

have to be acquired before thie area could be designated wilderneaa. In the

Woolaey Peak. WSA there are extensive copper deposita that have produced

significant tonnage a of mediu. grade copper ore. Lead, silver. and gold

have alao been lIined with good results. When de8cribiog the llineral

potential of the Tsble Top Mountaina the RHP atatea ~The II.1neral1.r:ation is

more diverse and 1lI0re concentrated that any other WSA atudied in this

supplellent. Copper. gold, lead. silver • .r:inc. _o,gaoese. and iron have beeo

lIined.. The presence of hydrothermal mineralization has been found in

several 10caHUea of the WSA ~.

The Arizona Hining Association will submit written detailed c~entl prior

to the deadline. At th18 tille. we feel that the RHP/EIS il inadequate in I

nUlllber of relllpects. In particular, we are certain that the iKP/EIS should

be redrafted to 1I0re fully reflect the cUliulative effect of all vithdrawals

in Ari.r:on.s .snd U.S. mineral policies currently in effect. In addition. the

10

Large portionl of the eight .sre.. dropped froll wilderne.. consideratioo

should be reco_oded for thia deaignation. R.elealing thea for ault1ple uae

would be da_ging to _ny fragile desert 1I0uotain landacapea and _ny

lpecial-statul plant apecie.. These areal all contain :significant habitat

for aeveral desert wildlife .species. Opening these areoiS to mining

activitiea and 1I0tori.r:ed recreation would lerioully illpdct the desert

bighorn IIIheep becaule they Clnnot reproduce in disturbed areal and their

population. would decrease rapidly.

Many of the areas in the Gila Lover South have illporrant historic value and

excellent opportunitiel for archaeological Itudielll. Kany .itlngl have been

_de of petroglyphl, broken pottery, and other indicationl of prehiatoric

dwellings. If thele aitel go unprotected by the wilderue.. deaignation they

are subject to vlndalta. aDd their values will be 10lt for all tiae.

I congratullte the 8LH for producing a thorough and cOllprehen'ive .tatellent

on the Lover Gila South. Hy hope would be that further conaideraUon be

given to reinltlting the dropped areal and In reeatabl1l1hing the acreage in

the four recc.lended areal to preserve thea for wildlife habitat. priaitive

recreation, lIIo1itude. and scientific Itudy.

JQNl BOSH: My nalle 18 Joni SOlh, _11i08 addre18 ia BO:l: 16-673. 2515 E.

ThOlLla Road. Phoenilt. Ari.r:ona 85016. I'll apeaking tonight aa vice chair

for the Grand Canyon Chapter of the Sierra Club and aa .;oordinator for the

Arhona Wildernela Coalition. My co_entl are directed at the wildernel'

component of the plan.

12



Flr8t, aOlle general COllllleOt8. Clearly the SUI ha. picked out"tending areaa

to reeo_end for vilderness. The aseney deserves 8trool support for

including areas offering sizeable acreage and various topography. It '.

clear that the PhoenlJ: D18trict appreciates that wilderne•• can be

borh:ootal 88 veIl .a vertical, aod that there are uny relD8rltable cultural.

wildlife, ecological and recreational value. in the D1etrlct that can be

protected through vllderne•• designatioo.

We are sorry, hoyever, that juat a fractioo of these special value a would be

aaved under the draft reco_eodationa. The 8Ul ia Iliaaiog a guat

opportunity here - one that ailht not COQe agaio.

Too often our public landa are fragmented by development or mixed ownerllhip

into parc:ela that, even if saved, are only all8ll oaaea of protection. In

the Lower Gila SOuth, there are clulterll of WSAa that atlll provide the

chaoc:e to protect dgnific:ant wildlife raDges, viewaheda aod ecoayateDI.

And it'a unuaual indeed for so Iluch wild land to be so cloae to one of our

oation' a larlest lIletropolitan areas. The future recreational benefits frail

t.hia OpeD count.ry ahou.ld .."iah heavily in favor of aenerou. wilderne••

We atro08ly urge the BlJi to recognize theae opportuoitiea at. hand and to act

nov to save these values for the future by dgoif1cantly increasing your

wilderness prop08als.

13

Now I'd like to turn to a few individual areaa.

The Nev Water ft)untaina propoaed W'llderne.a ukea a wonderful neighbor to

the contiguoua kota National WUdlife Refuge tn the aouth. However, it'a

very dhturbing that 10,000 acrea of crucial bighorn aheep habitat are

excluded frail the reco_endation. The pro pOled wilderness boundary ahould

be .odified to include more of the NeW' Water and Dripping Springl lallbing

areaa, and ehould be e.tended north to the freeway to provide a protected

route for aheep travel north and aouth.

The BUt notea that alaoat the entire WSA ia now protected under a temporary

• inerel withdrawal becal.llle there ia a pending propolal to include thia erea

into the I(ola Refuge. If the BUt won't protect 1I0re of the bighorn habitat

in tbi. area, turning thia area over to the Phh and Wildlife Service _y be

tbe beat aolution.

The BLK aay. that neither Little Horn MouDtain. Welt nor Little Horn

Hountaina contain very spectacular wlldernea. value.. Then the BLH

deacribea tWO areaa that contain auch featurea aa window archea, two

80er-foot deep canyona, colorful volc:aniea and crucial deaert bighorn refuge

habitat. ADd all of thia bordera the Itofa Hationd Wildlife Refuge

wildeneaa propoaal on ODe aide, and the BUt'a propoaed Eagletail wilderneaa

on the other.

Here ia a perfect opportunity to provide protection for _jor parU of an

iaportant bighorn aheep range by typing aOlle Glountalnl and baaina together.

15
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SODe of the impact. of various wilderne•• propo••h are dhplayed on pase

113 of the draft plan. The Dumbeu here suggest the ..1Ie point a I've jun

tried to lUk.e.

Notice that eveD the so-called ~re.ourc:e protection- .lter~tlve. which add.

three IRore are•• to your vUderne•• propo.al, atill ooly protect a roulbly

half of tbe deaert tortoiae and bilhoro aheep habitat, and aenaitive

cultural reaource areaa. Tour WSAa are a.onl the laat re_ioiol placea that

can protect theae valuea, and yet only a few of tbeae areaa are rec~eoded

for wildene.a.

In contraat, even the raw nu.bera ahow relatively little develo~ent

potential would be forelone even under an .ll-wilderoe•• alternative. Theae

develop-ent opportunitiea fade even Glore in inllianiUc_nce when you fiaure

that ranching can continue in wilderneaa, and that the e:xia::ence of doing

CIaiDI beara little relatioo to the likelihood of aineral developllent.

The problell8 of ioholdiola snd aplit aineral eatates are laad _aageMnt

problelll that 111'111 plague the BLH dth or withOut vllderne... Propoa1n.g an

area for w11derne.. can help foc:ul attention froa the Governor'l office and

for the Land aDd Water Conaervation Puod to help clear up theae proble.a.

10 short, there are Iota of reaaona for -.ore wilderneaa than ia propoaed" in

the plan, and we hope the BI.H 101111 take another hard look and increale. tbeir

reeo_endationa.

14

The BLM Ihould aerioudy consider adding acreage to a vilderneaa propoaal

which would conoect the !alletaila with Itofa for the benefit of the abeep aa

well al the wilderneaa viaitor who aeek. an extended trip. The dneral

potential 18 unillpreaaive and loc:alized, and ao it ahould be e••, to add

aign1ticant acreage without noticeabl, har1ling the 1I.10eral induatr,.

The Eagletail ft)untaina are an outatandiDg area, aDd the BLM deaervea hiab

prahe for reco_ending for wilderneaa not juat the 1I0untainoua areaa but

the broad'ba.in in-between aa well. We encour.ae the BLH to aeek to trade

or buyout the inholdinga and Iplit eatatea with the State and other ownerl

to tidy up land lMnageaeot proble.a .

We aUlgeat the BUt take a look at ao_ .pecific boundary .edificationa, too.

The propo.ed wilderneaa ahould Include Courthoule iock, a proainent and

veIl-known feature to reereaUoniata and aightaeer. on the north aide of

thil area.

The -reaouree proteetion- boundary vould e.pancl tbe area to include IIOre

crucial bighorn range, aod alao would brinl the vildeneaa down neJ:t to the

ro.d dividi08 thia area frn. the Little Horna. Tbue would be i.portant

adjuat_nta to _ke to further protect the value a here, the 8LM baa

obvloualy aeen are of vilderneaa quality.

The Eaat Clanton Hilla offer an opportunit, to e:xtend the "talletail/Uttle

Horn wUderoeaa eOllple. to the aouth to Include aa.e addltioo.al bilborn

16
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h,blut 10 the Ctl, Beod Houne_toa. We Itronaly urge the Bl..l"l to look at

thil aerie_ IlC WM_ fro. the Nev water, to the ~8t Clanton Hills as "

whole, and al • unique chance to "lye 8n entire range for bighorn sheep.

Face Hountato, in conlr•• t to other are•• in LoYer Cil, South, aeelll8 to have

too lIIuch 8011tude for the Bl.H to n~co_eod fOf vlldetoe•• , We think Face

Hountaln delervea protection becauae It I' relllO[e. it ia rugged and thl!'

conflict. are negligible. The BlJf notea that the eastern q~rur of [nil

area h•• been nOllllnated to the National Re811ter In recognition of the

archaeological resource. there. Wllderneas dealgllation would be "0

ezcelleot protection for thil area becauae it would close the .rea to

_tneral eotry and thereby di.couuge .urf.ce-di.turbio,g exploutioo

• ctivith~. that •.ight de. troy the cultural .ite•.

workio,g vith the State to trade out the .tate laod. on the .outh side of the

• rea could provide additiooal .cce•••nd recreational .ite. th.t could

eohaoee the WSA•• ttraetion I' a wilderness recreation SpOt.

Woohey Peak and Signal Hountain Inould be coolidered II one wilderneSI

unit. The BUt hiS recogn1r:ed the pri_ vilderne.. valuel of Woolaey, but

Ihould COliplelient thlt by propoaing protection for the de facto north ~rt

of the area. Sianal Hountain.

Both are crucial habitat areaa for bighorn .neep. and both area. are

noteworthy in ~rt for the vi.ta. they provide of one another. It juat

_ke. sense to think of thell together aa one unit.

11

Page 151 a.ya ·there are no knovn miner.l occurrencea of econolllical

proportiona in the WSA. The .ioeral potential 11 low.. -. Page 108 on the

other h'nd .ay. the .re. ia not reco_ended for .... ilderne••• in part. becauae

of ita _illeral potelltial.

Page 108 aleo goe. on to aay that the area waa not recol:IIJ.ended becauae it

l.dr.. -Iuperlor vilderneaa charaeteriltica- and beeauae it fa -a relatively

flat bajada offering little to the prillitive recreationht. - Contust thoae

atate_nta to 'OM found on ~ge 151: ·Outltandlng opportunitiea for

solitude edit throughout the WSA· due in part to Its ·COllpleX topography·.

·Qutltandinj: opportunitie. for pr1-.1tive and unconfined recreation exiat in

the South """rico~ Hount.in.... The topographic relief found in thia WSA

prOVide. the b.ckpadr.er. horle_n Ind photographer vith a variety of placea

to explore ... -. Ita all part of that book. And finally on page 108, the

BLH re-.1ndl UI that -The National Wilderneaa Preaervation SYltell haa 609.667

acrel of land with aillilar characteristica already deaignated. and 1.3

11111 Ion acrea of .illilar lalld' adlll1nistratively endorsed as wilderness.·

The BJ..H doe.n't aeell to know vhether there are re.lly lIinerala here nr not.

Nor doe. the BLH know whether thia area ia flat or undeairable to hiker•.

But the BUt il cert:ain that it doesn't like the area for vlldernese. Aa

• uppor[ for ita cue. the BLH citea hov lIuch Congre.a and the Preaident do

like wilderne'l areaa auch aa South Maricopa Hountains, vhieh we have about

over tva .illion acre•.

Thil doe.n't _ke Iny sen.e. W'hat does make sense ia to protect the knovn

v1ldernela valuea there.

19
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One ftnal note. The Phoenix Di.trict seems to have a thing about train•.

You 98Y that the no1ge they make detracts frOll the wHderneaa experience in

Face Hountlll0 and Slgo.1 Mountllin.

SOllie o( Illy be.t (riend., and lIight evea argue that they enhance the outdoOE"

u:perience. Certaioly their tellporary 00181' 18 no greater an illpact than

the lIore con.tant .ound o( p••• iD& car. driviD& by the e:ll1at1ng i.ed

Rock-Secret Hountain Wildernesa Area and the Super.tition Wildernea. area.

Be,idea, the rail line paat Face lind Signal Hountain i. lightly used

compared to the lUin 11ne next to South Maricopas and Butterfield Stllge, for

which you mentioned no tral0 noise Il1pact whatloever. Train noi.e, lilte

.irplane nolse, ahould not be a factor in considering thele arella for

wilderne••.

The North Maricopa. and Butterfield Stage HeGlorial WSA. deaerve wllderne••

protection also. They really are one area, and ahould never have been

separated. They are a .pectacular .nd rugsed range within ea.y traveling

tille of Fhoenlx. They contain crucial habitat for de.ert tortoise and

bighorn .heep. Once on top, the hiker can enjoy co.u.nding view. of valleya

lind ransea in 1111 directions. The BLH .hould at lea.t try to protect the

1I0untatnous core and crucial tortolse .reaa. We .trongly urge the BLH to

relook at the.e tvo area. and propOae a wUdernea. boundary to protect the

i.portant acenie, recreationlll and wUdlife vlllue. there.

The South Harieopa Hountains are \lorthy of wilderne•• , too. Por the aa_

wilderness reaaons and othera, hO\lever, the BLH's dell:rtption of thi. area

11 a little coniuaing.
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LIIst but not lellst is Table Top Hountllln, lind there 1& little we can say

beyond a -bravo· for the BlJol's strong vUdernea. reeollltendation here. Thi.

i. one of the 1I0St re_rkable areaa in Arizona, and no BLH vilderoe••

propoaal would be cOllplete without it.

We prahe the BLH for choosin,g protection over Illining In this area. and we

vUl .trons1y oppose any effort to reduce the lire. recoll:llended for

vildernes' protection.

To wrap it up, the BLH haa proposed aOllle very deserving areas for

....ilderoe••• and we will advocate deaignatioo for the_ to the beat of our

ability. But however valuable the.e places are to the wUdernelS ay.tell,

they vUI be even 1I0re so a' II part of a larger cOlllplel( of wild area.

cOllpri.ed of lIuch of the other WSA acreage.

We hope the BLM will choose to make the beginning_ of good reco_endationa

lnto great recommendations. Then it will be worth takilll the proposals to

Congress.

Thank you for thiS opportunity to co_ent on the draft plan.

TOH WRIGHT: My nalle 18 TOll Wright. Hy addre.. is 6947 E. Sixth Street •

Apt. 4, Scottsdale, Arizona 85251. I'll happy to 8ee that four .uperb

natural and acenic IIrella have been reco_nded for wildernes. dellignation in

the Lower Gila South. each of these IIreas has it, ow diatinctive character

and all have illlportant wilderness, wUdlife, and recre.tional valuea. The
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He" \later Houne.ina, Eagietail Hount.ln., Tabletop Hount_In, and Woolley

Peak. .11 l\ave ay atrong aupport for de.tgnltion •• WlldeToe•• Are... I 1111

upec1811y plu.8ed that the proposed bound. riel for Woolsey .ad the

EagleUl18 Include not only the rugged peaka, but 8180 the wide valley. and

flatlanda that lurround and lie between the peaka. Pew 8uch areal still

exht In a priatine state and the BLH 11 wise to auggest that they be

preserved while the opportunity atl11 existl.

I wal disappointed, however, that aeveral additional areal did not receive

flvorlble wildernesl reco_endltionl.

The Little Horo Houotllnl, which are Ipllt by I rOld ioto the two unitl, are

a Ihovcase of Intriguing volcanic felturel. Opportuoitlel for geologlcll

study are oU[8tandina, aod the harshly belutlful Ilndscape 11 a superb

letting for Cll80y fonl of wilderoesl recreation including hiking,

photography, aod nlture Itudy. The Little Horos Ire slso adjaceot to the

Kofa National Wildlife Refuge and contain illportant bighorn sheep hlbltlt

which would be protected from d1sruptlve activities under wilderness

de.lguation,

Signal Houotalo, aeparated frOIll Woolsey Peak only by I prla1tive road, ia

nevertheleal Itrik.ioa:ly dlffeuot. Woolley Is I braId volcanic doae with

long, sllOoth dopes and a rounded sutmlt, all cOllposed of dark. basalt

boulderl. Signll Pelk, on the other hand, 1a I colorful and chaotic j ....b1e

of aharp peaks aDd ridges which present aD entirely differeot and

contraating type of landsclpe to the wllderneal vilitor. It iI, therefore,

an illportaot area if we are to preserve a truly representative lampllng of

5000rao desert featurea in western Arizona.
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AIIerican SouthWelL 11111 11 not a {aCt to be takeo lightly. 'nle

cherryate_ed roada, .Ineral inholding_, and ORV trails lIentioned in the £15

are co=aon problella io nearly every wilderneaa proposal statewide, and they

can generally be worked out once a lincere effort to do so haa been

undertaken. I urge you to take a lecond look at all three of these unitl.

I would allo lik.e to COllllllent on the East Clsnton Hills, but it la the one

unit in the £15 with "'hich I alii totally unfamiliar. 1 gl1l11paed it once from

a distsnce snd lola. iapresaed by what 1 ssw, but I cannot speak. to the area's

particular values ar cooflict.. I will aay, though, that any large-scale

develop_nt or scsrriDl 10 thll unit would be easily visible frail the

EagletaU Mountl1na and perhlpa frOIll the Kots Wildlife Refuge. dlllliniahing

the "Udernea. qualitiea in each of thOle areas. Thia should be kept in

.ind during the planning process for the laat Clanton Hills area.

Thank you for your conaideratioo of lIy co_enta.

Thank you, the next Ipeaker is Lloyd Clsrk.

PUBLIC HEARING

108 of the t:lS •• lacking ·ouutlodio8 prialtlvf: recreation opportunltle.~

Dot require epeelel or unique feature •• and "hether or oot recreatiooal

opportunHhs are ~out8tandingM 11 a highly lubjectlve _[ter. The Act

It!ltea that Wilderne •• Are•• should have Moutltlnding opportunitiel for

solitude or a prildtive and uoconfined type of recreatioo~. Note the ~or~.

The EIS adllitl (page 108) that Face Mountaio doea qualify io te1"ll1 of Ihe,

iaolatioo, Ind opportunitiel for lolitude. Therefore, there 1.00 bllil for

dropping thil unit except for purely lubjective onel. To thOle I would

reply that any rellote and rugged Irea of significant lize Ind nltuulnell il

~outltandina- in I Itlte thlt il growlog 10 rapidly lod In ecolYltea thlt

hal been abuled 10 wlotonly. No luch arel Ihould be dropped fra. further

coollderation al wilderoell without 10 excellent let of liu'-Ipecific

reasons, and no luch rellOOI are given for rIce Keuntllo.

The Maricopa Hountalnl, which are aplit by roadl into tvo large uoitl aDd a

slr;Ill one, were alao dropped due to an alleged lack. of unique or Dutataodlog

Maricopal are ~not particularly Icenic-. COllpared to what, and in whale

opioion? (The laplicatlons of thh judgelleot are .. toohhlng but I will not

pursue thelll here.) The three Maricopa Mountaioa unita together co.prise

Ibout 150,000 acrel of TUgged SOD orIn d.lert .,l1dlandl. Granted tbat they

lack the aveaome features, of aay, the Superstitions, or the variety of the

Mazatzal Wilderoeaa Area, they atlll re.. lo a _jar wilderneal lod

recreational resource within ao hour'l drive of the largeat city in the
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In Section 33, Town.hip 5 South, Range 12 Welt, ia Clap Horn. C&ap 80m wal

one of thoae aitea lelected by General Patton in the outaet of World War II,

for one of the Deaert Training areaa. c..p Hire, Sectioo I, Tovolhip S

South, Range 11 Weat, vaa aaother.

Camp Bov vhich is not included io thi. atudy, however 11 on the .ap,

T010mship 8 North, Range 14 WeSL It ia that Cunoingha. Walh Area that 11

shown on the _p, however is outside the boundaries of the studied area•.

These are three that were in the California, Arizona lllIoeuver Irela, which

was a180 known ss the Desert Training Center. Callp Bo" is the one ...hich ia

not included, II the only one that haa real historic artifact., if you "tah

to call it that, 10 the fOnl of outlying accolipliahllleota. The co...nd

circlea, 80.e of the baael for the buildings that were there. 8ow's wla a

top secret base during World War II aDd it lola. where they plaoned to have

Illulllination of the battlefield at night. They ueed learchlightl, not

enough by the relloteneal kept it from beio,g protected fro. the other Ireal

around. It 11 the only ooe that really haa aa.ething left there to

preserve, with the exception perhape, of Camp Horo, where there 11 atill a

perilleter lUrker that waa left there fortunately by the Agricultural

War II.

agriculture. But that _rker still designatea and _lIorlalhea the 08l11ea of

the nine .oldiere who lost their livel during the training during World

Camp Hire which 11 in the private. area or private land 10 the intereata of

the only record of gatea that are there besides. the railroad tracka. Within

the palt alx lIOnthe all of the country atreetl, the old land circles

LLOYD CLARK: Hr. Chainaan, Hr. HcHenry, I alii Lloyd Clark., P. O. Boll. 13344,

Phoenix, 85002. I Sll a Hletory Iostructor for Rio Salado C01lllllunity College,

founder of the Counselor', National Hilitary POSt, which ha. been the

National Organization interested In the identificatloo, location,

prelervation, memorialhstion of old Military sites. 10 this Irea I refer

to the I118p that'a accOlllpanying your very thorough Itudy.

Interest Tesm nesr 1Jhat wss there was put into cotton and other

23
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(Tape ended.) .

Not on any federal or state land. That area 18 identified a. Aqua Caliente

Firat, aa many of theae area8 seell to be aa bleaaed and glorioua quality and

place you can establiah for that. In the last year there hS8 been about a

millioo acres in wildernesa taken out of Arizona and already in Salle placea

it 1018. a ranch at Woolsey. Woobey bdng ita 11811.!! h the 8ite where where you can find difficulty in Icceu to exlstiog srua, especially in the

wheat wa. firat arovn in vhat 1. nov ArlEon.. The southside of the river

before they lOt it. fro. the purchase of Kell:1co. ADd the re••oo the forces

did Dot go out fro. Fort Yu_ to cry and follovup the peuoo. who co-itted

the open _a••erea, the Iodiana, 18 because they fled to He:dco. This la

one of thoae hiltoric area., aod you addre•• that rather virtually in the

atudyand I juat urge you to give it • little closer attention because it Is

a very hhtorlc period.

1lI0untain zones.

Thoae of ua who sre not Congresslltl!n or goverODent offidlll lod don't have

eccesa to helicopters heve problella of finding placea to parr trailera on

week.ends or sometilllea even gettio,g through on access roada, such a8 they

ere. Theae problems are of courae cOllpounded on veekllnda for thoae of us

who only have weekenda off, which is your average workina guy.

Were there any queationa OD. "'~t I have .aid?

Thank you very much, you have done an nutuandina job and I apprechte all

your full actention. Thank you.

Alao, reglrda to the Kofa area and Big Horn Chief Range, several of our

llIel:bers are lIIellbera of the Big Ounge Chief Society and we generally aupport

their activitiea alao. The additioo of the New W.ter Mountaina lind the

Our next apeaker ia Landis Aden, Repreaentina Hnneywell SportaCll8n Club

1739 North 15 Drive, Phoenix 85026

Little Horn Hountaio area8 could poaslbly make these ecce88 proble.a to the

Kofa ..ore difficult than they are now. The Kofa ia one of Illy favorite

areaa. 1 do aome wildlife photography there on tbe aide. We appreciate the

Kofa and we like it but we would like to know a littllt about it.

Centle_n. 1 'd like to aay that 1 '. represeotin,s the Hooeyvell Sponameo

Club where a fairly large aDd varied alllouot club activities aod outdoora.

We enjoy huotina and Ushi03 aa veIl aa our laku aod we've been generally

In favor of wilderneaa areaa, although we do have aOlle serious concerns aod

reservatlona ebout the condition they ere In thie atate.

In conclusioo, I would aay that the wllderneaa quality areaa prob.ably aren't

aufficiently in Arizona, and those of ua who do have _Df iDtereat in the

outdoor a beaidea Juat backpacking and photography, we alao like huntlDi aod

fiahing eod going roe.ing 10 the deaert or ..ountalna lind we vould lilte to be

left a place in Ari~ooa to continue thia interest.

25 2.

Thllnk you for your consideration.

The next speaker is Leroy Aclteraan representing Aaerican IndIan NatIons.

IMp and then, he aaid you may be wonderlna what to do.· So 1 did and 1 _nt

back and all I could do waa (Jover all the way and the leaaon 1 learoed waa

if you give an inch they'll take e CJ11e and that vaa a tard leaaon to le.aen

there so I left the area and I went back aod atarted agal0 and theo two

LaOI ACXLI.KAJt: Hr. Chalnuo, He_bers of the 018trict, my name ia Leroy

Aclter-.n and Illy box nu.ber 18 349. Conare.. , Arhona aod ~ip code 18 85332.

year. ago they wereo' t Intereated In it ao 1 toolt In another area and lot

out of there ao that atanda to rea. on that would be the ...e here, in that

in the IIOre area you take, the 1I0re you "ant eod the lea a there will be for

t repreaeot sr-all Hioera usoeiatioo of Arizona, lIIiners prospectors

aM the Indian Nations of North and South America Central.

All 1 have to aay is that I've vorlted io the area where your aotelope were

aeveral yeara aSO in alnin,g ao.e plaina aod aoi_la were getting close to

tbe _chioU", so vhat 1 had to do was get 1!0llle alfalfa fro. the fa~e.ra

below aod the fa~ers vould juat take it up there so it could be hauled

avay. It got real bad, ao I iostructed Illy boy these aoi_ls you'd put .igna

up and they couldn't read. So 1 instructed Illy boy, Hike, to start night

class to try to get these burros and 1II0untain goats to cOllie frolll Kexico up

cross the trail they couldn't understand and aO they in a few week.s, he cOllie

Hilte aod then vhen there la no Hike in the area and YOllr o.. tural reaource ia

ell produced then the co_unlat will cOllie in. And I clln tell you one thiol

there, that'a one thina: 1 deal witb instant hate ia cOl_unla•. When tbey

hit the bordera here, the north or south I'll grant you they don't 10 far up

over tbe Hedcan border. And that'a what can happen it you cloa. off all

.hlpped in froa

other countrlea and uaed and that'a 1II0re cost to the people here.

I think, 1 believe In beio,g fair with the wilderoeaa aod 1 doo't believe In

deatroyins it In aa far aa that loea. The reaaon is, 1 .uppoae ia, that 1

have Indian blood io _ on both aide of the f ..ile aod alao 1 have blood

to lIIe and he said ""liell 1 've dooe the best 1 cao do. - 1 aaid 0.1t. aod so fro. eaatero statea and aOllle other people fro.

.. nd aee what'a there fro. lIIineral and otherwiae.

Indian part I auppoae helped lIIe to appreciate the wilderneaa there, and the

mouotaln area. 1 do have, when you go into the 1lI0untaioa, whether Ita New

lie_ico, Ari~ooa or Colorado, for a 1II0untaio lioo that followed lIIe after

awhile, and I had thelll when 1 lay the blanketa and Itudy your lIouota10 areaa

in all of theae atatea .. round and I lIIean I get out and wallt with and atudy

Th.there that you have probably heard ofone d.y 1 there Vaa worltill8 and got off the _chine, and I felt nudge In Illy

back there and there "as th18 donkey pushing .e around the aod he learned to

talk and he said to lIIe he said, -1 need ao _ny hardhats with two holes thet

can callt. - WeIll aaid "'1Jhat do you lIIean1- He said, -Well 1 have taken

over your job. - And I thought well what alii I going to do and so .....

Ari~ona Weater College waa over to the veat aO 1 went over there and talked

to the Professor of Psycholo8Y. He said, -Hes. get out a up and study the

27 28
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They'll follow "e and 88 I lay 8tl11 in the lights of night In your exc.luded
The nu:t apeaker h Edward Elton repruentina the • .,,11 ll.inera.

your work.

and then go 8"8y 8tay over and sleep 60 feet frolll tie, tallt the night and

areas In Syc:alllote Canyon the -ouat.ttl Ilona cOlI.e up to lay blanketa, touch lI:e

bad, al your lenatora and reprellentativel on the co_ittee. Of courae they

Nov so.e of you here relllelllber 1929, 1 do. Some of you don't and it h you

lIIight aay Illy tho logy to thelll becauae they haven't studied hiatory. It ia

cOlDing again, the aa.e procen. Firat National City sank,

If you will look back at hatory, atudy h18tory. You will find that hiatory

repeat a Haelf. It 18 happening tbat way today. Riatory is repeatia.a, and

if you doo't benefit frOll the leasona learned fro. history, you're doo_d to

bll in the aa.e pit.

85332, Congre...

My nalle hoot Edward, to get the recorda straight. It h Eugene Dee. Nov

that Edward enan froll lIy 1Ditlala ED .. everybody calI. lie: Ed. That 1.

Dot the official nUle. I live 10 Congre•• , Arizona, 303 Weat Highway 71,

co-.1ttee good andother. 1 do know that the good lIIelllbers of the

And 1 know that there 18 good lDen in your office and that when this proposal

goea before Congreaa there viII be lIIen there that laoney could away the other

vay and would vote down your propo.al, or vote for it, one vay or the

never boc.ber lie. If I w•• afraid the aol_18 werl! every golog to hurt lIIe I

wouldn't have done it. So there. I believe in having 80 lIIuch land for

IIIlolog and 80 lIIuch of it for wildernes., and 1 think you have quite 8 bit.

Land oov for your vilderness, worka beat. You're going [0 have to have 1I0re

personoel than what you have nov to handle that buaineaa and lllore budget in

1118y have a peraonal opinion of the area and people didn't know it and they

kid of went around to different placea and atudied thiB thing and lily area

and other areaa there and apota picked out and we vill personally go to thelll

Chelllical Bank are all 'aolleone coughed) loan. They are all going at a day

to day pace, they can cloae up any ti.e. You woo't aee it io the newa

_dia, but when you get behind the newa Mdia, you will find that 1& the

in waahington before tht. vote i ••11 and ceeet ..1th thela and 1 ..111 t.alk

with the Pruident of the United Statu on this buainesa and aee what the

decision will be and how it goea. But uny of ua will keep on aining ao

that it will help the ecooollY of thia country and k.eep every un in ADerica

"ruth ...h..re you'll hear 8011.. of ie. l./herl that happens. when they close up,

then 1929 is 80ing to look like. Sunday picnic.

Further on dolofD, right here in Arizooa, I'v.. talked to _ny old ti.era say

livin.a not under co-muni.1I and there ruling vaya. Ita the beat ..ay I koov

becauae I have beeo to Siberia uoder different cooditions years ago wheo 1

vaa young and eaceped acroaa the "'aura back to AIaau. sad handa aod a

little bit of torture, and I koow vhat that can be, ao I appreciate talking

vith you.

ve _de our living by dryvaahing here, we _de it, ve had a Hula aine up

bere we IUde for our fa.Uiea, ve aupponed our faatliea, that ia bov the,

got by. When or if thia all put into a wilderoeas area a.aio, or oot ..aio.

but if it ia put into a wUderneaa area, vheo it doea blow up, whicb it will

29
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do; these I_ll aioera, the individual 18 going 10to thoae hilla if he kno",a

vhere the place be 18 goiog to look for a place and wheo he finds that

place, he iI goina to lI.1oe H. Becauae he hal a fallily to feed. No'" he

18o't going to back up and aay Hr. Billy Doe thia ia yours, lIy fallily can

atarve. He ",111 be violatio,g the la"" ",hich ",e put him for arrest. Then

wat w111 hil falilly do wheo he iI io jail for trying to provide for hia

falilly.

to enjoy what their folks are tryio,g to preaerve for tbell. It'a a lost

cauae. Here'a thil area, aaYI you can't go io here, alright that 'a fioe

right now. But wheo It cOllea to the bottOIi lioe if it iI reatricted, tben

oobody vill eojoy that, they can't. get to it. The a_11 aioer, tbe

proapector, or even you lIight aay aOlle of the your city dudea that will

enveotually go to the hilla to seek gold becauae there ia alva,a a quest for

gold, a queat for slIver. That hal been tiahteoed and auppreued for yearl,

,ince ti.e lIeliorill, they have tried to play dovn gold aod ai!ver and

The welfare syste_ now ia trellendous. It il lIQre than they can handle. So

that will jUlt create more, there wll1 be no ItOney. there will be no tazea

becluae oobody viII hIve any 1I00ey. But here you 10'111 uke a violator out

of a _n th.t ia juat trying to provide for hia fallily .nd hia people.

There ia a lot of laod already io ",ilderoesa areaa. 1 don't koov how well it

is _caged, but to the but of the ability.

Now theae peraona that waot thia wildernela area put in here. It's thoae

atates tbat 00 IIOtor vehicle ia aUowed in that area. Mo'" If 8.oy of thell

had the opportunity to go to Quartzsite 10 every "'ioter, every February. and

aee the thouaanda of people that cOlle there to enjoy tboae areaa, they are

not able to flock ioto that area. They'd have to drive a vehicle. If they

cao't drive they don't aee it. They. jUlt off the top of lIy heIr are 60:( of

the people that enjoy thoae wllderoeaa areaa that are proposed.

If they auppreaa all thia raioing, if there "'aa no aioiog people would be.

atill eating out of clay diahea. Hioing is a baata for all proaparit, Ind

all ecooollY. If tbere Waln't lIining, there wouldo't be anythiD.l we'd ba

uling bow aod arrowa yet. And there ia a lot of suppreasioo of the lI.1nina

right 0011', right in thta coulltr, by the foreignara, tbe foreign _rket

flooding thta right here.

1 ala very oppoaed to puttio,g an,..ore laod into a reatricted area, because

ho", _oy acrea doea a Bigboro Ibeep Deed to feed oof I don't uow what it

ia arouod here, but they uauall, range around a 20 lI.11ea. Your .auntaio

liona range roughly arouod 20 lI.11ea. Your deer, your coyotea, 20 lIilel

And I venture to aay there i. 1I0re laod taken out already that elcb

Theae that waot thia. are aupprealiog there children. Kaybe a lot of theae

children voo't be able to vllk, In that ti_ they won't be able to drive

either or they won't have the laooey for the gaaoline. They wll1 not be able

Bighorn aheep will probably have 50 .Uu to raDle i1l. 1 ha.a been told

that the Bighorn aheep are io poor health, tbey're WOr'llly, ao wby praaerve

the whole area jUlt for a few?
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I'. JUlt appaled to that becauae I lee In the future "'here it t. golIl& [0 be

the nece..1ty for lurv1V,l of UDy of UI to 80 wherever poulble and ukl!: •

l1vin,g for your fa.Uy, wherever you can and w~tever you can wIthout hlvins

the threat of arreat or I jail tera haog over your head.

Thank you.

The neu apl':lker I, Prince•• Teol-Cilche Acltenu.n repreaeottn,g the AlIerle.n

lodho Federation.

We are totilly oppoled to lhh vUderoe... We have leen, we have heard the

phr•• e -AI long I. tbe lit)' 11 blue the ".ter run., the gr... gro"•. ~ Poopy

Doo~ We are down to Ie•• , than I fourth of [I'll. nation, even leiS than

thlt, and it keep. gettina ,",orle each and every day.

t have Ieen the Bighorn Sheep of the Itoh Hount.ina, and I can tell you

thi •. They're vo~y, they're _ngy, they are 1n the .oat defect health.

There luppoaed to be being prot.ected, huh? There auppoled to being ~Imaged,

yet nobody 11 caring for their he-lth, that'. Dot IMnagellleo[.

You talk about the ranaelaod 1lutead and people vant aU of thil

vllderne.a. The kind that it won't hurt. It viII hurt, it'll hurt the

ranchera, it viII take out job•. If they can't graze and they have to atart

burina feed, hay and aU. Ray 11 going for 14.75 a bale, for decent hay

that you feed your ani_II. The co.t of that and if you have to take out

land fro. other bank., fro. your cattle to put it into crop., you're aoina

to loae, you're going to ao in the hole.

33

bia run around because nobody vanted to anlver aoy que.tiool, everybody vaa

afraid. I don't know vbat they're afraid of, but it i. about ti.e we all

Itarted fight ina for the aa.e tlling. We do need vilderoel., but ve don't

nud thil IIUch.

It va. Itated yeaterday at Quartuite about. a landing area, like Hr. Elton

.aid, .ay around 20 .Ue., I have .een thi •. Now how lIIuch ground doea it

take for one lIlUle to lay around? Maybe a biuer square aa that table if

your lucky, and yet you want all thele thoulanda and thou land a of acrea.

People Ulr.e .e, I 'a alao a Viet Naill vet. My hip. are mes.ed up and if you

want I can brio.a reporta fro. a co-.ander of the llIilitary at Fort Whipple,

Arh:ona. I cannot ao into tho.e areal becaule I cannot walk right. It

could pinch the nerve and cripple .e for life, if I fall right or have to

atep over too high an inc. And 1f I a.. in that condition in ..y hipa, how

1IIUeb vll1 the older people, if I reaeaber correctly that there 11 a lav

aaainat diacria1oation. And that vOuld be out and out dllcrialnatioo on the

onea that cao't that can't aet in there. They love the acenery, they love

the ani_I. and the beaut.y ju.t aa well aa any of ua. But when they have to

be raatricted to a little area, you got to look at it frolll here you can't

take a vehicle in tllere, it lIight Icare up .heep. Thoae aheep aren't acared

of ua, becau.e if they were they would not be 00 that bOlllbin,g range

three-fourtha of the tiDle. And they are on it.

The 1II111tary ha. had to hold up their ba.bing 10 _ny tillel it'a pathetic,

for the silllple reaaon that the sheep are out there. And the aheep waan't

J5
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Right now canner beef 11 rUDnina $25.00 • hundred pound.. A hundred poundl,

to get it up to that, 11 going to ruo you clole to '150. I tell you

aOlllebody la golO& io the hole aOlleplace. Becauae about the eneray and

econolllY iap.act, it'a golog to be one aean i.p.act, becauae people are goina

to atart loaina their joba, thelr inco..e. When people have to be laid off

ita a chain reaction, it 'I juat right down the road. I a. beSinnin,g to

wonder who thla, what right ia ftnal with thil country. I thought the

U.S.A. waa for all free lien. I can the conatitution aaya

~Por the people and by the people .. ~ it doel novhere atate - ... tor the few,

by the fev, or by the bureaucracy. - It 'a about dlle tbat people atart

caring. I care about the Sishoro .heep, you can alk anybody frOll Con,gre..

on, aak thell if they want to croll the creek 00 ..y ..ining clai.a and ahoot

at an ani..1. It'l a well known fact that It'l open aeaaon on hunterl. We

feed the anleula up there. Thert: iln't a .loer "onder that. Each and every

day, when I lived down by YUCl&, I 1II0ved Into the Kofa on horleback. Hauling

hay for aheep, cause they would cOile up and eat out of Illy handa. They vere

the 1I0at real thing. I apent over *200 in one year getting WOr'll medicine,

which \ofasn't ealY to get. I had to lend back eaat for it becauae I couldn't

Hnd a plsce to tell lie how to treat thell here. So I called the Wildlife

Maoclatlon, State of Oklaho_, Hr. C. Vieao wa. vOI'kinS there then. He

told lIIe just what to ule and he aaid, MI could send you ao_. ~ I paid hi.

for it, becauae he couldn't afford to take it out of their bank to lend out

here.

I have called the Wildlife Aaaociuion here, I b&ve called the Field and

ManageDlent and everything, and I wa. refereed fro. one asenc, to another. A
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the leaat bit acared, 80 hu..an beinga aren't aoing to hurt thelll. 80asn

beinga have too lIIuch of a tendeocy to love aODlething vlld aod waDt to

protect It. Well not all of this worka. If thia Donaenae keepa up, the

vlldernell out and no llIineraI. to be dug out of thia country, juat like

righta today. Ninety-nine percent of it co.ea fro. the

SOviet Union. That ia on a letterhead that ca.e out a few yeara ago fro.

the Depart~ent of the Interior, when they wanted to open 1I0re ..inerala it

val proven that piatinull claillli that there ia Done in this state for

iOltance. It cOlle I froll the Soviet Unioo. Our ore and stuff Is cOlliO& frOCI

SOviet block countriea and back country. I'll not aupportiog no Co_uniat:

The people came to thia country for one realoD, that waa to get away fro.

the lupprelaion .and everything else. They didn't care If they had freedo.,

they could live, they could work, they could aupport their f ..Uiea and

nobody could tell thell 00. Well, if anyone can atep back and look back at

Poland, they had wilderne•• conttol, they had gun control and look at the.

no". I'll. not giving up without a flaht, for anybody. It 18 .y right aa a

hWl8n beina and this 11 Arroerica, to be able to 1I1nl!:. And if I want to go

and look at the Bighorn aheep and I can't walk, I'. going to drive and I

lIIight get arreated, but I auarantee you I'll H&ht you to the Suprelle Court

on It.

Thank you

Thank you very lIIuch. Are there anyother peraooa in the audience who would

like to make a co_ent? Subll.it any atatellentl?

36



Hr. McHenry let Ille jU8t add. p ••• to one thing ehe.

Would you ple•• e give u. your taCie .salD1

Yeah. Lloyd Clark. And I forgot to mention the ares down there in

land which 18 i_dlately. Itl in the area we have a pipeline on but

PUBLIC HEARING

(Unable to lIake out recording.)

Thank you ail". I've been told by the Oiltrlet Hanager at the clOlle of the

lIIeetll18 to ... . .........• _........•••.........•••........ ataff

they'll be available. If there are no other perlon• ..rna viah to lUke any

public COl:llllenta. The .eetlog 1. DOW cloaed. Thank you very laUch for your

p.articipatioD, we'd like to thanlr. the KlIrlcopa County Iloard of Supervllora

for letting ua uae thia auditorium and ve'd 11k.e to thank the public for

,ho..,108 up tonight.
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5 - CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

BEFORE THE BE IT REMEMBERED that the above-entitled aatter

BOREAU OF LAND "ANAGEIIBNT

PUBLIC BEARING QN T88

came on regularly to be heard before the Bureau of Land

Management, at the Gila Bend COII'lll\unity Center, 202 North

Euclid Avenue, Gila Bend, Arll(lna, on the 13th day of

March 1985, cOlalllencing at 7 :10 p.lD.

Presentations were made on behalf of the Bureau

of Land Managellent by Beaulbont C. McClure, Deputy State

Director for Lande: and Rene ..... ble Resources, William

Childress, Area Manager for the Lower Gila Resource Area,

LOWER GI!.A SOUTH PI AMRING AReA

or TRI PROENII DISTRICT

10

11

Richard B. Hanson, Recreation Planner in the Phoenix

District, and Timothy L. Sanders, Acting Chief of

12 Planning in tbe Phoenix District.

13

MR. McCLURE: Ladies and gentlemen, this pUblic

Qila Beftd, Arizona
IILlrch 13, 1985

15

16

hearing will now come to ordee. My name is Beau McClure.

I alii the Deputy State Director for Lands and Rene ... able

17 Resources in the State of ArIzona for the Bureau of Land

18 M.nage.ent. I have been .ppointed by the Arizona State

19 Director of the Bureau of Land Managellent to conduct this-""Till BDRBAD or LA!ilD aAHAGlllEJIT

(OR I GIHAl)

BARRY & GAUMLEY
Court Reporte~

51 Eosl Lmlngton -....
_ A1zoro 85012-23l!O
Telophono (001') 274-9\144

20

21

22

public hearing under the authority of the Secretary of

the Interior concerning the resource m.nage.ent plan for

the Bureau's Lo... er Gila South planning area of the

23 Phoenix district.

"ost of you have already signed the attendance
DONRIE SIHIlDA

25 sheet as you calle into the If you have not done

'0, I would like to encourage you to 81gn 1n nov 80 that

bave a written record of tonight' 8 attendance.

If you plan to make a statellent this evening,

be sure to check the appropriate space on the attendance

BARRY" GROMLEY

areas for wilderness designation. Your vie.... and any

information you can offer with respect to the

alternatives ",ill be greatly appreciated.

Second, is the draf t envi ronmental impact

.beet 80 that add your nall'le to the list of statellent adequate? Your comments and suggestions
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speakers.

The official reporter this evening 1s Bonnie

SUllida. She 18 seated to my left. She will prepare a

verb_H_ transcript of everything that 1s sald at the

hearing thie evening. If you ",iah to obtain. copy of

the transcript, you should make your own .rrange_ents

with the repartee.

This pUblic headng is being held to obt.in

infor•• tion relating to the five planning issues and five

planning alternatives that are being studied by the

Bure.u of Land M.nagement in the Lower Gila South

resource man.ge.ent plan. A draft environ.ental impact

statement, an EIS, has been pUblished, and is available

here in this rOOlD for those of you ... ho have not already

received a copy.

Thi shear i ng center s on two aspects of the

plan. Pirst are the range of alternatives and proposed

planning decisions adequate? The Phoenix district is

particularly intere8ted in information concerning the

suitability or nonsuitability of the 12 wl1dlHnf:S8 study

BARRY" GRUMLEY
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this aspect of the study 'Will also be appreciated.

In arranging for this public hearing, notices

were sent to [Jnited States Senators Goldyater and

DeConcini, U.S. Representatives Udall and StUIlP, Governor

Babbitt and other elected officials. Notices also have

been sent to federal, state and local governmental

agencies and organizations and individuals known to be

interested in this planning effort.

Now, for a fe ... vords about procedure. This

hearing is not a debate, a trial or a question-and-answer

situation. It is an advisory hearing, and all interested

persons may present statellents, either ",[itten or oral

both, or other information pertinent to the resource

management plan we're considering tonight. There ..,ill be

no cross-examination froll the audience, but if anyone

fails to understand the statement of any speaker, you may

direct a clarifying question to lie, and I will determine

whether it is pertinent. This may 8eell overly formal,

but it i8 intended to give everyone a fair and reasonable

opportunity to present bis or her vie",.

BARRY" GRUllILEY



PUBLIC HEARING

When I finish my opening statement, I will call

on oS Phoenix district representative to explajn the

process that baa occu[[ed to date. That presentation

will take about five or ten lI'Iinutes. Then I '11111 call

any elected governillent officials present who wish to make

oS statement. After that, we will proceed with other

speakers.

EIS. The Phoeniz di strict manager wll1 evaluate your

comments concerning the four planning iS8ue8 that do not

relate to wilderness, and recommend a final proposed plan

and environmental impact statement to the BLM state

director. The state director wll1 then review, approve

and publish the plan and final environmental impact

statement.
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In view of the 811I411 number of people who vi sb

to speak tonight, I ...a not going to set oS title Ii_it.

Any written statements submitted here tonight will be

included 1n full 1n the transcript, and will be

considered on the same basis aa the oral comments. You

lIay alao subllit written cO.lllenta until Ray 2, 1985, and

these alao w111 be considered fully in developing the

final proposed plan and envhonmental impact statement.

Wdtten coanllents should be addres8ed to the District

Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Phoeniz District

Office, 2015 West Deer Valley Road, Phoeniz, A.rizona

850 Z7 •

The publication and distribution of the draft

EIS completes the first part of BLM's resource management

planning for the Lower Gila South planning area. Now, it

is the publicls opportunity to COllllllent on the matter.

After the pUblic COllment period closes on May

2nd, 1985, there wlll be a thorough review of the draft

I.
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The procedures for the wilderness portions of

the resource management plan differ so.ewbat frolll tbose

for the other four planning issues. The 8LM state

director will consider your co••ents in .alting bis

recollJlendations to tbe 8LH director in Washington, wbo

must tben make a reco••endation to the Secretary of the

Interior. After due consideration, the Secretary will

transmit his recoc.endation to the President. 'l'he

P[esident, in turn, will transmit his reco••endat1on to

the Congress. After app[op[iate consideration, tbe

Congress will accept, [eject or .odify the Preaident 'e

proposal. Only Congress can deeiqnate an area aa

wilderness, and only Congre•• can reI ea .... BLM

wilderness study area frail its atudy atatue.

A8 you can see, the BLM preliminary proposal

before you this evening will undergo co.prehenaive

review. and thi8 public hearing and your vievs are a very

important part of tbat revie'" procesa.

BARRY i GRCMLEY BARRY i GROMLEY

who is area manager for the Lower Gila resource area

Now, I would like to introduce Blll Cbildress,

inventories and pUblic meetings on wilderness. In 1980

we issued a notice of intent to prepare the Lower Gila

South resource management plan. Between 1980 and 1981 we

worked with local, state and federal officials to

identify issues to discus. in the plan. On May 2"

MR. CHILDRESS: Thank you, Mr. McClure. I would

like to take a few minutes to bring you up-to-date on

where we are on this plan, and where we are going in

preparation of the Lower Gila South resource management

plan and wilderness study area environllental impact

statement process.

the resource manage.ent plan and wilderness supple.ent

will be separated and processed individually.

As summarized on page 231 of the draft

The draft wilderne.s environ.ental i.pact

statement supplement part of this docu.ent analyzes in

detail each of the 12 wilderness study areals under a

proposed action and three alternatives.

As Mr. McClure stated, this bearing ia to

obtain cOllments and information regarding this docu.ent

in an open forull.. In addition, we will accept vritten

comments on the document througb May 2, 1985. At the

conclusion of the comment period on the draft document,

impact statement for public review.

The draft resource management plan part of this

doculllent discusses the following five is.ueal Rangeland

tbrough 26, 1983 ve held public .eetinga to help

forllulate the five issues addressed in this docu.ent. On

February 1, 1985 ve publisbed the draft Lover Gila South

resource manage.ent plan and wilderness environ.ental

management, wilderness, land tenure adjustment, which ia

disposals and acquisitions, utility corridors, and the

Fred J. Weiler greenbelt.

Each of the isauea, other than the Fred J.

Weiler greenbelt, is analyzed under a proposed action and

four alternatives.
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page nine of the draft

began work on the plan in 197 8 wi th

As sUlUlarized

docu.ent,

my right. Also, nezt to bi_ is Rich Hanson, Phoenix

District Recreation Planner, and Tim Sanders, Acting

Chief of Planning in the Phoeniz District. Mr. Childress

will now explain the Bureau of Land Management' s planning

process to you, but, first, I would like to explain

again, that thia is not an adversary proceeding. If you

want to ask a question in order to clarify a certain

point, please feel free to do 80. Direct your questions

to me, and I will determine wbether it is pertinent.

Bill?
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document, the next step, which will be step no. 8, in

cOlllpletinq the resource lIul.naqeaent plan, will be for the

Phoenix district aanager to review the comments and

inforllation received in this public hearinq and lIeet.inqs,

that we are holding, and written comments received by May

2, 1985. Then the district lIanaqer will select a

proposed resource management plan, and publi sh it along

"ith a final environmental impact statement all the

issues except wilderness. A final decision will be made

on the resource manageaent plan after the completion of

the appeal period or successful review of any appeal

received.

The vildecnelilll supplement environmental impact

atateaent will be reviewed 1n light of tbe co••• nts

received through tbe public hearing8 lind ••• tinga and

vritten cOIl.ente allO received by May 2, 1985. Then the

Phoenix district aanager will prepare a preliminary final

environ.ental impact atatement, and submit it to the 8LH

director in Washington for review, approval and filing.

Following the approval of the preliminary final

environmental impact atatellent, we viII make our

reco••endation on wilderness designation to the Arhona

State Director, 8LH Director and the Secretary at the

Interior. In turn, tbe secretary by 1991 will be

reqUired to make .. reco.mendaticn to tbe President. The
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President has until 1993 to submit to Congress his

r@commendation for a final d@cision.

Thank you, Me. McClure.

MR. McCLURE: Thank you, 8ill. Is there anyone

here representing Governor Babbitt or any members of

Congress or any of the State legislature?

"RS. ACKERNAN: Do you mean for the State of

Arizona?

"R. McCLURE: Do you represent the governor?

NRS. ACKERMAN: Do you mean any of the senators for

the State of Arizona?

MR. HcCLORE: Yes, tla' am.

MRS. ACkERMAN: Our group is r epr esentl ng Sena tor

Bradley, who is over energy and comllisslons on wilderness

and such frolll Ne" Jersey.

MR. NcCLORS, Would you like to speak?

MRS. ACKERNAN, I spoke at the Phoeni:l hearing,

and my husband, both last night. Mr. Rogers might.

MR. ROGERS: Yes.

NR. McCLORE: Would you like to speak now?

MR. ROGERS, Well, yes.

MR. McCLORE: Would you like to come up to the

podi um?

MR. ROGERS: I think I can talk loud enough for

everyone to bear lie without it.

BARRY' GRONLEY BARRY' GRUNLEY

11 12

along the edge of wher e I was wor k1 ng, and rabbi ts llnd

quail, you have to al.oat step on them to get thelll out of

Now, we have pretty good-sized deer and bucks

running through various parte of our ranges, and I have

thea coae over and drink water right out of the tubs

wbere I leave on the outside. We aee the footprints the

ne:lt morning when I coa. out, and I qot to where I leave

MR. McCLOR!, Would you state your name and

proceed.

NR. ROGERS, I a. Roy Rogers of Wickenburg, and I

have been working in tbat area of raining al.ost 31 years.

Bowever, I'm a lIiner frolll the age of about 14 over

various parts of the country, inclUding Alaska, Canada,

several other parts of the country.

Now, I wonder about this land situation. We

have heard a lot of pros and cons about it. Of course, a

lot of it may not be true, a lot of it may have just a

ulattering of truth, of taking out thia, that and the

other thing. Well, miners in our area get along

beautifully with the cattle ownera, and aa far as

bothering any wildlife, I have worked out in the desert

there tor 1I0nths at a time. I have dug ditches, and

these cubs playing

little scraps out for the little mountain lion and their

cubs.

So as far as I all concerned, I would like to

have the land, as far aa the miners and ranchers, stay

just as it is, and I think that "e wl11, with just a

anything in that area. Take those rocks hOllle. Tell

them: We got this frolll Ar1%ona, wherever it was, put it

upon the mantle piece. It may not be gold or anything,

not that Pyrite atuff, but 90 percent of them don't know

the difference.

As far as the other night -- I should not bring

this up, I suppose, at Quartzsite, but there WAS a beck

of a bunch of people over there. I believe it was

than they expected. It seemed like everybody there, or

the majority of them, was all shook up over the land,

said they did not qUite understand it.

A lot of the people coming down frolll the north

go out and look around, pick up atones and so forth. The

only cOllplai nts I got, wbi ch ia a few, I never have

objected to any individual COiling out and just picking up

80uvenirs, because I have always thought it waa good for

the country.

People come up to that part of the country.

They take home little, 01' rocka. Gee-whiz. You would

have to have a tr uck out ther e wi th sever al tons to hur t
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disturbed.

had any troublethe way, and I don' t thi nit I have

nen any of the wildlife up there that

looked right up there. I have
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I
little more understanding and a little better

communication, that landowners and IRiners and everybody

else can get along just fine.

exploration companies. I am aleo the state president of

the Arizona Small Mine Owners Association, wbich was

founded in 1938, and is the oldest mining organization in

Now, there 1s one thing I do object to as far the war 1d.

as the ..iners goes, llnd that 1s the way they do their Before I begin my co.ments on the envi ronaental

cyaniding_ Nov, I went over and worked two years to find impact statement, we have sOlie concerns with this, and
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out how to do cyaniding properly by one of the best men

1n tbe State of Ar1zona. Ted Houseley is recogni%ed as

such, and I went over, and I would have paid hill to

actually work for him, to find out what was actually

going on. I read a lot on it, but that reading and

actually doing it is two d1ffeIent things, and I worked

for him there for aillost three years, and vas glad to do

it. I thought it .".s equivalent to a cC'lllege education.

I guess that is about all I have got to say.

could stand up here, and talk a long time and not eay a

bit more than what I have said. So I want to thank you

for thi s opportuni ty.

MR. McCLURE t Thank you, Me. Roger 8. Our nezt

speaker 1s Janel Silith.

KS. SMIT8: Thank you, Me. McClure. My naae 18

Janel Smith. I &Ill a lIellbar of the organization which

repre.ents the preclous aetal. industry. including the

independent mining companies, exploration and development

cOllpanles, consulting flrll8 lind 0111 ga. and reaearch and
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would like to share them with you concerning tbe

procedure used on the Lower Gila South aeetings and

heari ngs.

Evidently, because of a lack of co.aunication

between the State Public Affairs Office and the Phoeni:l

District, the Arizona opdate pUblication, whicb i. an

in-bouse publication of BLM, left a lot of people in the

western portion of this resource area with the impres.ion

that Monday's aeeting at Ouart%8ite would be both an open

houae llnd a meeting for comment beginning at 7:00 p.a.,

similar to those conducted at the Yuma dietrict, which

they attended a week ago. There wera 272 people at tba

open house at 3rOO p.ll. on Monday, who were inforaed that

the BLM would be intere.ted in their co_ent_ at 7100

p.llI., but they would not be for the record e:lcept in a

similar capacity because no reporter wa. pra.ant. Mr.

Childre8s indicated the.e naaes would be entarad into the

record at the Phoenix hearing on Tuesday with a su_ary

of coamenta, that the people .hould also writa lett.rs.

BARRY" GROMLEY BARRY" GROMLEY

15 16

recorder was used. However, they weren't sure if

We lIust confess, ve are confused aa to why the

Phoenix district cannot get their act together for these

I have been informed today by my people there

v•• no reporter present last night, either, and a tape

Monday'e speakers all got into the record or not,

al though a SUllllary of the record vas taped.

law.

It would appear that the Phoenix District

either needs to have all of ita disciplines represented

at these meetings and hearinga or none of thea. Thia

information on the part of Any agency concerned with

l'Ianaging the pUblic land creates an element of mistrust,

and doubta of the credibility of the documents you ue

presenting. Insofar as the document iteelf is concerned,inexcusable insofaI as thehea rings. Monday ni gh t
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pUblic vas concerned. Regardless of which office of the

BLJII made the error, since the error was !lade. Lover Gila

should have been able to receive these COlllllents into the

record. Since the tape recorder was used on Tuesday. why

couldn't one be used on Monday?

Another problem we are having trouble dealing

vith is the use of vested interest personnel at these

meetings and hearings. We believe that management alone

has an Obligation to conduct not only the .eetings but

the open houses so that all user groups are treated

equally.

I refer to COIlUllents specifically Monday night

by a meaber of the inventory staff that the 3802 and the

3809 regUlations were an amendment to the 1872 mining

la"s promulgated in 1980. Par anyone who is not familiar

with the regulation, 3802 and 3809 Wele a result of

FLPMA, and came down by secIetarial order, not as a
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find very little of aubetance in the minerala report.

It appears you did not aee fit to u•• aaterial supplied

in your own contract of gelll reports. since I did not

receive this inforllation until February 22nd, it has been

impossible for us to collect the propriatary inforlllation

available to Bupport our mineral position. That

information, tberefore, viII be forthcoming before the

end of the cOllUlent period. Consequently, tonight we will

give you an overview only of our position.

First of all, New Water Mountains, they carry

high mineral potential according to OSGS and independent

relulta, some of which you already have. geological

inference of economic mineral deposita. They are

presently in official withdrawal. In addition to a

wilderness study area, this is a popular area for winter

visitors froa the Quartzsite and Yuma areas for rock

collecting, camping and other uses.

BARRY" GRUMLEY BARRY" GROMLEY'
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Minerals in the area include silver, gold,

copper, lead, zinc, tungsten, barite, manganese,

molybdenulll and iron. Tbis area has been actively

proapected and mined since the mid-IaOOs. Two years ago

the Bureau of Land Management patented tvo of the Ramsey

claills, which are just north of the present boundary.

As I advised the official Wildlife Service at

their hearing last Wednesday in Lake Havasu City, if the

Bureau of Land Manllgeaent and Fish llnd Wildlife intend to

peraevere for wilderness or other withdrawal for this

going to bave no alternative but to take

thia WSA and tbe vlthdrAwal through the courts. This

arell, 1n our estill.lltion, bas never Illet the criteria

a .. ndated for wilderness because of the minerals, and if,

in fact, your priaary concern 18 wildlife, those sheep

have been getting along with the 111n1ng and miners ainee

before the Bureau of Land Mllnagement, General Land

Office, Official Wildlife Service vert!: Dlllndatl!d.

The Table Top ~l[ea preliminary geophysical /lnd

petrographic datA froa .y cOllpany supports the

possibility of a lZllljor discovery for copper through the

middle of tbi 8 KSA, probably Averaging over one percent.

Producinq llines in the Antelope Peak area in 1~,)5 llIade

copper values better than one percent.

We have been recently notified by one of our
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companies that a new silver discovery along the north

half of the WSA and preliminary data indicate that the

probability of economic value viII Wllrr.llnt g01ng into

production. Woolsey Peak has past production of gold,

silver, copper, lead, zinc, perlite, and tough building

stone. There is a high potential for both geothermal

veIls and uraniulll occurrences.

The Signal Mountains area is a gold and copper

area for building stone. Ezploration In the past has

sbown geologic inference of massive sulphite deposits.

Face Mountain has past production records of silver,

lead, zinc, uraniUM, which could be an economic producer.

The East Clanton Hills mineral occurrences are in gold,

copper, silver, lead, llnd molybdenum, "'Iso, fluormica and

uraniulll. There has been past productions froll the gold

mines.

Eagle Taill This area contains gold, silver,

copper, lead, manganese, bari UUl and molybdenull, and has a

favorable potential for econollic developfllent.

Little Horn Mountains West and the Little Horn

Mountains all run together. They have had deposits in

the occurrences of gold, silver, lead, copper, .anganese,

iron and some fII01ybdenum. Soutb Maricopa has the

possibility of uranium and copper occurrences. North

Maricopa, there has been granite quarries in the

BARRY" GRUMLEY BA.RRY " GROMLBY
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northwest corner, I believe it ia, and geologic

infor.etion indicate. tbe possibility of uranium deposits

at depth.

In 8um.aey, I would like to sey that

week, 4S a matter of fact, and he expressed the same

concern that I have. I have been disabled in the Vietnam

War. Since Senator Bradley wears braces also -- Be was

in the war. He was a cOlllmander there, and our lIain

MS. ACKERKAN: I believe Mr. Childress thinks it is

all my idea, but I have talked to Senator Bradley since

the last few Wleetinga we bave had all this week, all

se.is at the Arco Truck Stop. We do not believe the

inventory of these areas are meeting the criteria for

wildernesS.

Thank you very much.

MR. McCLURE: Thank you, Ms. Smith. 'fes? Yes,

aa' am? You may come to tbe podi um. Plea.e sta te you r

areas where these minerals are or may be present with the

possible ezceptions of the inner Illost portions of the

Maricopa WS.... Moat of these areas look down on to

developed roads, freeways, ranches, freeways and

settlements.

It is difficult to visualize the rationale of

80aeone climbing Black Mesa for solitude, only to find

or an ezcellent view of Brenda or Quartzsite or Little

Born Peak to communicate with nature -- and count the

a lot of this, not just thf~ minerals, but ifconcern,

Finally we got word that they were interested

in this mineral. They wanted to know "'bere this and that

I cannot walk in those mounta1na, any doctor can tell you

I could not. If we cannot, there is pt~ople like Mr.

pfrimmer here that there is no way they can go and see it

without a vehicle, and he feels, as I do. It would be

di scrimi na tl on agai nst el der ly and the handi capped.

Thank you.

MR. McCLUREl Thank you. Is there anyone else wbo

wishes to speaks? 'fes, sir.

MR. ACKERMANl Mr. Chairllan, and members of the

board, ray name is LeRoy Ackerman. What I have to say

here, this last year there is companiefl we had interested

here in the areas west of bere. About two years ago I

took them out, and did not pay any attention to them.

Geologists came and looked at it. I sent them to

different states. I don't rellellber vhere. In your

lIleetlng, companies in development of llli.nerals and the

copper companies and so on did not think too much about

it.
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access to

domesticcapability for production and development,

reaource developllent, depends in pIort upon
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21
22

So ve went down the hall, after we got our

Wben we firat went in there, ve went in, a

that there would not be a big la"auit on .1' part for the

vork 1 done in there.

the same predicament, if 1 .a. in bi. sboa., new oft tha

handle. Be saidl Well it will be a n,ooo,OOO bond to

start vith, and so 1 eltpected it, the val' they want in

and talked to them.

InNaturally, it 1equip.snt. Right away the

So we went to the Yuma office and .tayed tber ••

They went up, just like they va. in th.. oil and ga.

business. iIlnd stated "hat they wal going to UI' it for,

and they iIlaked: What are they going to ua. for, and they

said they were going to take in 0-8. and whatnot, bigger

group of busineasilen in there, and opened up thi_ land,

and they were interaated in vbat they had to do to get

tbrough tbi8, and 1 told theM ve had to put in a plan of

intant.

in order to get our coal out ve need, and worked in

agriculture because ve bad far... I have owned

construction equip.ent of different types and s ••itrucka.

So I knov a lot. I trucked for the industrial area. in

steel and also appliances and tbat. So I have a little

knowledge of that end there, too, but vbile I worked in

the mountains there, I tried to preaerve your araaa ao
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federal government in th.se ar .... that there wa••everal

_inera1s of value they wanted.

I cataloged 24 minerals myaelf. I all no

geologist. I am just a peraon. I have been around oil

and gas, and vorked in the coal .ines of our own at home

thought it would ... k...ore work in tbi. area here. lIay.

So what I told them is that this mineral vaS in

an area where they have got acceas to the Southern

Pacific Railroad, and the feasibility of getting it out

without damaging the land, land would be stripped and

land put back in place, and had Interstate 8 here to take

it out, all this mineral.

1 walked these 1Il0untains all the way through

all the time, val ked the., Illept in thelllJ stayed there

for veeks at a time up in here, and come into Wellton or

Tacna or wherever, YUllla, to get supplies, and that is vhy

1 know wbat 1 1 m talking about, because the mineral

interested them. They wanted to put a plant in here.

for the copper induatry down in Ajo and different place.

and around here. It Ilhould help in 80IRe ways, then

Ilbould make sOllie taxes for state and, naturally, the

and what a8 far as what the development of plants to

process the mineral and the feasibility of getting the

minerals out of the state, at the easiest way, or to ship

and 80
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23

roads we built through

construction cOlllpany and so.e ag co.paniea ln tbere.

forgot their names. It is under that.

industrialout, no cuts. When you back off of a yard

nuclear plant, they used tbe

there. They improved them.

1 ",as afraid at the time that I was cutting too

much. when they vent in, they cut wbere they bring the

ee.is in, and trill the way they wanted to, that wide. So

I thought, well -- I felt a little better after they want

through and seen what they done.

When 1 vorked at halle, I bad a .an vorking for

I expected his tracks for the machine to be evened

lot, you grade it down to blacktop or vhatever. A lot of

men had a habit of turning the ..achine around real quick

wben they loaded it out. They did more da.age tban they

meant to do vben they loaded it out. I seen that happen

in these mountains vhere the lien .as Cillrtless. I aeen

other work done over the year8 and .iners bave done vith

the equipment vas good. 1 mean, they were carefuL That

ie one tbing 1 do tnov in that area there. My people do

a lot of your work in this area, now, on Interstate 10,

on sever, water and buildings and the propoaed .9

vere satisfied with that work so far, because wben they

put the poverline acro.s there, the area, through the

mountain rillnge and across here to the power plant or the
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run the washea in there a. near as ve could. I could see

lIaps, and looked at the area, eltplained what we were

going to do. I did government vork back wben, in

Colorado and other atates thare in the high .ountains, a8

high as -- close to 11,000 foot on roads and other vork

for the benefit for induatriea and forestries and parks,

for cattle grazing and so on, access to the area.

And ao after we talked it over awhile, then, I

wrote out a plan of intent there, and 1 figured out

that -- That was nev to me at that time, for this state

here. 1 knew what it waS in Colorado, there for certain

areas, and so he looked it over. He okayed it. Then he

dropped the bond, and ve never had any trouble with the

BL" or anybody from that time on.

So 1 was satisfied there, but ve have covered

that area. We had gone out with a vehicle. usually ve

pronounce, you remember hila, though, at that time, but

got along good. I seen your helicopter and the Army

planes and helicopter would fly over. I knev they could

cbeck the area, see wbat vas going on, and 1 think they

wbere Pattonls .en bad worked on their maneuvers across

Your BL" repre.entative here at the time \lias

Lance vas hle first name. 81s last name ls bard to

that land, would atill sbow up, but as long as you travel

the washes and tbat, and did not tear up too lIuch --
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25

So I bave learned a lot through that atb@[ work

through there. So all I can Bay 1s we need this land

26

lot of 011 and natural gaS1 will coyer 500 sections. It

is tremendous. That is all tbere i8 to it, and what I'm

around that area as &8 we can to develop for mining, worried about is I Bow much wilderness areas viII cover

llnd hope that ta:rea will override "bat the wilderness

benefita would be, illnd they can themselves take care of

the land.

That 1s all I have to say.

MR. McCLURE: Thank you, Mr. Acker.an. Yes, sir.

Do you wiah to apeak?

sOlie of theae places.

Nov, I think 1 better quit. This is tbe first

time I ever got up before anybody.

MR. McCLURE: Thank you, Mr. Pf dliller •

MR. PFRIMMER: 1 think I better sit down.

/IIR. McCLURE: Is there anyone else vho viahes tCl
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RR. PFRIJlJlER: res.

MR. McCLURE, Sure.

MR. PPRIMMBRJ Paul Pietllmer 1s my name. I am frol:!

old Stantonville, the old ghost town of Stanton, 10 miles

e•• t of Congres.. I get ay 11I.1111 out of Congre8s. So it

1s not quite 80 bad.

The one think I •• inter.ated in here 1a 011

and gas in Arizona. It 1. suppos.d to be a dry atate,

but it ian't. 1 have found aeven gushera plumb full of

oil, and I want to open up one tbis su•••r aOlletillie if

tbi nga coae th rough 11 k. 1 ezpect it, and tbia I tb1 nit

all but one atructure will rival tbe Baat Tezaa oilfield,

vbicb i. 10 aUea wide and 40 .U.s long. That covers 40

s.ctions.

NOw, this big one, that 1s bere in Arizona,

will cover 140 •• ction. once we get atarted. That 1 • .II

BARRY i CROMLEY

I BEREBY CERTIFY that I vas present at the public

hearing before the Bureau of Land lIIanagem.nt in the

Rlatt.r of the Lower Gila South Planning Area of the

Pboeniz District, that I made a stenographic record of

all proceedings had and adduced before aai d Bureau upon

said bearingl and the foregoing 26 pages constitute a

full, true and accurate trAnscript of the same, all to

the best of my sltill and ability.

DATED this 15th day of March, 1985.

~..(j/
BONNIE SOMIDA
Court Reporter
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spealt this evening? If not, I want to thank all of you

for attending. Your view. viII be part of the permanent

record, which will remain open for further statellenta or

letter a until May 2nd, 1985.

Again, if you wiah to write, you abould addreas

your letter to the District Manager, Bureau of Land.

Manageaent, Pboeniz District Office, 2015 West Deer

Valley Road, Phoeniz, Arizona 85027.

This hearing 18 bereby clo8ed.

(The hearing adjourned at approzillately 7 t 45 p.m.)

BARRY" CRUMLEY



1
UNITED FOUR WHEEL
DRIVE ASSOCIATIONS

of U.S. and CANADA
C9C('\ :". C3ni,\0 fie An7.:t ':'ucson. /.7. eS7Cl.

In vipw of the recentlv enacterl AZ '!ildern~ss .\ct these tl, \'SA's add little
to the chvprsity of the e:-:istin~ "\TPS. ny your own aJmis~ion "no new ecosyster.s
woulcl, he adde(~ to t;e ·!tIT'S·'. ~o \1hy are you even sug~estln3 that these poor r;rade
'lSA' 5 be cons irJerC'~ for "wi lderncss"? Is it because you have been t',i vp.n some qout3
of ';,.. ilderness to dream up? l~ it r0litical pressures clen3nclin~ a !'1ininum ,,;il~erncss

for Pl."?

. Lastl~'. :-,ou seen to llave gOlle to 3. r;reat c1eal of effort to detail ·'wil,!crncss"
In tbis r.IS an'; !'Ol/ rlultiple-use ...:i11 l:>e totally clptrir.lcnt.11. If I didn't i:nou
better: coulrt S.1YJOU sho":,,eJ prejudice. ','e both knol'" th<lt with tOday's laH's ;:lnC!

rp£.lllat 1 ons ~ov:rnl~;; mul~1.~le-use yo~~r .;'Irofcssional expertise would adcquatel~'
protect any unlque '1ualltles these \Hlderncss ,J.reas" In.:ly possess,

Thank you for 'learin" li'le out. I hO!le my cOlnrnents are ta!~cn as constructive
criticism. If there are any '1~estions. or I can be of any assistance please call
on Me at ,Jny tiue.

Siru:;rely.
cc: i\Z Ass~c. 41,'D Cluhs S\(A.b€aA. ,

Dean 11hles State Lli Stu E to ~~rector Land-tse
RESPECT..:PROTECT.. ,).ND EN/OY: LAND, WA rillfii131JNT~iNS,"NO SUN RESOURCES

I hav(> just COlll?leted a revic\,J of your "Lower eila Sout! lrn[t 1~IP ~, r:IS".
.\allou:;h you apP.:Irently Ilsed sound professional judgement in rean)' of your resource
nanagerlo~nt decisions there aTf' som€' tlp.cisions tl:at illustrate <I p:cpon~era~~c: of
D01itical servitude'. 1 am of course referring to your recol,llllcnilat'lons (or \nld
~rness". You rccomnlPnu "wilderness" in l.. {'SA's C!-1:!5, 2-12A, :-142/144 £., 2-17~)
tot:~lli.n~ ';lore ellan IP.?7'iO acre~. These decisions ,.!o not reflect the SBlae obj
ectiity you rlisplayerl in eV<l.luatinr; the suitahility of t:Si\'s th<l.t you rejectec.l
from wilJeT'less consideration. Tlle same objective criteri<l that you usee to fir.,l
other "'SA's as "unsllit,1hle" exist in these 4 ',.'S.\'s th<lt yOll S.1y are "suita,)le'·.
Each of t1lese "~/,,,S has significant nincral/gepthcrmal pnt£'nti<'ll ;tnc nan)' n~iles

of "roads". Host of areas are sev~relv intrurlprl :,V "roans" anJ tHO of the units
at least are absolutely bisected hy r~ad~ uhi Ie a~other is nearly bisected b~' a
'·cl:C'rrystcf"l..,pd" "ro;lrl".
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Response - Letter 1

Information contained in BLM's
"Wilderness Public Opinion Survey"
published October 1983 revealed that
wilderness visitors spent an average of
$18.86 per person on wilderness trips
lasting an average of 2.47 days. Thus,
each person was found to spend an average
of $7.63 per 24 hour visitor day. On a
12 hour visitor day basis, expenditures
would amount to $3.81 per 12 hour visitor
day which was rounded to $4.00 per 12
hour visitor day in this EIS.

The Bureau acted in accordance to law and
established policy in recognizing the
need for "cherrystemming" roads or other
man-made features. Though the boundaries
of a WSA containing "cherrystems" may be
irregular as a result of such corridors,
Section 603(a) of FLPMA did not specify a
particular shape for an area that may be
recommended for wilderness designation.

1-2

1-1
fe~. l~. l'1rS

I ~(" 1 ipve these 1,5.\' s 'I(' Ie ft lIm'er nul t ip I e-U5C T·\.1na~p.f·lcnt. 1:1 tt~ is ...,"";.'
the existinr (')3.55 TTliles of "vehicle ways" anJ 6 11:iles of "roads" could be util
ized bv a mue; lar"'er se~rner.t of the public. Vo u r'l'tir.:Jte tr.at sn'~e "1.650 visitor
days/y~3r of recTt·~tiol\ uo;c" \.. ill occur witl' "~·ilc1crTles~". Fro~1 otr,er 1l)! studies
(Yuma '"'ist. 'Jr.1ft !ur/EIS lQR'i) vehicular recrc.:ltional uses cxcee1 I.e faillion
visitor cla~·s/ye.Jr. You indicate that tJileerness rl':crcJltinn \10111d relate to "~17.763

annual ?xT'lerditures". '.'!1ereas other vehicular recreational estil!ates indicate a
e,ross rev~nuc of so~e ~e21) ni11ion (HI:.lt 1985), YcPtlr OUr! estiratcs if1cicatc that

::.:; i~~7'1;i :'~;~:a ~~~~ l~~~. 'l,~_:~;r ~,~,.~ ,.'~I~~' ~ n,~·l~~~~~ 1. ~5~C~~ ~,l ,1t ~f):'l~ r. /;~~ ~ ~~,.~
,," "renl.' "Jllr ,"'sti latp ~r ~RC'. 'l!ildC'r~lc_c:;s' visitor sp~nJin::' S7.F,4/day" nay l:e
,1CCllT;\te a~c.! your tOl,11 valu\' of "'wilderness" recreation of <e:17,7ft1/yC:<lr l"ay ~f'

.Jccurat p , ell I assure yOIl t:lat 10.00') vehicular r~cr.!ationists uill spend !nor",
tl ..1Tl t:..7.tj'./Jay. but ev.:!n at that you "ave a v:llue of nv~r ~76.00(),

l)e,J!" :"r. Tones:

"Ir. :indyn V. Jones, Oistricc :lana:;er
i:ureau of Lanrl "anarer.lent tJhof'nl'< ~istrict - l.:S1!
~015 ,. nee!" Valley :'t(1.
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February 23, 1985

Mr. Marlyn V. Jones
District t-tanager. Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix District Office
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Re: The Lower Gila South Draft
Resource Management Plan

Dear Mr. Jones,

The acreage the BLM plans to recomm~nd for designation as wilderness in
the Lower Gila South Area is grossly inadequate. The BLM proposal would
provide neither adequate recreation for Arizona' 5 burgeoning population nor
adequate habitat to protect the area' 5 unique ecosystems. I most strongly
urge you to adopt the Environmental Protection alternative, which would
confer wilderness status to all 12 Wilderness Study Areas. At the very least.
the 380,000 acres containing crucial desert bighorn and desert tortoise habitat
should be granted wilderness status.

Before discussing the 8LM recommendations for the individual Wilderness
Study Areas. I would like to make several general points regarding the BLM
draft.

1. During the next two decades, the population of Arizona's major
mp.tropolitan areas will double or triple. The areas protected by wilderness
status must therefore be vastly increased if the state's residents are to be
able to enjoy these desert lands in near-pristine conditions. Even now. the
wilderness areas immediately accessible to residents of Phoenix and Tucson
are overtaxedj the Superstition Wilderness, the Pusch Ridge Wilderness, and
Saguaro National Monument are all overrun by hikers, except in the very worst
weather. This excessive pressure both endangers the ecosystems involved and
degrades the visitors' wilderness experience. Obviously, we need a great
expansion of the wilderness system, and the 8tM areas are particularly important
in this regard because of their proximity to Phoenix, Tucson and Southern
California. As a practical matter, most wilderness trips are taken on a day
off or, at best, on a spare weekend, which is enough time to visit Lower Gila
South wilderness areas but not enough time to visit, say. the Grand Canyon.

2. In the draft Resources Management Plan the BLM rejects wilderness
status for most areas because "they do not have unique wilderness values" or
"other wilderness areas are planned nearby." Such illogical arguments are a
variation on the "If you 1 ve seen one tree, you've seen them all ll philosophy
and fail to address the basis issues at hand:

a) As noted by many sources, including the National Wildlife Federation,
habitat loss is the greatest threat to American wildlife, and this is especially
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Page Two

true in the fast-growing Southwest. Establishment of small, isolated pre
serves provides very little long term protection for the ecosystems and
individual species. For instance, desert bighorns must h3ve free access
across bajadas and valleys separating individual mountain ranges in order
to mairt:ain diversity in the gene pool and protect against catastrophic
destruction of individual populations (e.g. by disease). It is therefore
critically important that large, near-contiguous areas have wilderness
protection.

b) The recreational value of wilderness areas is critically dependent
on the availability of sufficient wilderness areas and acreage to handle the
people who wish to use them. The presence or absence of "unique features" is
irrelevant when a visiwrspends his whole trip falling over fellow hikers.
Since solitude in a natural setting is the great benefit of a wilderness trip,
it is again the size and availability of wilderness areas that counts.

3. The BLM recommends against wilderness status in several study areas
because trains could occasionally be heard. That's silly. The East and
West sections of Saguaro National Monument (both wilderness areas) are
constantly being overflown by commercial airliners approaching or leaving
Tucson International Airport. Because of the aircraft, the wilderness exper
ience is less than perfect, but it is infinitely better than no wilderness
experience at alL Wilderness areas close to population centers, railways,
and major highways will naturally tend to be affected by the sounds of
civilization, but even so, these wilderness areas are by far the most
important source of wilderness recreation to most people, since they can be
visited frequently. My wife and I greatly value the week we spend each year
in the Grand Canyon backcountry, but as a practical matter, we derive far
more pleasure and relaxation from the Pusch Ridge and Saguaro National
Monument wilderness areas. despite their less-than-pristine character, simply
because we can visit them twice a "'eek on spare afternoons.

I
4. In the proposed Resource Hanagement Plan, the BLM frequently

excludes from wilderness areas acreage which "may be difficult to manage
3-1 because of ... easy accessibility." Here the BLM is taking the wrong

point of view: Having a wilderness area which is imperfectly protected is
infinitely preferable to abandoning the area to long-term ecological disaster.

5. The BLM RMP consistently excludes bajadas and valleys from proposed
wilderness areas, claiming that they do not offer the recreational opportunities
that mountains do, on the assumption that "rugged topography" is an intrinsic
virtue. Such a view is extremely shortsighted. The bajadas and valleys are

3 - 2 ecologically interesting in their own right and provide tremendous recreational
opportunities for hikers, bird and animal watchers, and photography buffs who
want to spend a few leisurely hours amid the wonders of the Sonoran Desert.
Older persons and those wj f"h limited physical capacity can easily enjoy such
areas.

Bajada and valley areas also allow hikers to find
solitude easily. even during heavy visitor use, since one can wander up a
wash or across country. In the mountains, on the other hand, off-trail travel
is difficult and tends to cause erosion and damage to vegetation.

3-1

3-2

Response - Letter 3

BLM's Wilderness Study Policy states that
an area must be capable of being
effectively managed to preserve its
wilderness character. Only those areas
which can be managed as wilderness over
the long term will be recommended as
wilderness. Areas with easy ORV access
and a lack of natural or man-made
barriers will be difficult to manage as
wilderness over the long term.

Large portions of WSA's with desert
bajada and valleys have been recommended
as suitable for wilderness in the
Proposed Action. Large acreages of this
desert landform are found in the
Eagletail Mountains, Woolsey Peak and
Tabletop Mountains WSAs.
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Page Three

6. In the proposed RJ1P, some areas are deprived of wilderness designation
because of potential mineral deposits. That is unjustified. All of the wilder
ness study areas in the Lower Gila South area combined constitute less than one
percent of the land area of Arizona, so closing these areas to mining or other
development certainly would cause no significant economic loss. The recreation
and habitat protection which would be prOVided by wilderness designation are
vastly more important.

Comments on the BLM' s Propo~ed Action for each of the individual Wilderness
Study Areas follow.

New Water Mountains: The Proposed Action would only protect two-thirds
of the WSA's crucial bighorn habitat, even though "This WSA has the highest
bighorn density of the 12 WSAs studied" (p. 130). The area also provides
outstanding hiking and backpacking opportunities and is contiguous with the
proposed Kofa Wilderness. The entire New Water Mountains WSA should be pro
tected as wilderness.

Little Horn Mountains West: The entire WSA is crucial bighorn sheep
habitat and should be given wilderness protection, especially since it is
contiguous with the much larger Little Horn Mountains WSA.

Little Horn Mountains: The BLM itself notes that this WSA offers
outstanding opportunities for both solitude and primitive recreation, contains
strikingly scenic geologic features, and is a major bighorn use area. I there
fore find incomprehensible the BLM' 5 recommendation against wilderness dcsigna-'
tion. The entire 90,430 acreas should be protected as wilderness.

Eagletail Mountains: The BLM's Proposed Action would return 46,835 acres
to multiple use to "improve manageability." Forget manageability -- imperfectly
protected wilderness is vastly preferable to no protection at all. The entire
WSA should be recommended for wilderness status.

East Clanton Hills: The BLM's Proposed Action recommends against protection
for the WSA because of alleged mining potential and because the southern portion
of the WSA is not mountainous and therefore lacks "primitive recreational
opportunities." I thoroughly disagree, and the BLM's own data contradict
their assessment of this area. In Table S-4 of the RMP, the potential for
mineral development in this area is described as "low." The potential economic
benefits of development are therefore inconsequential, while wilderness designa
tion for the area would protect crucial desert bighorn and tortoise habitat and
provide outstanding wilderness recreation. The BLM's assertion that valleys
and bajadas aren't worth protecting is wrong. As I noted earlier, unspoiled
bajadas and valleys provide tremendous recreational opportunities, and at least
part of the BLM resource staff apparently agrees: liThe (Hyder) valley's
vegetation, desert swales, and numerous washes provide excellent screening.
In addition, the size of this expansive plain provides the hiker with a sense
of total seclusion" (p. 140). That's just the right kind of place for a
leisurely hike in the desert. It should be protected as wilderness.

3-3 The EIS stated that the most outstanding
primitive recreation opportunities are
found in the WSA's northern half.
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Page Four

Face Mountain: The BLM justifies the Proposed Action with the statement
that "the opportunity for solitude alone does not justify" wilderness status.
1 disagree. Solitude is the primary goal of most wilderness visitors, and
the Face Mountain WSA provides it in abundance. In addition, visitor access
is good and 'visitor use concentrations are unlikely" (p. 142). Since the
WSA includes no significant potential mineral deposits, no existing or pending
rights-oE-way, and no great grazing conflict, the best use of the area would
be realized by granting it wilderness protection.

Signal Mountains: The BLM concedes that this WSA meets all wilderness
criteria, provides outstanding solitude and primitive recreational opportunities,
and contains crucial bighorn and tortoise habitat. Furthermore, wilderness
designation would cause no sign:lt:ant mining or livestock grazing conflicts.
The BLM's refusal to recommend wilderness status is therefore completely
incomprehensible. The arguments provided by the BLM for their multiple-use
recommendation are all either specious or inconsequential, as noted below
(all quotes from p. 108):

a) ItAll ( .... ilderness characteristics) are found to an equal ... degree in
other Lower Gila South WSAs recommended for designation... Wildlife habitat
for desert tortoise and desert bighorn also occur in more abundance in other
WSAs." Totally irrelevant. Both the recreational enjoyment of wilderness
visitors and the survival of bighorn and tortoise populations are critically
dependent on the amount of acreage devoted to wilderness, as noted earlier.
The paucity of acreage recommended by the BLH for wilderness status is
inadequate to meet the recreational needs of Arizona's growing population and
will guarantee the demise of bighorn and tortoise populations isolated by
development and habitat degradation.

b) "Moreover, solitude is frequently disrupted by the noise of numerous
trains along the WSA' s northwest border." This statement conflicts with the
BLM's own statement (p. 145) that "Solitude opportunities are occasionally
disrupted by the sounds of passing trains." It also demonstrates the absence
of any reasonable justification for the BLM's proposed action.

Signal Mountain would be an outstanding addition to the nation's wilderness
system and should certainly be recommended for wilderness status.

Woolsey Peak: The entire WSA should be given wilderness protection.
The 12,930 acre eastern border which the BLM recommends for multiple use
should be included in the wilderness area, if only as a buffer zone to
protect against adverse impacts from development of the private lands to the
east.

North Maricopa Mountains: This WSA richly deserves wilderness designation.
It offers outstanding opportunities for solitude, hiking, backpacking, and
wildlife observations within a short distance of Arizona's major metropolitan
areas. In addition, wilderness status would protect 40,000 acres of crucial
desert bighorn and desert tortoise habitat. The 8LM's argument that this WSA
....ould be difficult to manage as wilderness is unconvincing: As noted earlier,
imperfect protection is a vast improvement over no protection. Even with no
active enforcement, .....ilderness designation alone can have a salutary effect
toward environmental protection.

Page Five

South Haricopa Hountains: This area should certainly be given wilderness
status. This WSA provides outstanding recreational opportunities close to the
state's major metropolitan areas. Furthermore, it contains 42,800 acres of
crucial bighorn and tortoise habitat. The contentio'n in the Proposed Alternative
that appreciable "mineral potential" is present is wrong. In table S-4 both
"Mineral Potential" and "Mineral Development Potential" for this WSA are rated
as "low," and on p. 151 it is noted that "there are no known mineral
occurrences of economic porportions in the WSA." Apparently, the BUl recommenda
tion against wilderness status is simply based on a feeling among the officials
in charge that "the NWPS has 609,667 acres of land with similar characteristics
already designaged, and 1.3 million acres of similar lands administratively
endorsed as Wilderness," and that should be enough. Such reasoning is clearly
false, as noted earlier. Further wilderness areas are required both to provide
recreational opportunites for Arizona's growing population and to protect the
remaining undamaged Sonoran Desert ecosystems in southern Arizona.

In the Proposed Alternative it is also contended that "Much of the WSA
is relatively flat bajada offering little to the primitive recreationist."
That is totally wrong. As I noted above, the South Maricopa bajadas can
offer tremendous recreational opportunities, and this is confirmed on p. 151
of the RMP /EIS: "Opportunities for hiking are found in densely vegetated
flatter areas as well as on the more difficult, rocky mountain slopes ..
The topographic relief found in the WSA provides the backpacker, horseman and
photographer with a variety of places to explore with a minimal chance of
encountering others."

Butterfield Stage Memorial: This WSA, which is essentially contiguous
with the North Maricopa and South Maricopa WSAs, should be given wilderness
status to provide continuity between the two larger WSAs. This would increase
the value of all three areas to the indigenous bighorn and tortoise populations
and would increase recreational opportunities for backpackers. Since this
WSA has a low potential for minerals, no record of mineral production, no
inholdings, no proposed utility corridors, and no significant rangeland
developments. wilderness designation would cause absolutely no adverse impacts.

In surranary, I strongly urge that all 12 WSAs be recommended by the BUl for
wilderness designation. Protection of these last unspoiled tracts of Sonoran
desert would ensure continued hiking, camping, and "nature-watching" opportunities
for Arizona I s growing population while providing a chance of survival for the
unique species inhabiting these areas. No significant negative economic impact
would result from such wilderness designation, as demonstrated by the tables
in the RMP/EIS. On the other hand, releasing these areas for development
would inevitably result in the destruction of many of the most beautiful and
awesome areas of the desert southwest .

SinC~J¥-----

~ Hintzen
5750 Camino Esplendora 0237
Tucson, Arizona 85718
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Bu.1 PHOENIX DISTRICT

9

Dear Sir:
I wish to comment on the proposed "conTersion" of public, or

multiple-us~, lands into wilderness areas.
First, let me state that I spent eighteen years of my life

Iivi~ out in the desert, wi tb our nearest neighbors being 42 miles
away. Rence, I know firsthand of what I write.

The Wilderness Act as originally written would prohibit most,
if not all, of this land being declared wildernees. Most areas have
roads, mining, etc., in them; what is left is too small an acreage.
Ras the law been "reinterpreted" to allow this theft of our lands?

This state already has much land withdrawn into state Land, Wil
derness, Refuges, parks, and Preserves of all typee. Why should
what little is laft be effectively taken from the people? Nearly all
of this land is inaccessable by any means except the automobile; how
is anyone going to be able to enjoy the serenity, the beauty, of the
desert, if this land is stolen through being illegally seized as wil
derness?

I thought our government vas " by the people, for the people."
How is this either by or for the people?1 Please, PLEASE do not
allow this to happen:
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March 11, 1985

6 516 Y. Fillmore
Phoenix, Arizona 85043

District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
phoenix District Office
2015 w. Deer Valley Road
phoenix, A;rizona 85027
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llarch 21, 1985

Phoena Dl8trict BU!
2015 W. Deer Vall..,. Road
Phoena, Arillona 85027

Dear Sirs:
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I support wilderneae recOUllendatione tor:

W. need -ere Wildern.ss areae in Western United Stat•• , espael8llJ'

in -'rillona where the popolation 18 growing at a fantastic rate.

Baboquinri Peak Hella CarlTonPicacho Ib1ntains

White CarlTon

TrArk~Te~

Robert J. Schm1.clli
6220 I. 8th Plac.
Phoena, -'rhona 85040

(

Littl. Horn Mountains lIorth Maricopa Mountains

kg1. TaU Mountains Si8n&l Mountain South Maricopa Mountains

Woo1.e;r Peak Tab1ort.op Ib1ntain
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4. UGAL APfI'\..JC.N(T/RE~HT

.. ~,...". -Bureau of Land Management
b.~\JNt 'Phoenix District Office
Co se-v~o. 80Il -2015 West Deer Valley Road
11 CIty 'Phoenix .. e..-,
l.s-. 'Arizona t.ZltCcda. 8S027
"-~...--(..-- Bill Carter, (602) 863-4464
.r.~H..J

2".~ T_'-''' a.~AM...CATlOHIClUCTl'1CATl()H""""'I2&.FlDUl.ALGlUrHTIClIJr(TY1CATlOH

(IIIl(at\'ID ,. I

2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix Arizona 85027

f'""'~=.."'--_t"'----__-'."'..,... """'UCN(T b.~ - ~ ~_.~
r'."".>P\JC.OHf=""'''---+-----'·'''='+I_:::-=====--_---i-,.,..===- -II., """'0' o-.aa ,'- ,... I ....

CoSTAl'( .00 ,.. ~rrART I"~~ c:.--~ _-__- _
dLcx::.Al .oo} DArt: 1_ ~ .,

~.~.~;~==t====~.~"'~I.';a..:i""~T'l~;.,.~eiiTCltlC -1. _='r_;;;--;;_;;:;-..,~-~~
I. T~ 1 .001 ~J4lIW::f" I'

:! 1.muO'-"""'-'CAHT"S~I\JM ..... rloI .. '-"lOpI"OIOlIde._._y ........ oI" LTYP(Q(I~/"~

~ prq«1.1 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE t=.. =.::=:.--=-i: WER GILA SOUTH RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN - This draft EIS _ _,_
~ scribes and analyzes five alternatives for managing the:::;-' 11'!>M't AGENCY
~ bltc lands in the Lower Gila South RHP/EIS.area. --- 6-.....- ... {]

£ L AAv. O'-"'OJfCTlW'lCfrN-"....__ -.J 10. E:S'1"1WArm ........E" 1'. TYPICI'ASSISTANC:a
11 Paz. Maricopa, Pima. Pinal & Yuma Co.ls, OF'IJItSOHS8ENEJ1'T1NO~-_ =-
6 Arizona -:== OJ
u=,a.

Belh S. Jarman, Ph.D., Exe<:ul;ve D;re<:lor - (602) 255-5371

ThE Standard Form 424 is attached along \lith any comments that were
received for submission with the project.

Attachments

The project has been revie"'ed pursuant to the Executive Ord~r 12372
by certain Arizona State officials and Regional Councils of Government.

Executive Tower 4th Floor _ 1700 West Washington • Phoenix, Arizona 85007

cc: Arizona State Clearinghouse
Applicant

MEMORANDUM

This memorandum 1s 1n response to the above project submitted to the
Arizona State Clearinghouse for review.

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE LOWER GILA
SOUTH RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN - RMP lEIS
SAl NO: AZ 85-80-0011

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse

DATE: March 22, 1985

TO: Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District Office

A::::~A @1 :;;~C;;MIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
OF THE :-----------------------------------GOVERNOR

BRUCE BABBITT

,--l.f
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Region I.II,IV. V

~Comments as Indicated below

......z NoB 5 - AO - 0011

SUila ApphC,Il.gn Id,n"h,. ISAII

f~B 06 1985

Transportat ion
Mineral Res.
Game & Fish
Ag. Eo Hart.
Health
Water
Parks
Land

o Proposal IS supported as wnllen

P0bert J. Darr
~dvanced Planning Section
lIepartrnent of Transporta ti on
206 S. 17th Ave .• Room 3106
Phoenix. AZ 85007

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as
to the following questio:1s. After completioll, H;::lurn THiS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COpy to the Clearinghouse no l<iter than 17 WORKING DAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review.

o No commen! on thiS project

TO:

CHARLES l MILLER
SIBle EngIneer

Re: Bureau of Land Managerrent
Lower Gila South Resource
Managerrent Plan I
Environmental Impact Stat€ITEnt
PhoeniJ( District, Arizona - Draft
(SAl#85-80-0011 )

February 28, 1985

206 South Seventeenth Avenue Phoenix. Anzona 85007

Ms. Louise Fehr
Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street
Rocm 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

BRUCE BABBITT
GOV(lInOf

WILLIAM A ORDWAY
Olleclof

,
............
"..

Please find attached the cOllJleted State CleariJlghouse camel'lt form on the
referenced docurre:nt. The Arizona Cepartment of Transportation has prelimin
arily revie'-"<i this RMPlEIS and plans to attend the March 12, 1985, public
hearing in Phoenix.

'.

2.

Is project conSistent wilh yOur agency goals and obJecllves@ Yes 0 No 0 Not Relative to thiS agency

Does prOject contribute 10 statewide and/or areawide goals and Objectives of wh.ch you are famillar,f[) Y~s 0 No

The Bureau of Land Managenent' 5 proposed action does not appear to affect exist
ing AIXJr Maintenance and Five-Year Construction Programs. The four Wilderness
Study Areas, New Water ~untains, Ea91etail ~untains, Woolsey Peak, and Table
Top Mountains proposed for designation appear to have tx>undaries sufficiently
resroved fran existing higtrways so as to not affect possible future roadway
widenings or realigrrrents. M:J:Jr does have long range concerns regarding pro
posed land disposal of parcels along the State Highway routes and designating
utility corridors following highw'ay aligrrrents.

3.

4.

Is there overlap or duplIcatIon with other state agency or local rE'SponSlblhtles and/or goals and obiectlves,fiL]Ves 0 No

Will prOject have an adverse effect on eXisting programs With your agency or wl1hln prOject impact area'OVes @NO

(see attached letter)

FollCMing the public hearing, AIX1I' will provide detailed written caments to
the Bureau of Land Managerrent. 5. Does project Violate any rules or relJulallOns of your agen~y' 0 V<>-; [gJ ('J;:>

Very truly yours,
6. Does prOject adeQuately address the mtended effects on targel population' [iJ Yes 0 No

7. Is prOject in accord with eXisting applicable laws. rules or regulatIons WIth which you are famIliar' 0 Yl!S 0 No

Additional Comments IUsp. bact( of sheet, If necessary I

Enclosure

cc, Bob Darr, TPD

~ERON~UTICS' '-'OTOIl VEMIClE PVBlIC TR~NSIT ~D'-'INISTR~ rivE SERVICES • TR~NSPORT~TION Pl~NNING

D"e_--"2LI:;28"'1,,8,,5'-- _

TI tle Man__a"'ger_,_En_v_ir_o_rrne__n_ta_l_p_lann__in--'9'-Serv__1.:.-·ces:..:..:'--__ Tcteohone 255-7767
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Re: Draft Resource Management Plan

and EIS
OOI-BLM

Februa ry 8, 1985

for Oonna J. Schober
State Historic Preservation Officer

TLH: nnj

I have reviewed the draft report submitted for the above pro
ject. The report appears to consider adequately the cultural
resources of the project area at this stage of investigation.
Pursuant to 36 CFR, Part 800 of the Advisory Council's regu
lations ("Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties"),
we look forward to continuing the consultation process re
gardlng the cultural resources of this project.

We appreciate your cooperation with this office in complying
with the historic preservation requirements for federal under
takings. If you have any questions about any of this, please
contact me at (602) 255-4174.

Mr. Marlyn V. Jones.
Oistrict Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix District Office
2015 1/. Oeer Va 11 ey Road
Phoenix, AZ 85022

Oea r Mr. Jones:

Sincerely,

~tf.tiffr
Teresa L. Hoffman
Archaeologist

MICH...EL .... RAMHES
OIMCTOoiIII

CONS{""...,r. '''0 """"GIN(: "iIIIl1ONA S HtSTOlttC ~..,~u. HItIO'IIIC SITU. AND l'l(CltfllIO>U.l.. SCENIC &.HO ..ATURAl .. RfAS

ROBERT K. LANE
'IAn l"HO CO.. ..,'SlO.. iIII

ROLAND H. SHARER
DU'VI" 01J1i11!CTOilil

RAY MOURA
IotOC"lIS

GWEN ROBINSON
VICICttAlilil.-

eAUCE U,eSlTT
OOVUINOilil

REESE G_ WOODLING
UCArtAiIII'I'

TUCSO"

DUANE MilLER
SlOO_

STATE P"'RKS
BOARD MUUlIERS

ELIZABETH A. DRAKE
....Ol.....

PRISCilLA RO!lINSON
CMAlilil

IUCJ.ON

leu WfST ... 0 .....5 STREET
~OENIX, ARIZONA .5007
TELEPHONE 602-25$--4174

ARIZONA
STATE
PARKS

D"e--'.J:c--_'_J-_-_f_5 _

Region 1: II, IV, V

~ CommentS as indicated below

Transportat ion
Mineral Res.
Game & Fish
Ag. 60 Hart.
Health
Water
Parks
Land

:"" 'r;;\l"o ~'l965'SA" ,
S."'AZN085 - flO - 0011

o Proposal IS supported as written

Is project in accord with existing applicable laws, rules or regul,](ions With which you are lamih;:lf) 0 Yes 0 No

Does projecl adeQuately address Ihe intended effectS on targel populatlon1 0 Yes 0 No

Does project VIolate any rules or regulalions of yOur agency? 0 Yes 0 0

Will project have an adverse effect on exisllng programs With your agency or wilhtn prOJect ImpaCt area1Dyes 0 No

Is there overlap or dupliCation with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and objectives
1Dyes 0 No

Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar
1D Yes 0 No

Is proiect consistent with yOur agency goals and objectivesO Yes 0 No 0 Not Relative to this agency

Director
Agriculture & HOrticulture Dept
421 Capitol Annex West .
PhoenIx, AZ 85007

6.

7.

5.

t.

o No comment on this project ~

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as
to the following questions. After completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COpy to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WORKING OAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review.

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street. Room 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

TO:

2.

I..-..-
VI

I 3.

'.
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CUTLERY WORLD
Colonnade Mall

Phoenix, A1. 85016
274-6900

Region l,II.IV, V

D...__--'J~-:..:/2-:::....:-8=:5:...-__

T ,'.""on._~d,,,,-,S:.;S::.--_'-I:.;/--,-r...Ji,--_

S"" AZ No fl 5 - A0 - () 0 1 1f~.a 05 l'l6S

Transportation
Mineral Res.
Came b Fish

Ag. & 1I0rt.
Heal th
Water
Parks
Land

o Propos.aIIS supported as wfll1en

":u"", •.,,,. f. Ur." fo u~ Comullll't.lllv Re"""_.nq 1\'J..n.-..,

.SHPO
Arllon. StlN Pirkl Bo.td

1688 W. AcUml. Rm. 109
Pho-niJl, AZ 85007

Addlllonal CommentS IUsp. back of shPeI. If ne<:e~wt'l

T,". ~!2l:l:..!::'i±!:Ll!~p..!.......------------

7. Is prOject in accord with eXisting <lpn1icable laws. rules or regu1d1lons ""11th which you Jle lJllllhJr' 0 Y\!S 0 No

6. Ooe~ prOject adequately address the lnlended effects on target population' 0 Yes 0 No

2. Ooe~ prOjeCI COntrlbule 10 stateWide and/or areawide goals and oblecllves of which you are famillar,DYes 0 No

Does project vlolale any rules or regulatIons of yOur ugencv' 0 Yes 0 No

I. I~ prOject consistent Wllh yOur agency goals and oblectlVe~G Yes 0 No 0 at Relative 10 thiS agency

Will prOject have an adverse effecl on existing programs ""11th your agency or Within project Impact area'OVes 0 No

Is there overlap or dupllcallon ""11th other state agency or local responSibilities and/or goals and objectjve~)DYe~ 0 No

F ROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505
Phoenix. Arizona 85007

This project is referred [0 you for review and comment. Please evaluate as
to the follOWing questions. After completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COPY to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WORKING DAYS from
the dale noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255·5004 If you
need further Information or additional time for review.

o No comment on thIS prOjeCt

TO:

,--
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3332
Pnoenlx Dlstrlot ELM
201? W. Deer Valley Roao
Pnoenlx, AZ o,OZ/

LOWEK UlLA ~Olfl'n uHAF1' El~

Coyoye l'IOunt;81.ns. '1'018 n8l;Ur8l. area not; onlY l"Ul1'1118 81.1 'toe 1mpor't8n't
wllaerness cnsraCterlatlCa, out alSO nas T specl81 StstUS wlla11I'e
specles and 8 proteceea plant specles.

BaoogUlvsrl PeeK. Tnls ares nas Droad puollC support, tne peaK lS
sacrea to ene I'apago Inalans, le nas ouestanaing nae~al qua11eles,
and conealns an aD~dance or wllallre. You plan co "squlre &tste Und
co tne east to enlarge tnlS ~lt. we approve your recommendatlOn or
tne entlre W~A as Yllderness •

We nope you Wlll alSO lncluae HeU's Canyon and tne Plcacno Mo~talns

In your wllaerness recommendatlons.

Tne deslgnstlon or wllderness can De o~r glrt to r~t~e generatlons.
1 s~pport wllaerneaa recommenaa.lons ror .ne rOllOwlng:
PHOB.KIA UHAr£ El~

Wnlte Canlon sno~ld be lncl~aea Deca~se or lts ~lque Dea~ty.

Mt. Wl1son provloea cruclal nSDltat ror blgnorn sneep and lS surro~aea

oy lanas on tnree slaes alreaay proposea ror wllalerness In tne LaKe
Meso RecreStlonal ~ea. It nas Important wllderness cnerao~.rlStlCS.

,..........
<:f'

Lltele Horn Mo~tains(Ll"ele Horn Mo~talna WeSt. Tnese two areas
conealn remarKeole vOlcanlc I'eStUres and tWO deep canyons. Llttle Horn
Wese lS contlguous to tne Kors NatIonal Wlldl1re Ilenlge area. 'fnese tWa
areas fprm important na.ltae ror botn blgnorn sheep and aesert tortOlse.

Slgnal Ma~taln. Tnls ruggea area anoula oe lncluaea ln spite or tne
'tnre8't or m1neral oevel.opment.

Nortn MarIcopa Mo~talnS(Buteerriela ~talt Memorlal. Tnese areas
COntSln crUCial naO~tat ror Dlgnorn sneep ana deSert toreolse, ana alSO
an aoundance or prenlStorlc CUlt~ral SItes. Tne areas are tnrestenea
Dy orr-roaa vehICles, espeCIally In rlparlan wasnes.

We Slao woula llKe you to InCluae tne rOllowlng aress ln your
wllaernees recOmmendatlons: TaDletOp Mo~talns. WOOlsey PeaK. New
water Mo~t81nS, Eag+eta:u !'Io~t8Ins. RilSt Claneon lll.HS. "1'"a.:::c.:::e-"iiIOUi=~=t,,,a~l~n!.>.
enGl' Ioutn Marlcopa MO~tains.

rnanK you I'or your conSlaeratlon In tnese

Slncerely,

,". ,.
" .. J )
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lours truly,

.)t..<l.U-n ~'Jl. oj.
Lillian LO~/ /
1729 W. State
:hoenu, Arizona 85021

It has just come to my attention that the Bureau
of Land M&nagement has released its recanmendations for
V11demes5 designation for certain areas 1n Arizona, and
that public camlent on these 15 being solicited.

Since population i. exploding With no end in .ight.,
ve must act nOW to preserve as much Wildlife habitat, scenic
areas, and recreational opportunities as we possibly can.
Pos8ible potential for copper production, oil and gas leases
(not producing) .hould not stand in t.he way of protecting
Arizona's unique wild a.reaa, Off road vehicles and grazing
should be strictly controlled so that these beautiful area8 are
not destroyed for the pleasure or profit of a fev.

Phoenix District
Bureau of Land Mana~em8nt

2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Fhoenix, Arizona 85027

March 22, 1985

37

Dear Sir:

1 am .. nat1ve of Arizona and have 11ved here for
most of my 65 years. The change" during that period, especially
the pressures of population growth, have been tremendous .
Wi th that in mind I ur~e you to include not only Tery large
areas for wilderness designation 8uch as the Little Horn I

(MountainS, North and South Maricopa Mountains, Woolsey :-eak,)
.Eagletail }o!ountains, but also smaller areas like White
Canyon, Coyot.e Mountain, and Bahopuivari Poak (thi••hould
also include )245 acre. of .tate land that .hould be acquir<>d
by trade), and Signal Mountain ••

35
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Northwest
Emergency
Center
1601 West I,." Rood
Tucson, AnZOM aS7Q.4
/AR·742·11Q1

Tucson
General
.t'~~pital

JOHN T. WINTFR. I) ()

39

U-lj J )y,J. Lu. f, .... , UJrr.:(.. 1n/01/'/

C/.h-.;r'" _I Ac..A.<{,o 11'/~~> ) .

Phc-<---" E',S (k/(.,t.

!f'il;;o~~"<-VI Pw ,lld/;

DeaT Sirsl

H"Tl~ lived in Ar1.r.CDa from 1~36 to 1~:59 and cootlouoWlly from 1956
to the present, I mow so.,th1n~ of the arM.s under consideration. While
I 8JB. DOW of an age where I cannot get out and enjoy thoee places in person
I surely believe that they should be kept fi"om being coumercialhed and/or
despoiled. Their connercial development would aoon rUD out and leave
only despoiled areas. Their preeervation CaIl bring joy and 10'1'e ot nature
for generationa to come.

38

Phoenix District BUf,
2016 W. Deer Valley Rd.,
Phoenix, U 85027

llaroh 22, 1~86.

Dr. Walter A.. MeCleDe~h ..n
8612 East V1r~1n1& Avenue
Soottsdale" 4%"11.00& 86267

HaT1n& read the Environmental Iat-at StateJDaota OD areas in the Phoenix
Dhtriot authority, I am a.ma~ed and chagrined to find that your otfioe -
or. at leaat. the BLM -- 18 recoamodlnj!; against 6 out of the 7 be denied
.llderne•• olassification. I am. wrltiol; to urge that all or these epeolfio
areas BE INCLUDW in faTOTllble reoomnendatlon.

I refer to tholle deal@;Dated as I WHITE CANYON, Mt. W11eon, Coyote
)Io\Ultain,. Baboqulvarl Peak, Lo""'T Gila South, inoluding Little Horn

(
Motmt.. lna &Dd Little Born 1I.o\Zta1.na W.at, Sl~.. l MOUDtain, and the;
North Marioopa Wotmta.lna.

I.....
?

("'" oi t.-ef k....,.~. t...

J: ? Vr -f<.cA"'.L, t',L

/ L()~ C.I," jO('~£. fir;

(S,/",J' )')/lIN, M>-J.L, JYJ<-~'U/,~ i'J"~j..,.."....." ~<Id.,/I<"";;d,l s,to;-

I Tab"- Jol' 114/,A-, tJA'o!J.-'() /L Ie. / "vA"" tJ, -bc.. -Mr,M, £d,tJ.~d ,/IfT~

\ CHt (I"",J,., //,//1 I .-c--"'O /".';'A/ I S .I"-:'/-o-IU/" "'7TNJ J.
Dr. "alter A.. MoCleneghan

;','-"('

". ".

Yours for the future of A.rhona~

I strongly urge your favorable action on eaoh and all of them.
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Keaponae - Letter 45

ORV high use area designation was not
identified as an issue in the RMP.
However, we will address site specific
needs for ORV designation on a case by
case basis. Please refer to Chapter 1,
Planning Process Overview, pages 1 and 2,
Lower Gila South Draft RMP/EIS. In
addition, see Chapter 2, page 21 and 22,
Recreation Program.
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51
2-407 N. Palomino Court
Cban~,ArUnD.8522-4

March 23. 1985

PboeniJ District Bureau of Land Management
201~ W. Deer Valley Road
PboeniJ, Arizona 8~027

Dear Sir:

{ 1support vilderness recommendations for the Pboenil EIS and the
\ Lover Gila South EIS.

I am particularly interested in the Baboquivari Peak vilderness study
area and support acquisition of the adjacent state land for vilderness
designation.

It is important to me that as much vilderness area in Arizona as
possible be preserved.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

~~~
Dorothy Lees Riddle



I-!;j

56
.rH/rJ-L._

_ L~llII'"

-v..or,AZ..l.

57



(]I

I

()
o
z
(J)
c
~»
-i
<5z
»
z
o
()
o
o
:0
o
Z
»
::::j
oz

Vo. ~o'l- la\'.:,

Co,.;L e-J,(

~. ~'51?:.\

~OJ~ ~c; I \C\~'5"

w~ ~ '\~ \:0 ~O->~ ~
~ ~ \..... t-\ fQ.CJ..--.'> -\--'" o...~ :, \ 1.4-S'

o...CM-'> o~ ';.~\-A.. ~J... v:>~ w~

~~ey- ~ ~o~od ~01.0 r"~ ?~
wJLcLr"",~ ~.

Wl/.. wc<,l- -\-0 "'''1~oJ'' LJ~ cb~,>

<;\:-0\\"''> ~ol U-t- \.J ~ f\ \"> i, 'f/\\:.. 0-to,""
~ Ls,,",\o\--". W\D\,) ........\-~S \ w\.J:L 't!\""..,t""",,",
~~ 't\DJ'" '!\rJ->",-\~'> ",,-d- L.:,\\-La-
-\\O<h. vJ\r>.J .....\::~ We.:'>.~ I ~ \-\. W\~~o....

'vV\,=~'\~<,\~ ')~L ~ )

~~ ~~ W\()V"'-\-~.

f.c...LL o~ ~ ~IA.") 0..\ '\~

V"",v..P, "'-"'-'> MC>-."",\ ~""~ ~LJ.+.e...<'
wl.~ ~ ~ ~o-J w&!...J~.,~

~to\..u1-\O"". W"- ck ~LO...,JD.J>..."e.. '\'"'"
-\;b w--.o-..v,y- svt.L ~"",,~,l~~.

59

(;,;:; fa 7}4 l c vv>w~A/...,//'

1.--JO(iL./f'1 (eA):,

Iv£.<rJ L--vArIbI2 rv>ov...nvf ,.,.-./

G,4/"- CC"--'Th.-' /7"'>cl.-/

~LO(J"'''''';(/./ /'/.-(I'VLO j>( tflf../t /Lvi., ~%4£ ','>-'

fl/ofL/~./'&./' ~o /'0 !Jl-CIT/Cr Met) Lt{'(;. ..,/J«.-O~/"/C

58

c::,y~

C4iLllcCL /(t.,',.J

{~Oz.. N'. /I/Iv..

f l-tOf~,)< (;1/

(J) CA C/f 0

7MCf'Tbl ,h-)l7v",,'i'J.'//-.'./

./'/?,v.A\- rv,vv",,7'AI~

jJ, j-vvrf\-'(v/A rvJ'7j//?~r,c<, .hIACf

l.- 1'71"- ( HCT'-"'" /">()l/-..fiIA /.-'/ / L /"'-, H. Lv

,-tv
CfJ



I

!p

.L

W J::l ~ M>-.(U-~ .Il-.... V<A~~

~o~~ ~ ~2..0",-c.., o--cL. ~

fVv.-e-I ""'-00 \. \~ e>...U-- ~ ~ l.)'VL

~ J.v.-t ,",-,-,*\VI1... <:>~ t"Oo-.J... \JQ.L...\.~

"'"'- ~\- '-Y- 0...1 \. , -J.:-- 'v.>'--'.~oA: J
-\-0 o...~ Ltt~ d::- ~ +0'> LSR.
()u...J W.:.Q~~ cu-<...<>--,> 0..."'--. 0 .........

'\ tL... """'O""\: "o.L.~ ~C<~
WlL 1:.-0<.--.... ~UJL -\-0 ~~

~~ ........~,,-

'\~\. ~UJ~I

~~,, __ C ~ "1~~ <~

61

,
3J -2~d' Sf¥
F~AG \ A,- \ 9(5)CO I

o
o
~

~
m
Z
-i
(f)

}>
z
o
:JJ
m
CJ)
"'Uo
Z
(f)
m
CJ)



,.....
w
'?

62

DMAISClIn~
1001 •• F~US
TUC$OlI, MI_ .116

T- <lrrN vJr'\t~ -ro \10 v '"

~uw~rt ~ J\\~ r~<'J)~~~

~r ~ ~(l(Y-i)~ ~ '. .

~\k LaCF\ (£ <tb8o..WI ) fi\+ l(),\-sO"

C~~) ~ d \ ~~) CD'(~ ~~~ 0"0 o.~!
~~1/\~\ ~~ (~~5Q(ftLS J -\- 3J ).~S

Q~ O~ C~h'O\X)u~ ~ ~~
~ ~\d.. ~ QC~U~~ ~ ~J
~ l~()'1 Cql ~n.. q It(fLQJ') j "?'\(Ci.~

~~ (b/tCO Q'""t..lJ / L,*~~ tb,(\
{1\oo~s GWtrl-')) £\"9ro1. fY\til )

\Jb~ ~I~ ~ (Ylf1\) ~~.JJ J*'zp
I~'~J \~r (r)~JI U)bl~Uf~~

\)<w~ fhfN [O-~ ~ Mw 0
~ cl~ (~'llS ~ tnt)/

~ ~~~ ~\ cOfe>-.~

~~ <lNt 0-. S;~~

~ t{) ~ ~~ ~ Ovr/)
""US--\- ~ "rt-~~(\JtiiJ

~~ ~V ~r b0cJ' t\~.

~')tw~-~

(]I

I

()
oz
(j)
c

~
-i
<5z
»z
o
()
oo
:IJ
o
Z»
-i
<5z



Thanking you, I remain

I am wri ting as a concerned member of the Sierra Club in response to their let
ter to members of 18 March.
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(Mrs.) Peggie Vincent
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Other areas being considered. have not visited but am
well aware of the need for wilderness designation of as many
areas as possible in or~er not to lose the incalculable value

of the flora and fauna we have in Ari~ona.

Sincerely)

3434 W. Sandalwood Dr.
Tucson, AZ 85745
April 1, 1985

Dear Sir,

I am writing to be included in public comment on additional

wilderness designations in Arizona. I particularly support
the additions for Baboquivari Peak and the Picacho Mountains.
I have visited both of these areas and can understand their
potential as areas for preservation of the plant and animal

life as well as the natural terrain.

Phoenix District BLM
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, AZ 85027j

1940 East 2nd Street
Tucson, Arizona 85719

(602) 326-8583

27 March 1985

I wish to draw your particular attention to Baboquivari Peak, now a Wilderness
Study Area, with further land aceuisition planned by you, and to the Picacho
Mountains. Since I am a resident of Tucson, these areas are especially impor
tant to me, because they offer me a chance to get into the wilderness or. week
ends. There I can get a bit of peace and quiet and can refresh my spirit through
contact with the natunal world. For Baboquiv~i Peak, I hope that you do ac
quire the additional 3,2L5 acres of land east of the \o!ilderness Study Area.
As for the Picacho Hountain area, this is a zone nationally }mown for its desert
wildflowers and also has important historical significance as the site of Arizona IS

only battle of the Civil \;ar.

74

Both areas deserve protection in and of themselves and the citizens of 'fucson
deserve these hi ts of nearby wilderness.

Sincerely yours, //

.. l/~

Gentlemen:

Phoenix Dis trict, BLM
2015 H. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Construction
News • Sports
Archaeology

STERUNG VINSON, Photography
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Gentlemen:

85

Your cor.sideration of this recommendation is appreciated.

I am writing to comment on the draft EIS for wilderness study
areas in the Phoenix district.

I wish to strongly support the allocation of large areas for
wilderness designation. Illare particularly, the following areas:

Hhite Canyon - 6,968 acre s
1 t. Wilson -24,821 acres
Coyote! .ountains - 5,( & acres
Baboquivari Peak - 2,c65 acres
Picacho J'~ountains - 6,4CO acres

415 So. i:ustbo· rne Ave.
Tucson, Arizona 85716
l:arch 29, 1985

Phoenix District BU:
2015 H. Deer Valley TId.
Phoenix, AZ 85027
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wilderness status for all of the areas in the Lower

'j)J;Jt!t~.".,~""

I. H2-CIA, Ht. Wi 1son, 24,821 acres.
2. #2-187. IIhite Canyon, 6.968 acres.
3. #2-119. Hell's Canyon, 9.379 acres.
4. #2-202, Coyote Mountains, 5,080 acres.
5. #2-2038, Baboquivari Peak, 2,065 acres.

A. I I ikewise recommend the acquiring of additional 3.245 acres
of state land that is east of the WSA to enlarge the size
of this small unit and give added protection to same.

91

Re: Phoenix Wilderness EIS

1220 W. Las Lomi tas
Tucson. Arizona 85704
2 Apri 1 1985

GIl/1mb

I also support full
Gila South EIS.

I have been out of the ci ty and unable to forward my statement concerning
the above mentioned EIS and trust I may still be included with the group
that has offered thei r support.

This is to advise that I support for wilderness designation the following:

Gentlemen:

Phoenix District BLM
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix. AZ 85027
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Response - Letter 93

The economic impacts of each of the
alternatives chosen for study were
identified in the draft RMP/EIS on pages
66-69, 75-77, 81-82, and 86-87. No
significant impacts to the economy of the
Economic Study Area are anticipated from
any of the alternatives analyzed in the
RMP/EIS.

01
I

(")
az
(f)
c

~
-l
6
z
»z
o
(")
aa
::Il
o
z
»
~
a
z



98 102
Un Ited St8tes
Dep8rtment of
Agr Icu Iture

Forest
Serv Ice

Reg Ion 3 517 Gold Avenue. SW
Albuquerque. 1f.1 87102

Greater Arizona Blcyc11n1 Association

P.O.aOX 31:12 ~AZ_ (_I277.-n1

",4.P""~ 'to /9rs-

Reply To: 1920

D8te: hr-i, 0 J 1985 i<. #If'/G I 5

8vlt C:Al/ Q~ LA"..,O

Marlyn V. Jones. District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Phoen Ix 0 i str Ict Off Ice
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoen ix, Ar i zona 85027

()", + ..... U.cL ('Af2..Tf':ft.,

A.r (:;).A~J/J){- f vf C-(L(,"'T~'<' A{t.12o_.4 13, CycLI ..... C. ~SSO,("".,/o-.

PJ.lo€,,,.;/'t C~I"'frffl-, J: ~ lIoJ~ITI"""'c.. ;0 Yov ''''''''',fT f- I..-TE-/'L(=..r"S

() f: 0 u (2.. "" ( "" .. E(l..J.
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p.. u';C (\.o"O. #0 ,....41 fy..'AL (PAPH_l) 0/1.. j) ">3f.." (4~<.o~.('''~1

va t1.... DC,)

rov(l.. (.-J o-c:- Of 'rl-tf

CO_T/#v€ J-O U.!f5

Tl+/S LOVo-"G-fL' c... II...~,.....

1"t10v ...... i.04l# L3IC'1<..LEs

Sincerely,

/)J1cuL c(J ~[J £tL-
JAMES C. OVERBAY
Deputy Reg lonal Forester

management of National Forest lands, and we have no COl'lYl'lents.

The Southwestern Reg Ion has rev iewed- the draft E I S for the Resource Management

Plan on the Lower Gila South Area. The Plan is not in confl ict with 102-1

Dear f4s. Jones:
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Response - 102

Any activity that is considered
nonimpairing to the existing wilderness
characteristics of a Wilderness Study
Area is allowed.

102-1
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Enclose~ plea.se find a .copy of a letter from Mr. and Mrs. W.H. Douglass
~once~nmg w~lderne5s In ~he Lower Gila South. Would appreciate your
including their comments In the public record on the proposal.

Best wishes.

Sincerely.

BS.II
Enclosure
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VETERANS' AFFAIRS
COMMITIn

ARMED SERVICES COMMlnEE

PERMANENT SELECT
COMMITIEE ON INTELLIGENCE€onll-rtlili of tbt ~nittb &tattli

~OUllt of !\tprtlltntatibtll

ilallbington, Jl(: 20515
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Dear Marlyn;

Marlyn Jones
Director Manager
BLM Phoenix District
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, AZ 85027

~C\
BOB s;u1p
Member of Congress

o.u·'''o.. ,ct
~oo, F,OI ... 8UIlD'"''

' ..0' .... A18!>02$
(602)261_6573

April 4. 1985

. BOB STUMP
3c O.srO'CI. ""OlOU

11'CA....o.. Bullo'.."
WHM''''''O'' DC 10~ 1~

12021 22~-.~76

,-w
9"



I.....
w
-..I

I

106
555 N Pantano Rd,'228
April 8,1985

Phoenix District BLM
2015 Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, AZ, 85027

Gentlemen:

When commercial interests such as mining and oil and gas
extraction overshadow cultural and historic values, our country
is going down the tube. Our grandchildren, yours and mine will
have nothing left to be proud of. When we go to foreign
countries, we see buildings and preserved ruins that are
thousands of years old. The Indian artifacts in this country are
fast disappearing, as are primitive areas which so well describe
our geological heritage. the White Canyon area and Little Horn
Mts/Little Horn Mts west are such areas, and should be preserved.

I urge the BLM to acquire these areas for posterity.

Sin~erely yours ~

~~~
Constance Reed
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HONEYWELL INFORMATION SYSTEMS INC., P, o. BOX 8000, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85066, TELEPHONE 602/862-8000
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April 8, 1985

Honeywell

No one from the Honeywell Hikers club was authorized to
represent the club at the March 12th BLM hearing. It would be
appreciated if this position could be attached to the public
record of that meeting.

Please let me know if I can be of any assistance or if you
need more clarification on this matter.

SH/cg

cc: B. Holaday
Honeywell, Inc.
P. O. Box 8000 M.S. Z68
Phoenix, AZ 85066

L 'J -
;;,~~

Sven Hedin, President
Honeywell Hikers

Dear Sir:

It has been brought to my attention that a member of the
public testifying at the hearing may have represented himself as
speaking for the Honeywell Hikers, a private employee club of
Honeywell, Inc. in Phoenix, Arizona. The Honeywell Hikers nor
mally do not take sides on pUblic issues although some members
are deeply involved, as private individuals, on both conservation
and recreational issues.

It is my understanding that on March 12, 1985, BLM held a
Public Hearing on Public Lands, specifically the Lower Gila South
District. I do not have complete information on the agenda
specifics but apparently the question of wilderness status of the
area was debated.

Mr. Marlyn V. Jones, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix District Office
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ 85027
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Dear Mr. Bibles,

I understand that your agency is currently considering wilderness
designation for some areas in Arizona. I would like to comment on
your recommendations. I would appreciate your consideration of
these comments before final designations are made.
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8125 E. Buena Terra Way
Scottsdale, AZ 85253

Sincerely,

t::S~G~

I hope you will consider my comments favorably. You have a great
responsibility here: decisions made today will affect countless
future generations, and once we make changes to these areas we can
never undo the damage.

Finally, I urge you to reconsider your recommendations for the
adjoining North Maricopa and Butterfield Stage Memorial areas.
The mere fact that they are separated by the old stage route does
not support separate consideration for the two. The area is now
in danger of being ruined as a wildlife shelter by powered
vehicles. Wilderness designation would, of course, preserve them
intact.

)J APR 12 1985
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In your recommendation you say that the White Canyon area is small
and has "moderately favorable" potential for copper production.
Given the well known troubles in our domestic copper industry I
don't think moderately favorable potential warrants the
destruction of part or all of even a small area of what remains of
the wilderness in this country.

Mr. D. Dean Bibles,
State Director
u.s. Dept. of the Interior
Phoenix District BLM
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, AZ 85027

March 28, 1985

I.....
?

Since three sides of the Mt. Wilson area adjoin the Lake Mead
National Recreation Area and given the needed habitat for wildlife
such as the bighorn sheep it seems this area is ideally suited for
designation. You say the area doesn't have "important" wilderness
areas unique to the area. Are we only to preserve areas as
unusual as Yosemi~e or the Grand Canyon? With the little that
remains, all wilderness areas are unique.

The Coyote Mountains area is also called too small. The area
contains some important archeological areas and great natural
beauty. Who would recommend that we raze Mt. Vernon or Monticello
simply because they cover small areas?

I believe you have recommended wilderness designation for the
Baboquivari Peak area. I strongly concur. While there are many
justifications for the designation, one of the most important is
the religious significance to Papago Indians.

The two Little Horn Mountain areas should also be designated as
wilderness areas. They adjoin the Eagletail Mountains area you
propose to designate and the wildlife in the area already have
enough threats to their survival without shrinking their living
area.

Signal Mountain also adjoins an area currently designated. For
all the good reasons I've already mentioned it should be added.
Does new mineral exploration truly justify making changes we can
never undo?
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Paul and 'Pamela Bosch
944 W. lain #10)8
Mesa, AZ 85201
April 12, 1985

Phoenix District BLM
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Dear Sirs I

We are writing to urge you to strongly support wilderness
recommendations for those area that have been proposed for
wilderness designation within the Phoenix district. As the
population of tho/Phoenix area expands, and as people from
allover the country seek areas of natural beauty for re
creation and enjoyment. it becomes increasingly important
to protect the remaining wild and scenic areas within the
state.

Many of the proposed wilderness areas contain important
wildlife habitat, areas for hiking, camping, and climbing,
and spectacular scenic beauty, which should be preserved for
the current and future generations. Wilderness designation
also makes good economic sense, since it attracts tourists
to a resource that maintains its quality indefinately, instead
of providing short-term and destructive economic gain.

Some key wilderness study areas that we urge you to help
preserve include those within White Canyon. Mt. Wilson.
Coyote Mountains, Baboquivari Peak. Little Horn Mountains.
Signal Mountain, and North and South Maricopa Mountains.

Please support recommendations for wilderness in those
areas proposed in both the Phoenix Draft E.I.S. and the
Lower Gila Draft E.I.S.

Thank-you very much for your time and any efforts you
make to preserve what is left of the wilderness in Arizona!

Sincerely.

Paul C. Bosch

f~-R~
Pamela R. Bosch
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835 E. Orange Grove Rd.
Tucson, Arizona 85718

April lA, 1985

Marlyn V. Jones, District Manager
Bureau Of Land Management
Phoenix Oistrict Office
2015 West Oeer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

RE: Lower Gila South Planning Area (RMP/EIS)

Southern California Edison Company

R. J. JUlIFf
........Gt·
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District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix District Office
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027
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Dear Mr. Jones: Gentlemen:

This desert of southwestern Arizona contains a rich and interesting
region of low rugged and picturesque mountains. Its potential use
for wilderness and protection is most deserving as bighorn inhabit
much of this region.

As the west continues to expand, areas such as these which have
wilderness potential will shrink and cease to exist completely.
It is only through efforts such as wilderness designation that
the natural character of the land will remain for future genera
tions to enjoy.

Based on our review of the SUbject RMP report and our current
information, we have the following comments and recommendations
for your consideration.

Designation of the corridors described in the Proposed Action
will provide the organizations responsible for developing com
munication, energy, and transportation systems for the pUblic,
a means of providing these services in an economical and depend
able manner. In addition, a minimum corridor width of three
miles will enable flexibility in siting facilities to avoid
environmentally sensitive areas.

Lower Gila South Planning Area
Draft Resource Management Plan/
Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS)

SUBJECT:

We are pleased to see the recognition by the planning team of
future corridor needs as an issue in the RMP. Corridor design
ation is a critical element of land use planning and is
necessary to insure that routes are available for the orderly
and efficient development of communication, energy and trans
portation systems to serve the public. We concur with the

Icorridor element of the proposed action alternative; however,
135- 1 we recommend that it be revised to designate that corridors be

a minimum of three miles in width.

give environmental protection through wilderness
following areas:

New Water Mountains
Little Horn Mountains West
Little Horn Mountains
Eagletail Mountains
East Clanton Hills
Face Mountain
Signal Mountain
Woolsey Peak
North Maricopa Mountains
South Maricopa Mountains
Butterfield Stage Memorial
Tabletop Mountains

I encourage you to
designation to the

2-125
2-126A
2-127
2-128
2-129
2-136
2-138
2-142/14A
2-157
2-163
2-164
2-172

I-
~

Dan Fischer

As you may be aware, Edison plans to construct an additional
transmission line paralleling the existing Palo Verde-Devers
500kV TIL. The map (Map 102) shown within the text of the
subject RMP, however, does not indicate the locations of the
corridors in relation to the WSAs, known as 2-125, 2-127 and
2-128. We would, therefore, need to review a combined map with



Thank you for inviting our comments. We hope you will give
them your full consideration. If further details are needed,
please contact Mr. J. R. Wilson at (213) 491-2844.
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United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF MINES

District Manager, Phoenix District Office, Bureau of Land
Management, 2015 W. Deer Valley Road, Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Boundary adjustments recommended in the proposed action plan \rIOuld mitigate
some of the adverse impacts on mineral exploration and development caused by
conflict with existing Wilderness Study Areas (WSA). We suggest similar
adjustments where other favorable mineral areas occur along WSA boundaries.
Although adjustments may not always be possible, such as in the New Water

We have 00 objectioos to the document as written.

136

Mountains WSA where most of the lands favorable for mineral occurrences are
included in a withdrawal application to enlarge the Kofa Game Range, they
should be considered and implemented where feasible.

The Bureau of Hines interest in the proposed plan concerns potential impacts
on mineral resources and their development. We consider the overall presenta
tion of mineral-related data in the report to be excellent. The relative
impacts on mineral exploration and development under each alternative are
clearly stated and easily found in the text. Of the alternatives considered,
the No Action and the Resource Production (No Wilderness) plans are clearly
the most favorable for future mineral development. The Proposed Action,
however, wuld have less negative impact on minerals than any of the remaining
plans, and, in our opinion, offers a reasonable compromise among the competing
land uses.

From: Chief, Intermountain Field Operations Center

April 19, 1985

P. O. BOX 25086

BUILDING 20, DENVER fEDERAL CENTER

DENVER, COLORADO 80225

Intermountain Field Operations Center

The Proposed Action plan recommends four areas (189,750 acres) for inclusion
in the National Wilderneas System. Areas favorable for mine.ral occurrences
have been identified in all four. Generally, areas likely to contain locat
able minerals or geothermal resources shown in the RMP/EIS agree well with
favorable mineral areas identified by this office during preparation of the
Land Use Restraints on Exploration and Hining (LUREH) report for Arizona.

We have reviewed the Lower Gila South Planning Area draft RMP/EIS as you
requested and offer the following comments.

Subject: Review of Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement (RHP/EIS) for the Lower Gila South Planning Area, Arizona

Hemorandum

To:

- Letter 135Response

DALE L. WOODWARD
LAND PROJECT SUPERVISOR

There are three reasons why our utility
corridors are proposed to be one mile
wide. First. there has not been any
indication that there is enough demand to
justify the designation of three-mile
wide corridors. Secondly. corridor
designations of more than one mile in
width would produce serious resource
conflicts with wildlife habitats.
wilderness study areas. etc. The third
reason for designating one-mile wide
corridors is that these corridors will
directly link up with the corridors being
proposed in the Yuma District BLM.

JRWilson/djdl

all wilderness designations and utility corridors prior to
making a more definitive statement regarding the availability
of future transmission lines within your designated corridorsa

135-1
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East Cactus

( fJ (t1~J
<1 I 70IIPR.I L

not proposed for wilderness

)4U9Qi os Ht8.

138

should be included due to the scenic and unique

--.c---

more information about the proposed wilderness areas and the

ares.

desi qnati on.

Sincerely,

above mentioned areas which

wildlife value this areas provide. We are happy that 8aboquivari

wilderness deaiqnations in 1ri2008. We heard that White Canyon.

Ht. Wilson, Coyote Ht8., Little Horn Hta .• Sig'nlll )4t .• North

Maricopa Ht8., Swansea, Trigo Hta.

these

spectacular wild country we have in Arizona. We would appreciate

We would like to learn more about the 8LH' 8 recommendations for

Plesse let us know how we can participate in the fate of the

strongly the planned land acquisition to enlarge the wilderness

Plain were not considered for wilderness areas. We feel that

Peak is considered for wilderness designation and we support

Phoenix District BLM

2015 W. Deer Valley Road

Phoenix, AZ 85027

Vince~t and Barbara Roth
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140
UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, o. C. 20655

APR 1 'i I96S

Mr. William Carter
Phoenix District Office
Bureau of Land Management
2015 W. Deer Va 11 ey Road
Phoeni x, Ari zona 85027

Dear Mr. Carter:

In response to a request from W. Dean 8ibbs, Arizona State Office Director,
Bureau of Land Management, we have reviewed the Draft Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the Lower Gila South RMP/EIS Area.
Our review was directed to whether the action described in the draft
document involved matters within our jurisdiction by law or special
expert i se or had any impact on NRC 1i censed faci 1iti es.

Our cOllll1ents are related to the Palo Verde-Devers and Palo Verde-Kyrene
transmission lines associated with the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating
Station (PVNGS) located near Buckeye, Arizona. As shown on Page 5 of the
EI S, port ions of these 1i nes traverse 8LM 1ands. We have addressed the
cons truct i on and operati ana 1 envi ronmenta 1 impacts of the PVNGS and
transmi ss i on line sys tem as part of the NRC 1i cens i ng revi ew process. We
are pleased to note that BLM proposes to designate one-mile wide corridors
to accol1111odate existing and new utility systems. The use of existing
corri dors for new uti 1i ty projects shoul d result in fewer envi ronmenta 1
impacts than allowing utility corridor development in new areas. The
di scuss i on of envi ronmenta 1 consequences of the proposed acti on (Chapter
4, page 63) should be expanded to include information on anticipated
impacts to vegetation and wildlife from construction and maintenance of
ut i 1i ty corri dors. A di scuss i on of the impacts of uti 1ity corri dor
access roads also should be included. To gain a better understanding
of impacts from implementing the utility corridor concept, information
is needed on additional utility projects planned for the 10 one-mile
wide corridors identified on page 4 of the EIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft document. Please
contact Mr. Ed"i" Pentecost (FTS 492-8099) if you have questions
concerning our carrments.

Sincerely,

140-1

Response - Letter 140

Because there are no specific proposals
at this time, it is difficult to
anticipate the actual placement, number,
and types of systems within these
corridors. Without this information it
is not possible to discuss specific
impacts to vegetation, wildlife, etc., in
this document. These impacts will be
addressed during the specific
environmental assessment/EIS for the
individual proposals.
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DENNIS C. JENNINGS
Box 1498
Wickenbure. AZ 85358
April 19, 1985

Marlyn V. Jones, Manager
Phoenix District
Bureau of Land Management
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

143
DOROTHY DEVAULT

P. O. Box 1498
Wickenbure. Arizona 85358

April 21, 1985

District Director
tl--Phoenix Office

Bureau of Land Management
2015 W. Deer Vslley Road
Phoenix, AZ 85027

I agree with the recommendation that a number
of WSA's are unsuitable for wilderness. But that~not
all. The above four areas are onlY wilderness bv
virtue of the fact that theY are s~arcelv settled' or
develoned. We may have dis~overed most ~f the surface
minerals that are visible. But the potential for
discovery of new minerals and energy resources is
great because of the state's historically Droven record
of mineral and energy-resource production. Let's not
lock up the areas but place them in resource production.

I.....
ti

I

Subject: Comments on Lower Gila South RMP/EIS Draft

As a former student of the University of Arizona and
constant searcher for minerals, I would like to comment
on your Lower Gila South RMP/EIS Draft.

I scent much time in the New Water Mountains and consider
them and the area as a hi~hly mineralized part of Arizona.
Any eood eeoloeist will tell you the same thine. It
seems to me to be a crime a2ainst the public to lock this
area UD simoly because it is an area of 5,000 acres or more
of sparcely occupied land. My common sense makes me think
you couldn't possibly be foolish enough to do such a thing.

Please return New Water Mountains and the Area to Resource
Production so we can all benefit now and forevert

Reference: LOWER GILA SOUTH

Dear Sir:

New Water Mts.
Eagletail Mountains
Woolsey Peak
Table Too Mountains

Very truly yours,

cc: file

;' .\.

" .

In resouce production we can all benefit-ranchers.
hikers, miners, tax payers, retired older explores and
peoole like me who are too tired or smart to hike in
the desert.

Very truly ;yours.

( _ .77' f. ~_ ;'"--.
",-I U'-t-f'j-- f:> ,<.. C.LL<.X -0-

Dorothy Devault
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245
Cecil A. Devault
P. O. Eox 1498
Wickenbur •• AZ 85358

Aoril 20, 1985

DISTRICT MANAGER
Phoenix District
Bureau of Land Manap.ement
2015 W. Deer Vslley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Re: LOWER GILA SOUTH RMP!F.IS - New Water Mts .•
Ea Ie Tail Mts .• Woolsey Peak, and Table
Too Mountains.

Dear Sir:

For more than 20 years I have Drawled the back roads in
search of new adventures, new flora and fauna and
different rocks and formaLions. Many times I left my
vehicle and hiked over the ridqes. In reading your draft
reoort it seems as if vou are tryine to take this orivilege
away a1 orrether. Also I cannot find where an adeouate
mineral reoort has been made. If this is ever made into
a wilderness area officially. there is no need 0 ever
visit or stay in the towns nearby .

Please return these areas to Resource Production so
that we may have the pleasure of driving on the old roads
and trails and ever exoorine what is bevond the next urn
or ridge.

Sincerely.

~fj.~u1f-
Cecil A. Devault

Response - Letter 245

Wilderness designation of all lands
recommended for wilderness under the
Proposed Action would close 190,391 acres
to ORV use. This acreage represents 9.4%
of the public lands in the Lower Gila
South Planning Unit. Other lands could
remain open to ORV use with no ORV
designations. All nonmotorized
recreation uses could continue in
wilderness, including rockhounding and
nature study.
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Hr. Jones:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RMP!EIS.

Mr. Marlyn Jones, Dis tr1ct Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix District Office
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, A2 85027

o
a
~
~
m
Z

~
»z
o
::rJ
m
CJ)
"'C
az
CJ)
m
CJ)

247

April 26, 1985

KOFA NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE
F.O. BOX 6290

YUMA, AZ 85364

UNITED STATES
CEPAR'TMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FlSH AND WIUlUPI:~

Hap 1-2 appears to indicate that utility corridors 1 (El Paso Natural Gas)
and 2 (Palo Verde Devers) leave Lower Gila South Area and enter Kofa
National Wildlife Refuge. We feel utility corridors are not compatible with
the purpose of the refuge and new facilities should not be permitted. There
are facilities along this route at this time. however, we feel it should not
be designated as a utility corridor and request the RHP be changed to
indicate this.

/m/lJ;f;~
Milton Haderlie
Refuge Manager

There is a considerable amount of movement of desert bighorn sheep between
the refuge and the Plomosa and New Water Mountains of the Lower Gila South
Planning Area. Adverse impacts to bighorn sheep in either of these mountain
ranges has the potential to adversely effect sheep within the refuge. Both
mountain ranges are included within BLH's grazing allotment number 3022.
The RHP!EIS discusses the conflict for forage between cattle and bighorn
sheep. and the threat of diseases being transmitted from cattle to sheep.
The plan also indicates 50% of the allotment is in poor to fair conditions
(Appendix 15). Based on this information we recommend reducing or
eliminating livestock grazing in those areas used by bighorn sheep and area8
of poor range condi tion.

I have reviewed the draft of the Lower Gila south RHPjEIS with particular
interest in how the plan relates to Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. The U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service has a withdrawal application (A7950) for an area
that includes BLH' s Wilderness Study Area 2-125. The Service is interested
in having this area withdrawn and added to Kofa NWR. We would not want the
RHP creating a conflict with our withdrawal application or causing
management conflicts should this area be added to the refuge. Designation
of a portion of WSA 2-125 as wilderness would be compatible with our
withdrawal and wilderness proposal.

~
~9

247-1

Sincerely,

fhbJta~
1024 S. Dorsey Ln. - #1
Tempe, AZ 85281

As a concerned citizen and active hiker I believe it is crucial to
preserve Arizona's unique public lands. Contrary to popular belief
many of these lands are under the control of the B1M. I feel it is
necessary to designate these unique lands as wilderness areas for
two reasons. One, to preserve their natural beauty and offer oppor
tunities for recreational experiences. And two, to maintain the
BLM'S reputation as a multiple-use agency, not as an agency controlled
by the ranchers.

Although I have not visited all of the areas being considered for
wilderness designation, I do recommend that they all be so designated.
These areas include the lands listed in the Phoenix draft environ
mental impact statement and those listed in the Lower Gila South
draft environmental impact statement. I realize that probably all
these lands cannot be designated as wilderness, however I strongly
recommend that at least Mt. Wilson, Baboquivari Peak, White Canyon,
the Coyote Mountains, Signal Mountain, Little Horn ~ountains and
Little Horn Mountains West, North Maricopa Mountains and the Butter
field Stage Memorial be added to Arizona's wilderness. Your con
sideration of this matter is greatly appreciated.

246
April 22, 1985

PHOENIX DISTRICT B1M
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, AZ 85027
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Currently there are three pipelines and
one 500 KV transmission line that
parallel each other within these proposed
corridors. According to BLM Manual 1275,
Appendix 2, page 12 -item 28, three
parallel rights-of-way are by definition
a corridor and are to be designated on
the public land records as such.
Additionally, we feel there is ample room
to allow more systems in these proposed
corridors, and the subject land is
suitable for this use. It should also be
noted that designation would only apply
to the BLM administered lands and not
those lands within the confines of the
KOFA Wildlife Refuge.

with kindest regards,

(]'I

I

()
oz
(f)
c

~
--i
6
z
»z
o
()
oo
JJ
o
Z
»
--i
6
z

~MI_ADMIN
_ops
..Jr::::::MINS
~RES

...JL P&EA
_PRA
_LGRA
_KRA
_CF
Action By
OUeDate

cerel~

C. J Hansen

April 25, 1985

ARIZONA
MINING ASSOCIATION

APR 29'85

8LAI PHO£NlX DlST1lIC(: J HANSEN
Pl'esldenl

CJH/jc
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Mr. Marlyn V. Jones
District Manager
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Marlyn:

I thought you may be interested in the enclosed copy
of the letter I submitted in connection with the oversight
hearing on BLM wilderness. I had not intended to submit .
comments, but after reading some of the statements by env~r

onmental groups that were sent to me by Jean Toohey, I de
cided we needed to say something in defense of both mining
and the BLM.

Letter 247Response

247-1
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ARIZONA
MINING ASSOCIATION

C J HANSEN
Pres'denl

April 24, 1985

The Honorable John F. Seiberling
Chairman
Subcommittee on Public Lands
Committee on Interior & Insular Affairs
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

.1 regret that I was unable to appear personally at the
hear1ng conducted by the Subcommittee on the wilderness pro
gram of the Bureau of Land Management. This matter is one
of substantial interest to the mining interests in Arizona,
~nd I ~ope you will give some consideration, if not official
1nclus10n in the hearing record, to my views.

T~e Ari~ona Mining Association r~presents 15 major mining
compan~es wh~ch produce from their operations in this State
t~o th~rds of the nation's copper, and much of the molybdenum,
s1Iver and gold produced in the U.S.

. Our concerns are directed to any and all governmental
act~ons that would create additional wilderness areas or create
furt~er withdra~als of.lo~atable mineral lands from the public
doma1n. We be11eve th1s ~ndustry acted with responsibility
and reasonableness in our presentations on the Arizona RARE II
wilderness bill that was enacted by the Congress. We made a
considerable effort to limit our objections to those areas
(~nd even areas within areas) that had a proven potential for
m1neral development.

. Our basic problem is with the cumulative effect of these
w~t~dra~als. Taken piecemeal, each single area has some jus
t~f~cat10n for being assigned a special use. However, when
a~l of these uses are added up, be they for wilderness, wild
l1fe.refuges, national park expansions, national monuments,
bomb1ng ranges, military reservations, reclamation sites or
whatever, there is a staggering infringement upon the public
domain and a continuing shrinkage of the portion that remains
open to exploration and location under the mining laws.

2702 N. Third Street. Su"e 2015 . PhoeniX. Arizona 85004 . (602) 266·4416

page 2

In Arizona, for instance, the existing wilderness areas
already total some 2 million acres and it is estimated that
about 30 million additional acres in this State have been put
~off limits M to mining uses, either by outright prohibition
or extremely restrictive requirements. On a national basis,
approximately two thirds of all public lands are effectively
withdrawn from the development of mineral resources.

For these reasons, we oppose any undue pressure upon the
Bureau of Land Management to increase or modify the recommen
dations it has formulated from its base of wilderness study
areas (WSAs). Various environmental and pro-wilderness groups
have criticized BLM for eliminating this or that area, and
the major accusation is that the BLM recommendations do not
include sufficient acreage.

It is the position of this Association that the personnel
of the Bureau have performed a difficult job very well. Let
us remember that it is the BLM staff that has the professional
expertise to evaluate these areas; they have the familiarity
and the knowledge of the characteristics and resources of the
lands involved, and they are better equipped to make objective
judgments regarding the suitability of those areas for wilder
ness values. Granted, advocates of more wilderness will disagree
with these recommendations and insist upon the inclusion of many
more parcels; our industry has objections to some of the areas
recommended as wilderness because of what our studies show as
a good potential for mineral development. It is assumed that
the proper place for airing these disagreements lies more
properly within the public hearing and comment procedures
scheduled by the BLM to consider specific objections regarding
the inclusion or exclusion of particular areas.

There also have been questions raised about the BLM'S
attitude toward wilderness and its diligence on enforcement
of its role as a custodian of public lands. On the first
point, I believe this agency has been completely even handed
in its approach to whether specified areas truly contain those
unique values that qualify as wilderness potential. The fact
that BLM recognizes valid uses of its land for other purposes
should not be construed as any bias toward wilderness. We
also are told that the BLM is lax in protecting public lands
against misuse by miners, grazing people and off-road vehicles,
among others. I t m sure that for every example of enforcement
lapses cited by environmentalists, our respective industries
could cite considerably more instances of overregulation and
unduly harsh restrictions.

The BLM is confronted with the extremely difficult task
of attempting to administer and regulate tremendous acreages
of public lands with very limited manpower and other resources.
They have performed well and in a professional fashion that
is far more deserving of praise than criticism.

Finally, as with the RARE II process, there are those
who want to resolve their dissatisfaction with more study and
more review. Let us hope that these BLM lands do not spend
years and years in the limbo of governmental indecision. The
BLM has proceeded with its formulation and evaluation of wild
erness study areas in a good and timely fashion. We need to
go forward with this process and complete the determination
of which lands should be designated as wilderness and which
lands should be released for other uses.

~espectfully submitted,

r:o::~~:~~,
Arizona Mining Association

CJH/jc

pc: Representative Udall
Representative McCain
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Western agrees with protecting the resources of an area. We think an
approach for a mix of natural and cQl1lllercial resource uses while minimizing
disruption of the human environment is the best approach to resource
managenteflt.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the draft Lower Gila-South Resource
Management Plan and Envi ronmental Impact Statement. Western' s di rect i ve to meet
public demand for Federal power using Federal transmission lines will best be
met by close coordination between our agencies. Our colllftents regarding your
doculRent are as follows:

250
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Response - Letter 250

Currently there has not been enough
demand predicted to justify the
designation of 3-5-mile wide corridors.
We feel that the current l-mile wide
widths are adequate for current and
future utility needs. Also, there are
resource values in the planning area such
as wilderness, visual, etc., that
preclude the designation of corridors as
large as you recommend.

The proposed corridors have been based on
existing major transmission systems
within the planning area. Some of these
systems include large pipelines,
ultra-high voltage transmission lines,
and interstate highways. These systems
mainly form interstate routes that will
continue to be desirable for additional
systems in the future. We do not feel it
is in the best interest of multiple-use
management to designate a three- to five
mile wide corridor around the multitude
of smaller transmission systems
throughout the planning area. These
types of systems can be dealt with on a
case by case basis; therefore, we feel
the proposed corridors are adequate.

cc: Gary Frey (A04.)
Envi ronMental Manage
Western Area Power Ad..i ni strat i on
Golden. CO

~0~
/l.J:. G. J. Giles
UGD" Ass i stant Area Manager

for Management Services

Sincerely,

Our conclusion is that some of your proposals are too restrictive for proper
administration. If your office would adjust the corridor widths to 3 to 5 .. iles
wide. allow for proper technical siting of c.-unication sites. and include all
Westernls existing translnission lines in corridors then Western could support
your preferred alternat ive. Otherwi se. Western has to support your no act i on
alternative.

250-1

APR 25 1985

Department of Energy
Western Area Power Administration

Boulder City Area Office
P.O. Box 200

Boulder City, NV 89005

Experience has shown that corridors of only 1 mile in width are too
restri ct ive for proper planni ng and sit i ng of transmi ss ion li nes. The state
of the art corridor widths are from 3 to 5 miles. The proposed restrictive
I 1Il1le wide corridors forcl! 1L1Rpacts to resource which could be avoided by
the appropriate width corridors. In addition. the National Electrical
Safety Code dictates proper spacing of trans.. ission lines. Forcing
translli ss ion 1i nes close together causes many techni cal probleMs whi ch
incre.se costs and threatens the reliability of the systetll. Oue to the
rapid population growth in the Southwest, Western along with other utilities
will be required to provide power including Federal power that is available
to these custOllM!rs thus the need for future transIOission lines. Otherwise.
the siting of tranSMission lines on a case by case basis would be
accepUbl e •

• The text only indicates two existing co...unications sites. However, if other
new sites are eval uated on a caSe by case bas is that is acceptable.
C.-uni cat i on sites are chosen ba.ed on paths of di rect li ne of sight. Any
phys i cal blockage of this li ne of sight force. new paths. Western will uSe
the existing sites whenever possible but technical requir....nt directs that
flexibility IIUSt be allowed for Western to """,t its directives. Sites have
to be selected for non-interference (line of sight) frOOl new facilities to
the best vantage poi nt for the systetll.

Therefore, Western is agreeable to the corri dor concept of ut il i ty sit i ngs.
We notice that your proposed actio. (Map 1-2) does not provide corridors
where several Western transl1Iission lines are existing. Since your office 1s
not providing appropriate corridors, Western cannot support your proposed
action or the other alternatives as presented in the DRMP/EIS except the no
act j on alternative.

District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix District Office
2015 W. Deer Vall ey Road
Phoenix, Ari zona 85027

Oear Si r:

Refer To: GI0lO

250-1 •



I.....
VI
'{'

251

.P a v ,-d L- C-<.... -(:,-z....

6 q '3 I w, A.r/".,. \.A/

I £-v. viC? '" A<.-- 'Os- fJ '1-"
If-fr 2- ~ / 'I eS-

f hoc- '" I >< PIS '6;- (-c. i::. ) L.-. II./),
2.als- We~£Pe~ V a Jlc-'1 Ad.
?~Of...-..,·v..,Az-. 'V5'()2-i)'

P-e or- ilj..5'
I -:r d. "'"'- w r I -& I ~9 -& 0 'I. v e-v C-- c7 '" t if." I ~~

-f:; l-, eo- ,8 L- M)5 t- 0 IA/ e-r {;," 1<1 5'V' ~ '6 h EJ>.
:r ft-tr-d">J Iy wrJe. YVI/../ to ~ f>:e--~~
'f"wr i: her e:J#'1 d «..// e 10f'>-, e,... -0 J';' i: ~ I :s ~
e-f/~c-,'a(ly ')....'::""0" . .1"", Q ~ ;::/C/et-/V
dt--sq-(; --....' .... ' ...a lea !/e.> ~C-a-/-,; i:r 1..4-6-

are.-- t. a;-d -6 (/ e;- M a--. T ~ 6Z-- ore-M i; 40&

o-)-e.... /d",d I~~~ .7I. d L.</ld r8""'-a;...... 4-;1

.f "'Vv-A. tv" """~ ;--,,, d~ 5 1,.,....., ld ~
j, tv"t I 'b L"" 't1\.. ," ~ a.re (J.' ltV8 a-J--e--

rw ..... "'" ,":",9' 0<.</"6 i?'Y' Vv-, IJ {(/A. d 5, /0"
.A..-""",,1, 4 o",r tv<--t/1'v ld/Ood> "-<>v-e..--
).~ ;'> &- «I're- d ky ~ ~~ , ... 7 a -.... d tJ'tJJ...w-
ck~lo-I'~e--..'P, ..J:' ....r9~ y""-" DC?
d?-v- te. if ~ fi Lv I I d~~~ 5 a.. I 1 t ~~
l&""'J- ~." 'bJ,,'£, 4-t~ t:-~ai I> 5rfl'11

Vv ~ (; ct ",,-.t r" dd fMJ"'-'
WI'I ~fl'~lts'3'1'2'e

\1b~sa~Wl
~H0<:~IX' vir ..... c-~ Iy v u"fr..

IJrv; bHO(~IX . ~~~ /

IH?CEIAED .

252

National Parks I: Conservation Association

1701 Eighleftllh Slr<el, N.W.' w••hington, D.C. 20009

RUSSELL D. BUTCHER (202) 2.65-2717

R.ioMI RfJP~t.ri.,..
SOUTHWEST 6. CALIFORNIA April 25, 1985
Bo)( 67
Cottonwood, AZ 86326
(602) 634-5758

RE: Lo~er Gila South Resource
Management dra~t EIS

Hr. Marlyn Jones
District Manager
Phoenix District Orrice
Bureau of' Land Hanagement
2015 ~. Deer Valley Road
P~ix, Arizona 85027

Dear Harlyn:

We appreciate this opportunity to offer some comments
on the Lover Gila South Reaource Management Plan draCt Environ
mental Impact Statement. Hay we of~er the folloving thoughts:

We are particularly enthusiastic sbout the Eaglets!l lo'oun
tains (AZ-Q20-128) and New 'ater Hountains (AZ-020-12~) being
proposed ror wilderness areas. These are outstanding areas.
The Eagletails are an especially scenic, boldly up thrusted rocky
ridge o~ mountains. ~e realize there are aome man-made impacts
along the northeasterly side of the mountains that appear to re
quire a less than ideal wilderness boundary. We ur«e that every
efrort be made to evaluate the array o~ impacts to determine if'
perhaps some of them at least can be viewed as non-impairing to the
overalX quality of' the proposed wilderness area in the long-term •
We hope it may prove possible to rerine and improve upon that
stretch of boundary.

Regarding 'tbe New 'Water ~fountain8, not only is this unit de
serving of wilderness status on its own merits, with its interest
ing topographical/geologica! ~eatures; but it should per~ectly

complement anticipated wilderness designation in the adjacent
Kofa National Wildlife Re~uge. As with the Eagletail boundary,
we hope that every e~fort will be made, along the northern edge
or the proposed wilderness area, to exclude only those human im
pacts that are truly significant im~airmenain the long tera. We
understand there may be some valid \1) mineral claims and mdneral
exploration activities in the northern part of the WSA that apparent
ly preclude that area from being included in the proposed wildernesa.

252- 11 Is there no way to exchange out at least some of those mineral in
terests where there is, as yet, no significant impact upon the land1
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Please let us know, Marlyn, ir ~e can be of further help.

Response - Letter 252

See response 252-1.
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So hwest-&-Cali~orniaRepresentative

Box 67. Cottonwood, AZ 86)26

statutory nor regulatory
to allow exchanging of
mining claims.

It is our intention to analyze those
areas not designated as wilderness for
possible ORV designation and for special
management areas. The Maricopa Mountains
could be included in this analysis. Also
see response 45-1.

There is no
provisions
unpatented

The vehicle way is a primitive route
crossing the unit for 8 miles. Its
presence is not considered to pose a
wilderness management problem since
opportunities exist to control access.
The route does not access any range
developments or claims and ends in
Painted Rock Reservoir.

J-NPCA on Lower Gila South draft ErS
April 25, 1985

cc, D. Dean Bibles

~e appreciate this chance to comment on the drart
EIS document rOT Lower Gila South. Ve regret our Association
lacks greater personal ramiliarity with the majority o~ these
YS£s, but hope the above thoughts and suggeetiona may be help
ful.

252-4

252-3

252-2

252-1

2-NPCA on Lower Gila South dra~t grS
April 25. '985

I

Although we are not personally ~amiliar with the ~oolsey

Peak area (AZ-020-142/144), this unit appears to have merit
252- 1 as a wildernel'ls propoeal. \fe notice that there are some 240

mineral claims (valid?) within the area with a ·medium· poten
tial ~or development. Is there any cheDce o~ exchanging out

I
any o~ those valid mineral interdsts? Also, we wonder about
the status oC the ·vehicle way· running through the middle oC

252-2 the proposed wilderness area. What is the nature oC tbat route?
~ill it be possible to erfectively close this way at the wilder
ness boundaries or beyond?

Ve are likewise un~amiliar with Table Top Mountains (AZ-020
172). But judffing from the description in the EIS and descrip
tions or the area by those who've visited the area, we agree
with the recommendation for wilderness. The "40-acre isolated
grassland community" sives this unit a special added natural
feature that is almost unique in the entire Southwest. Again,
we wonder if the mineral claims (valid?) can be exchanged out of
the proposed wilderness area, particularly as they are character
ized as having "high" mineral potential.

252-3 One or the WSAs recommended 8s nonsuitable for wilderness,
that we seriously question, is the Little Horn Mountains (AZ-020
127). From inrormation available to us, thi~ area appears to de
serve the special protection that wilderneae designation affords.
Particularly the part of this VSA shovn witbin a "Resource Protec
tion Boundary-(~ap on page 117) seems to Us to merit wilderness
protection--as both outstandingly scenic and ~undamentally free of
the impacts of man. I~ there are valid mineral claims that could
pose a con~lict with wilderness protection, is it not possible to
pursue mineral exchanges?

Some of our contacts have suggested that Signal Mountain
(AZ-020-1J8) deserves wilderness protection, and that more in
formation is needed regard.d8the location of -gold" that -may be
supreme in nature and wortby of mining." Perhaps special nego
tiatiOn8 or exploratory talks between those having such a potential
miniDe' interest, the wilderness proponents of" the area, and the
BLM 8ta~f could at least determine whether the location(s) of such
gold resources cou1d pose a serious threat to the integrity o~ the
most important part of the Signal Mountain area. This appears to
possibly be one of those minerals versus wilderness conflicts that
might be resolvable through open direct dialogue by the various
interests.

Regarding the North and South Maricopa Mountains, we are wonder
ing, i~ these areas do not become part of the wilderness system,
what measures will tbe BLM implement to safeguard the array of pre

252-4 Columbian sites? IC ORV activity increases throughout this area,
will it be possible to protect the cultural resources rrom ORV
d8JDage?

I-VI
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Dea r tv. Jones:
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The ADBSS he. co.,arns with wilderness des1gnati~. These are: 1.)
our abi 1 i ty to MY. continued reasonable vfl!ble~ar access to our
waterhole proj_ .it.s for eoneullcti_ ......tntenonce; 2.) our
ability to conti_ to l8e~ ","ld .. pooM'ed <lrillirg devices and
portable ...Iden for cona _nun-:. of. watorhole pro-
jects; 3.) the abU~ to l1co~ers to 'transport tAo necessary
tools and equipoettt to, • ove th_ fr.., the projoct sit"s; 4.)
the continued .... Dr _1 i • _ ..,tori_ equipoent in the cap-
ture of bighorn ~.p for ~:ranaplant purposes; and 5.) allowing
reasonable veh1cl4• .,.,... ~ _ area.s by legally licensed and
permitted bighorn bop hmton, and auoci.ed guides, for the pur
pose of pre-SM_ -.'-:1"'1 -Ill. ectual IIMep Iultirg.

,
The Resourc. Pre taction alternative ..,uld d..iCJlllllllt por~s of seven
wilderness .ud{ .rea. (WSM) for ~t.lQnird i!icluslon lOto
the national wUd,rneu ayst-. Of ~e_ n~ew Water
MOlIltains, ~'cle;,." Ilolftta1na, ~etall ntain the
best bighorn ,,.P41atiens. '1M 1'iIiilnirg a have sheep
populations tobicb "Ul r~r. help to ....ur. tho .tability.

Another problem associated with e{ilemeral permits is stocker animals,
unfamiliar with terrain, drifting into bighorn sheep habitat and
locatiD3 arotrK! imiX'rtant big~rn waterholes, thereby competir¥] with
bighorn for forage and water and transmitting disease. A classic
exanple of this occurs in the Vekol Valley whenever stocker animals
are put on the South Vekol allotment. Because there is no west
booodary fence on the allotment, stocker animals drift into the 8arxl
Tank MOLl1tains. The \lriayward animals firrl their way to the best perma
nent water on the moLlltain. This is the ArBS5's Indian Sprir¥] Pothole
developnent. The owners of the 1 ivestock do not make an effort to
gather these animals l.ll ess they are contacted by- concerned Sheep
Society members. If the livestock elude the cowboys they spend the
sLITI'1\er at Indian Sprirg and cause a definite competition problem for
the bighorn sheep in the Sand Tanks. We suggest one of the Bureau's
top n.rge and wild) .fe priorities should be fencirg the west bolndary
of the South Vekol Illotment fran the Papago looian Reservation on the
south to the Whit- Hills on the north. 'nlis is a distance of about
nine miles. Gate, should be placed on the roads leading into the 5ard
Tanks to provide .ocess for the g_ral ptillia.

253-1

253-2

The Anzona Desert Bighorn Sheep Sodety, Inc• ..,uld ,.ike to make the
following .-nena on the Dr"aft !.OWl' Glla•.Soul;A.'-"~ ManagEment
Plan and EnyirorlllOintal Impoct Stat....t. 11-' lud""fur COllI11ents
as part of the officfal review """'t?: "
'11le Arizona .....rt Mgbnn !l\eep Soet~ ce Protec-
tion a1 ternat.lve. :.

The lower Gih SoutIl RMP/!IS area conains the llIljorlty of the state's
desert bighorn -"-P heitat. we feel tho __ '-opolled UI¥ler the
Resource Protect*, altamative it the boik ~. of the five
alternatives for" long tora. f1t of t b(ghorn sheep.

The Rangeland ~~.".'. the Re urca.Proteetion alternative
proposes a 47' r 1iJft ~rilled graainJ pl"eference. \\hlle we
are concerned vi . livNtock .... AIld posaUlle canpetition

.'" ",,"0'"!~,;ual-ly concefMll with tbe grazing of
stocker cattl. ponoit authoflzation. More attention
must be paid by IIUI to lad nlab.r. and dates of use under
eFhEmeral pelllli' .~. left on ~ rl!ll'r past the tillle of
annual ~._ ............. ~1lII.lg.e source becanes
depleted. Bighorn sheeto"are alllO streaaed for the _e reallOn. Viral
diseases ietHe.AHii!iUH~tMo'"""~~8heep bec~e
active n ~••p .~~t~~"Mpl forll<J. COIllpetltlon
with cattl.. '1M r.-o.l:"liiIrbr~t...t~l"1~r-in a ela't penod of
time. For this reason, we urge the B!J'I to p!Iy p!Irticular attention to
the OFF date of ephsneral grazing permits by not allowing authoriza
tion p!Ist the time annual forage is green and edible.
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Re: Draft lower Gila South Resource ManagEment Plan and
Envirorrnental Impact Statement

Mr. Marlyn V. Jones, District Manager
Phoenix Distr iet
Bureau of laM Managenent
2015 west Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

April 26, 1985
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If all of the above concerns do not fall within the guidelines of the
BI...M's Interim Managenent Pol icy, \rrlIe 'tlDuld 1 ike for them to be 90 in
cluded. The Society's watehole developnent and transplant work is
imp>rtant enocqh to the desert bighorn the Bl1'I should facil itate our
efforts on the sheep's behalf.

We support the coecept of wilderness designation for the seven WSAs
prop>sed under the Resource Protection al ternative and bel ieve wilder
ness designation 11111 serve the best interests of bighorn sheep habi
tat protection over the 10"3 term.

DesignatiNj util ity corridors is a sensible 'trey to address existi~

and future energy systems in an orderly way. We feel particular
attention IOIISt stlill be paid to planning each project on a case-by
case basis .. construction during critical tiJ8es of tile year, such a~

bighorn l~, a.> be avoided.

cc: D. Dean 8ibl""" ~;Ct actor
: i.
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Response - Letter 253

Concern 2. Power hand-portable tools,
such as chain saws or rock drills, may be
approved by the State Director when they
are the minimum necessary for
administrative purposes where work cannot
be accomplished with nonpowered tools.
Use of such tools will be addressed in
the wilderness management plan.

See Table 2-1, South Vekol No. 3080 of
the draft ElS. Part of the proposed
funding would be for boundary fence
construction between the South Vekol
allotment and the Luke-Williams Air Force
Range.

Concern 1. Use of vehicles will be
identified and addressed in the
wilderness management plan. All vehicle
use must be approved by the State
Director. Use of vehicles to develop new
projects and maintain existing ones will
be evaluated on the rule of practical
necessity and reasonableness.

253-2

253-1

Ifi~ the proper
.ar.Naetive, the
...·benefits to
ed.

•.7

",

~.:j~
Executive Board by'
Jim Fiedler. Preallllnt

'nlank you foe the ClFP'rt..u ty to ~t oD the pl
impl "",entat;'" ~nI;illlJ of ttIe _ ~o

Arizona Desert B1' ~ 9DC:iety, leer
desert big~ . ~ l!>in t!IlI EIS ar. will be

Sincerely,

I-Vl

9'

" ....

-in:
'·1,':.11/

'"

Concern 3 and 4. The wilderness
management plan will specify the
instances and places in which use of
aircraft is the minimum necessary to
administer the wilderness resource or is
necessary as part of a nonconforming but
accepted use. State Director approval is
required.

Concern 5. Travel within a
BLM-administered wilderness will normally
be by nonmotorized, nonmechanical means
consistent with the preservation of
wilderness character. Hunters will not
be allowed motorized access.
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KI\Rj::~! l1aC;NA~

1517 i'Jp.f'>t Irnp;lla l\Venu(>
r'es~, Arizon~ As~n2

April 22, J985

RUR~AU OF LAND MANAGFM~NT

Phoenix Oistrict
:l015 ~!est '"k:-er Vallpy noad
Phoenix, A'I. R~027

As an Arizona n~sid... nt for 2P. yAdrs, dna a taxpayer, I woul<i like
to ~xl,ress my ~Ur)nort for the followinq:

tlhitt· Citnyon - This is a heautifuJ canyon with numerol'c;,
tr-ihutacies, dn\~ I recol·llienU "'/ilderl)~'.i.s urotcctiorl fOl
this ~(,=a.

i-it. ili 150n - This area has Qutstundinq scenic values,
challcnyinCj [prr-ain, ann excellent opportuniti~s for
soliturl~, and also provides crucial hahitat for hiqhorn
S11~el). I su~rnrt wil<i~rness protection for this area.

Coyot~ Mountains - This is a sr~ctacular area of
~xfoliatiny ucanite domes reminiscent of Yoscmit~, a
11iqhly sc~~ic, natural desert landscal'~ charactprizerl hy
rUljlJed .-h~scrt peaks, cliffs, rockface:-;, ann c1cn5~

Palo-Verc1e-Saguaro And interior chaparral plant cuver.
Such und isturbed t.erra in WQIJ td 0rov i,-le outstandinC)
oppor-tunitis for- botl) sotitue~~ nnr! pr-irnitive recreation.
Th0 area has seven speciAl status wilcjlif~ species and
c!iqht protected 0lant speci+->s. T reco'TlI'lend wilderness
11esi~Jnation for- this area \o1hich .....ould also r>r-ot~ct 250
culturally sensitive acres contdininq a classic period
Ilohokaln Inri ian cornpound.

naboquivari Peak - This dramatic 7,000 f.oot mountain is
a popular hiking and climbinrJ area and ie; a sacred pI~ak

tC' the Parayo Indians. I under<;tanrl the BLI-' is
recommending the entire WSA as ..... ilrlern@ss, hut I Wdflt to
add my su(>por-t for reinforcement to f1roce~d with the
land acquisition.

-2-

T... ittlt> Horn !1ollntains/Littl~ 1I0rn t-1ountains ~·Jest - These
two dreas cont~in a re1narka/lle collection of volcatlic
El~atures. I reCO:Tlr'lend wi lriernP-55 d.~signatinn Eor tIH~SP.'

rlr~as.

Si:jnAl r'lountain - This ;]r-':-a nff.ers rUlJcJl"'d, colorful
terrain with s ..... ,'~pillq Vif:WS of surrollnrling l'1ountain
raflqes <3nli is soJpacotl"'d by a sinfJle dirt r-0.3ri Erotn thl'"
ddioininq l.Joolsey Peak \JSI\, which W(iS recommended fol'"
\·dlct~rncss rlc::,si'Jn'Jtion--rlease incluch:! 5ign31 nountain
too.

fJorth Naricop03. ilol1ntains/nuttcrEield Staqe rtemocicJl 
T11e5'-': dr':3S contain an cJbUt1rlnnce of culture''ll 5it~s,

includinQ prt;'>tlistoric rflck sl)~lter.s. Th.~se two ar~r.I"

~:)ould rilJlitly he recolJnizp.cj as one. As th,,'se areas ar-\.!
threat<'nt~d hy off-roarl vpllicle intrllsir)l1s, T recnll'lrnend
~lilj2rn~ss ~,:sifJnAtioll for thes~ areas as w~ll.

S incr~Cf~l y.

Karen 1\"qnan
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4/]0/85

Dear Sirsl

Regarding our reaarks on the draftRKP/EIS for the Lower
Gila Seuth Planning Area.

We reqYest that yeu add the enclosed article by R H Ring
which was in the Tucson Star, April of this year.
It seems t. prove one at our points.

Thank yeu

Landi. Aden
Legislative Liaison
Honeywell Sportsa&n's Club
Phoenix Az

aesarks ef the Honeywell Sportsaan's Club concerning the
~raft RKP/EIS for the Lewer Gila South Planning Area.
March 12, 1985

Gentle.enl

I .. Landis Aden, representing the Heneywell spo;issan's

Clyb ef Pheenix Arizona.

We are generally in tavor et wilderness areas. Hewever we

d. have 80me aerious cencerns and reservati ens abeut these

latest preposals.

aany of·these areas .eem to be of lass than wilderness

quality. (er are the atandards declining?)

rhere has been abeut a .lilian acres taken as wilderness

in~rilona in tha last year. We have encountered nusereus

difficulties with access ta aome ef these areas, new and

~xisting. Thesa of ua whe are nat Cangressaen or Government

efficiala and have na access to helicoptera, have prebleas

with finding a place te park at trailheads, er .oaetiaes

ayen tinding the access read, if any. These prableas ara

~eapeYndad at week-anda far thase af YS wha have enly

week-enda eft trem eur employaent.

Ssveral of eur aeabers are .eabers af the Arizona Desert

Bighorn Sheep Society. We have aupported their afforts in

tha past and centinua te do ao. But, the pr.paaed _ildarness

araund the 1afa Game refuge, thay ara the Littla Ham and

Maw Water Mountians, cauld sake access aven .are difficult.
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We beli.v. the wilderness quality .r••s in Ari~.n. have

.lr.ady b. atudied, cevered and withdrawn aurficeintly.

We beli.ve th.t thea••f ua whe have aany and v.ried

intereste in the eutdo.ra aheuld be left • pl.c. to

puraue thoae .ctiviti•••

rhank y.U.

~he rolle.ing re..rlta wer. lert eut er the eral pres.ntatien.

We support .ultiple uae ef the land, ever the aany restric~iens

that yet .ere wildern.as .reas weuld bring. W. believe that

the land can be effectivly managed by the BLM without any

• ore new laws er r.gulatiens.

Pinally, ae.e er these are.s .pp.ar to be ov.rgraz.d, and

we feel there is • need ror • reductien in the nuabers of

257
THE ~ {1.J

DESERT TORrOISE COUNCIL

~319 Cerritos Ave.
Long Be.ch, CA 9080~

Apr i 1 26, 198:5

M.rlyn V. Jones
District MAn~g&r

Bureau of Land Management
PhoeniK Di~trict Office
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Dear Mr. Jane.1

The Desert Tortoi._ Council regards the large Phoenix District as a
holder of very valuable natural re.ource,., including fish and wildlif •.
We 5upport the concept of _ resource management plan as a tool to
balance competing resource demands while protecting and sustaining
wildlife and other natural values. Unfortunately, none of the lik.ly
alternativ.. pre.entad in the Dr~ft Re.ourcR M~n~gement

PI.n/Environmental Impact St.tement fulfills th.t concept, ••pecially
the Proposed Action~

liv.stock in th••e .r.... Cewchipa en ev.ry aquare yard and

under every tr.e and ~ush 4e little te enhanc. the ·Wilderne.s

l!Jtperienc.- •

Landis Ad.n
Legialative Liaison
'Moneyw.U Sperts'IIlllll' B Club
P.O. Be~ 8000 B61
Phoenix. Ae 85066

257-1

257-2

257-3

Specific comments follow:

Page 2. R.ngeland Managem.nt Is.ue~ Th@ Propo••d Action does not
attempt to resolve the .ubi.sue. list.d herea
Wilderness Issue. The Estrella Mountain WSA should be included in this
document and ba proposed for manaQRment a. wildernsss or a protective
alternative. FLPMA alao dir.cted BLM to de5ignate and man.oe ACEC' ••
There are none mentioned in this plan, nor are there any Sp.CiAlly
managed areas such as primitive, scenic. or nAtural areas propos.d.

I
Page 4. Land Tenure. Special attention will not be given to wildlife
habitat val u.s, according to this statement. Resolution of which lands
should be ret.ined 1s not considereda
Utility Corridors. Why .re communication sit.. avoid.d in this
document? Surely BLM do•• not plan to allow ev.ry mountain top to
become a radio towRr forest. Careful analysis and planning of
designat.d sit•• should have b••n done in this plan .0 that signifiCAnt
cumulative impact. could b. evaluAt.d, and po•• ibly avoid.da Thi. is
not don. in the plan. "Studyin9U .uch things on a c ....-by-c... b...i.
is an open invit.tion to ..voidanc. of lon~-term pl.nnin9 .nd
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I
page 5. Thi$ is a ter-r-ible m~p th~t the reader c.n not make ••ns. of

257-5 or- comp~r-e with WSA bound~r-ies which were mentioned ~s ~ problem. It
5eems ~ cor-r-idor could e_sily be pl.ced to avoid • WSA, thus
allevi~ting the problem.

I
P~Olifgr.tion of cumul.tive imp<iletK th~t become siQnific.nt but .re
Avoided through lack of present.tion to the public. The public do••

257 - 3 not t;1et to see th••e c.ae-by-c••e prOjects you .110.... on publ i c l.Jnda.
We h.va never ~e&n one of your Environment.l An.ly••• , even though we
_re on your m.iling li.t.
Greenbelt I~.ue. The type of m.n.gemant on the Fred J. Weiler Grenb.lt
m.y h.VR aignific.nt imp.cts on the environment. W• ••• no re...aon to
.void pl.nning for the greenbelt .nd hiding this l.nd man.gem.nt from
the public. The only logical place to discus. and analyze different

257-4 typeK of ".,~n~gement of the Gr-esnbelt is in this RMP. It must bit done
in the RMP, since it is ~n i.sue. We question BLM's committment to
per-for-m ~ny positive m~n~gem.nt on the Gr- ••nbelt ~t ~ll in liQht of the
gener-~l l~ck of r-ip~r-i~n m~n~gemant occur-ring now.

Page 9. BLM pr-opose. to do no changes in management wher-e conflict.
with wildlife r-esour-ces occur-. Conflicts with Sonor-an Pr-onghorn.
(endanQer-ed) occur-. Conflict. with mule deer- occur- (for-~g. and w~ter

sour-c~ abvailability). Mule deer forage conflicts occur mo.tly where
use on browse is high. Conflicts with desert bighorns occur (di51t~.e,

forage in foothills, water usur-pation). Conflicts occur with the
desert tortoi~e (trampling, usurpation of forage). None of the.e
problems are addressed. TheQe ~r& signific.nt conflicts and are
cau.in~ Qignificant impact. on wildlife. How doe. BLM Plan to manage
ephemeral ranges under the ephemeral rule? Are there "s,;af.ty valves"
for the de~ert tortoise built in7 Are there any multiple use
consideratione at all? What will they be? The~e should be fully
discussed and analyzed in this plan. Where would supplemental permits
QQ1 be iSfiued and give examples.

257-1

Response - Letter 257

The Sierra Estrella WSA was deleted from
WSA status by a Secretary of the Interior
decision (involving split-estate)
implemented on August 9, 1983. On April
18, 1985 a District Court in California
ruled that split-estate areas are to be
considered for wilderness. This WSA will
be studied for wilderness in an EIS
scheduled to begin in 1986.

Scenic and natural area designation are
land use classifications which BLM can
apply administratively. They were not
issues addressed in this RMP/EIS.
However, we have clarified our intention
in the final RMP (Chapter 2, Management
Guidance Common to All Alternatives) to
evaluate areas containing special and/or
significant resource values for special
management designations.

257-6

257 -71 Page 11. The wilter sotorage, tank ~hown on pilQe
wildlife. I. this BLM'. stand~rd practice for the

11 i~

area?
for-

(J1

I

()
oz
(J)
c
~»
--i
<5z
»z
o
()

o
o
:D
o
Z
»
:::!
o
z

\

p,;age 12. Changes in livestock numbers &hould require environmental
257- 1 0 an.lysis and public involvement. It should not be BLM policy to do

this without public and other agency (Arizona Game and Fiah) input.

PagR 10. There are no improvR allotments. Why? Many ~llotm.nt. m••t
criteria mentioned in the Appendix for the Improve c.tegory. Wh.re
there is a conflict with wildlife there must bR improvement, !~g~

Sonoran Pronghorns and desert tortoi5e~. All ~110tm8nts with conflict.
and/or a majority of the land in fair or poor condition need a ~btQg~

in m~n~QRment through ~ome meana, whather no gr~zing, cuta in numbers,
seaKonal grazing, or other improved management. Such allotments
certainly are not "5.tisf.ctory."

257-2

257-3

The text has been changed to include
special attention to all resource
values. The text has been changed to
include retention under Land Tenure in
Management Guidance Comments to All
Alternatives.

We feel this issue was appropriately
discussed in the document. It was stated
that a complete and thorough site plan
would be developed prior to any new sites
allowed. We feel it is not appropriate
to consider "cumulative" impacts created
by communications sites. Because of
changing technologies, it is not possible
to predict future needs and plan for
those needs. Our approach to
communication sites will pr~vide for
public participation when a communication
site plan is being developed.

257-8

257-9

I
page 11.
there ~re

.llotment
that need
RMPtEIS.

Which allotments would be monitored? In what prior-ity (where
conflicts?). Wh.t i5 "more intensive" monitoring ~nd which
90uld be covered? What are the wildlife habit.t objectiv.s
to be monitored? The pl.cR to tell the public i6 in the



See Chapter 2 under the Grazing
Administration.

Due to terrain features and other
resource values in areas, it is not 257-9
possible to "easily place" corridors to
avoid WSA boundaries. Sometimes to do so
would result in increased resource damage.

BLM Phoenix District water development 257-10
policy requires that all storage tanks on
new well developments be covered or be
equipped with a floating platform to
reduce wildlife drowning. Many older
well storage tanks are not covered,

o
0-

0'1
0
o

257-4

257-5

257-6

257-7

We agree with you that the management of
the Fred J. Weiler Greenbelt is a very
significant issue. Planning for this
area will be a useful tool and important
in future management of the Greenbelt.
That is why on page 4 of the RMP we have
directed development of a comprehensive
management plan for the Greenbelt.
Furthermore, specific issues that will be
looked at are identified in the RMP.

Currently, there are studies being
conducted and ongoing coordination
between the USFWS, Arizona Game and Fish
Department and BLM. As a result of this
coordination and these studies, we will
have a better understanding of what
should take place in the Greenbelt. We
feel that by waiting for the information
we can do a better job of activity
planning for and management of the
Greenbelt. By identifying the issue and
committing to the preparation of a
comprehensive management plan, we are
meeting our planning commitments and will
be able to develop an appropriate plan
for the Greenbelt.

257-8

however, BLM personnel make every effort
to install escape ramps and covers as
funding becomes available.

The management categorization (MIC)
establishes priorities for distribution
of range improvement funds and the use of
range personnel. Although a few
allotments could be placed in the "I"
category through strict application of
the criteria (Appendix 12), Bureau
Resource Specialist determined that the
potential for increased production was
not sufficient for a positive economic
return in rangeland investments. This
does not preclude changing existing
management practices in order to mitigate
resource conflicts. Allotments in the
"M" category would be managed to prevent
serious conflicts with wildlife resources
and prevent resource deterioration. "C"
allotments are generally ephemeral and
perennial-ephemeral allotments that are
in an overall acceptable condition with
no serious resource conflicts and or are
Section 15 allotments with a small
percentage of public land within their
ranch boundaries.

BLM will monitor allotments where
livestock competes with the needs of
desert tortoise, Sonoran pronghorn and
other threatened or endangered wildlife
species. Use adjustments may be
necessary to reduce or eliminate forage
conflicts.

Once monitoring studies have been
evaluated and it is determined that
adjustments may be necessary to meet
objectives, adjustments would go through
the environmental assessment process
before final decisions are issued.
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Page 14. Table 2-3. How can disposal be the same in all the
alternatives? Dispo~ing of a net 26,000 acre~ of land can not be in
the interest of Environmental Protection, for instance. BLM needs to

257-13 explain this much more clQarly. We can not tell ..,hRre all the5e
actions are to take place. The document dOR~ not allow us to analyze
BLM"s plan. A net lo.s of 26,000 acres is a signifificant impat
r~quiring mitigation.

I
No Action. We see no significant difference between proposed and

257- 1 4 action for livestock grazing i.sue. This is not providing a wide rang.
of ~lternative., required by CEQ guidelines.

no
are

I....
~

257-11

257-12

257-15

Since the WSA"s met wildwrness criteria, they mu.t, somRhow, ba
"suitable." BLM has provided no rationale for are... being proposed or
not proposed for designation. BLM has not stated how each area was
evaluated for designation. We question the criteria 8LM used to come
up with designatable areas. Many areas with critical natural renawable
resource valu&5 and fine wilderne&5 characteristics are not proposed,
with no good rationale. For all the reader knows, the proposed are••
were picked out of it hat and reduced boundaries were done arbitrarily
without thought to resource protection.
We question how 73,123 Olcres citn be "iliiolatli!d" or difficult or
uneconomical to manage. This area is relatively clo.e to Pho~ni~ (much
more economical than other areas to get to). What are th& criteria for
difficult or uneconomic.l? Getting rid of an are. bec.u~v it ia
difficult to manage seems a major cop-out and a poor indication of
BLM"s management abilities. In fact, many other BLM district. would
like to have lands as blocked-up as those you are proposing to get rid
of becaus@ they ar& not blocked up enough! Looking at one of the f@~

maps, we can not find 73,000 acre. of isolated parcels. Not even
close. Where are they really? Lands in Appendi~ 3 are large blocked
areas by and large with thousands and thousands of acres per township.
What does isolated mean to BLM? How many lands have b&en dropped from
disposal or exchange because of significant resource values? W.
question what BLM believes Dignificant re~ourC9 values are? You do not
ask the public when these land cases come up. From whom do you receivR
input?

Page 13. BLM should tell the public how it arrived at suitable and
nonsuitable areas. It seems the criteria <unstated in this plan) ar.
arbitrary (as are the reduced boundaries) and without much sense since
they change so much between alt~rnatives. We believe that desert
tortoise habitat in the Maricopa Mountains, for example should be
protected through wilderness. Why not, since BLM does not give reasona
one way or another? Wilderness i5 the Plan's only special management
for important ecological areas. The plan avoids ACEC"s or other
special managment areas.

Page 15. Resource Production. If the eight allotments mentioned her.
for AMP's do not fit BLM"s improve category, then why would BLM improve
them in thia alternative? Perhap. categorization should change. A. in
the Proposed Action, new rangeland developments would incr••SR
liv@stock production in the 2hort term. Ho~ev.r rangeland productivity
would decline. Rangeland developments would eventually increase the
amount of lands in fair and poor condition since th.se are th.
practices that caused the e~i.iting fair and poor conditions--wher.

257-11

257-12

The draft RMP did not state that 73,123
acres were isolated or difficult to
manage. Many of the identified lands do
meet this criteria. Other lands meet the
other criteria discussed in the document
such as agricultural lands, public
expansion areas, and areas where the
State Land Department could better manage
the lands under the goals and objectives
of the State School Trust. Exchange and
other disposal actions are fully
publicized in the Federal Register and
local newspapers and comments and input
received on each case.

Acres of crucial tortoise habitat in the
Maricopa Mountains WSA are identified for
the Proposed Action Table 4-3, Resource
Protection Table 4-14, and Environmental
Protection Table 4-16. Under the
Resource Production and the No Action
habitat would be protected. Impacts
identified on page 71 of the draft RMP.
The human impacts on tortoise are also
briefly discussed on page 62 of the
draft. Presence of desert tortoise is
considered a supplemental wilderness
value in analysis of wilderness
suitability.
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I
page 19 .nd others. Utility Corridorse There i. no wide rang. of

257-18 alterna~i~.~ for.utility corr~dor•. They are all the same. Wh.t type.
of .ctlvltles in the corrldors .ra proposed and what type. of
.tipul.tions would there be?
Communications Sit... There is no mention in the RMPe If no sit.s
will be allowed this should be stat.d. Communications sites is an
issue. A coordinat.d plan is ne.ded for placement of such sites with

257 full environment.l p.rticipation and careful avoidance of significant
-19 Are•• , rather than unplanned, indiscriminant sloppy developments all

over every peak, imp.cting de.ert bighorn, des.rt tortoise, and other
habitats.
Allotment C.teQoriz.tion. BLM should do this with public and other

I-~
W

I

257-13

257-14

257-15

The areas where disposal actions may take
place are the same because there are no
significant resource values known to
exist. This is a constant that does not
change by alternative. What does change
by alternative is the number of acres and
location of land to be acquired for
wildlife, wilderness, and other resource
values. The whole Land Tenure Adjustment
issue needs to be considered, not just
the disposal aspect of this issue. That
73,123 acres have been identified for
disposal does not mean that all 73,123
acres will be disposed of. This quantity
of land is necessary to have as an
exchange base in order for us to be able
to acquire those nonpublic lands that do
contain significant resource values.
There has to be a broad enough area
offered in order to provide lands that
would interest the state and private land
owners and allow us to exchange for
riparian lands, inholdings within WSAs,
etc. Therefore, overall there will not
be a loss of 26,000 acres of public lands.

CEQ requires a range of alternatives from
no grazing to full production. The LGS
RMP/EIS meets these requirements set by
CEQ.

The fact that allotments are placed in M
and C categories does not preclude them
from AMPs in any of the alternatives.
Also, allotments may be reclassified as
additional data becomes available through
the monitoring process.

257-16

257-17

for~ge W~~ depleted.
Thi. i. the only alternative that would attvmpt to improve th. Cameron
Allotment, where endangered Sonor.n pronghorns occur, through an AMP.
We can not s&& why BlM would propose to fail to improve Sonor.n
Pronghorn r.nge in the Proposed Action through some reason.ble maans.
BLM is obligated to improve Sonoran pronghorn h.bit.t under the
Endangered Species Act. Other ma.n5 than an AMP could be used .1so,
such.s change to ephemeral grazing, changes in season of use,
reductions in livestock numbers, or ce.~_tion of livestock grazing.
None of these mean5 are con~idered or analyzed.

Page 16. Resource Protection. This alternative seems the only ana
that tries to fulfill BLM'5 mandate for multiple use and sustained
yield of resources (the l.ttQr phrase seems forgotten from eLM's
vocabulary). One thing lacking in this EIS is an alternative putting
allotments in seasonal or ephemeral categories. Virtually all
allotment~ in Lower Gila South produce only significant forage from
annuals. They ~hould be managed as such by BLM. Most allotments in
that part of Arizona ~re run on a 6easonal or ephemeral basis by the
ranchers, but are given credit by eLM far having yearlong operations.
This perpetuates a myth that the land sustains yearlonQ production, a
myth that many of these are 9ignificant cow-calf producers, and a myth
to lending institution& that many of these "ranchers" are running
viable economic operations. BLM's economic analyse. in this document
show that most ranches are not viable economic operations. eLM'.
mission iw for multiple use and austained yield of re.ource., not
perpetuating myths and allowing the d••ert ecosystems to continue to
.lowly deteriorate, cau.ing wildlife extinctions in the long term.

Page 18 and others. No alternate protection or de.ignation for WSA's
i. in the RMP. These area. are special and should be managed by BLM to
protect thsir values. There ia not pre••nted a wide range of
alternatives for managing these special areas. It i. either wilderne••
or nothing.
Land Tenure Section. A resolution was unanimously pas.ed by the De.ert
Tortoise Council in 1984 again.t the diaposal of d.sart tortoi ••
habit~t. BLM s.id it would fully consider such value. before RKchangR
or .ales would t~ke place. Will BLM not get rid of desert tortois. or
other valu~ble special species h.bit.t? Expl.in this progr~m in this
EIS without glossing over the plana. One p~ragraph v.gue .t.tements 1n
each alternative does not explain to the public BLM's re.l 5pecific
intention. How .re WR readers to know?



The impact from reduction of livestock
numbers on Sonoran pronghorn is mentioned
on page 80 of the draft. Impacts to
pronghorn would be positive since it
would alleviate forage competition
between cattle and antelope.

For every disposal action, whether
exchange, sale, R&PP etc., a
Site-specific Environmental Assessment
will be done. During this process and
public comments solicited from the
Federal Register and newspapers, special
habitats will be assessed. This
information will be used in the decision
making process. The BLM will fully
consider the values of Desert Tortoise
habitat in this process.

P<ilge 22-23. Wi 1dl i fe Progr<ilm. Item Number 3. BLM shoul d be
consulting with the U.S. Fish <ilnd Wildlife Service bRcau5e of th.
plan". imp<ilcts on the Sonor.n Pronghorn.
Item Number 8. Confusing statement. Should st<ilte 81<ilding will not be
done for fence building.

I
we §uggest two more items. • Gr<ilzing restrictions will be pl.cad on

257-22 high browse use/cruci.l wildlife h<ilbit<ilt allotments. * DomwS5tic she~p

will be kept out of allotments inh.bited by Bighorn Sheep to _VOid
transmittal of dise~5e.

I-

257-16

257-17

The impact from cessation of
grazing on Sonoran pronghorn
on page 84 of the draft.

livestock
is addressed

257-20

257-21

.~.ncy (Arizon~ G.me .nd Fish) input. This w.. c@rt .. inly not don••
The pre.ant c.tegoriz.tion f.115 to look.t multiple-use i.aue5 like
soils, w.tershad, _nd wildlife. Criteri. listed in Appendix 12 do not
fit the w.y the .llotments .re c ..tegorized. There .re conflicts with
Sonor ..n Pronghorn, de5&rt tortoise, bighorn, rip_ri.n h.bit.ts, ..nd
fr_gile de~ert p_vement 50i15. The•• conflict5 should put .. llotment.
into the improve c.tegory.
Monitoring. "Selected" perenni .. l-Ilphemer .. l .11otment.5 would be
monitored. How i. the "selecting" to take pl ..c:e? No speci~l emph<ilsis
is st<ilted on <ililotment. with wildlife conflicts, including the 16 with
he<ilvy browse use.
P<ilge 21. DRV use. BLM h.s given no r.tionale for not proposing DRV
de~ign.tion.. Rip.rian are._, fr.gile .oil~ mentioned in this pl.n,
.nd crucial wildlife habitats should have designations. Without
designations BLM is licensing indiscriminant abuse of our public l.nds
through a long term (20 to 25 years) that would see DRV use ~~_l~~~t

double during th<ilt time. Are•• such _s the E.glet.il Hountain~ ar.
overrun now with QRV tr.cks wherever a vehicle c.n get. The .c~rs are
on the desert p~vement for all to see. There is no evidence presented
in the RMP that BLM ha~ looked for ORV problems to rectify or i~ BLM
intends to ever. Surely ORV use in Sonoran Pronghorn h<ilbit<ilt or desart
tortoise h<ilbitat is not neutr<ill to these resources. Here the RHP is
avoiding pl.nning for resource uses on public I <ilnds.

Page 20. Land Tenure. The place to pl.n communications sitQS use .nd
future usa is in an RHP/EIS. Imp_cts of 8LM's l<ilnd USie plan/policy ar.
supposed to be an.lyzed here.

(]l

I

(")
oz
(J)
c

~
--l
o
Z
}>
Z
CJ
(")
oo
:0
CJ
Z
}>
--l
o
Z

257-18 The utility corridors that are proposed
were formed around existing facilities
and in locations that will provide
necessary routes for utilities. This way
much of the existing roads can be used
and surface disturbance r~duced. This
idea does not change even when looking at
different alternatives. The width of the
corridors (1 mile) is what we feel is a
minimum to properly place additional
facilities. This width is far below the
widths (3 - 5 miles) requested by
industry, and this minimum width doesn't
change by alternative. Uses within these
corridors will include utility systems
such as pipelines and powerlines.
Stipulations will be developed for each
project within the corridor.

257-23

Page 24. The only wildlife summ<ilry is imp<ilcts due to wildernes5, not
other i.sues. Even this $ummary i. bi~.ed since it does not ahow .cres
not protected (dropped) for import~nt wildlife.

Page 36. Affected Environment-Wi Idl ife. Items discussed in ch<ilpter :3
.hould be c.rried through to Environment.l Consequences, .nd vice
vera.. This is not done completely. Where is the Yuma CI~pper R.il
h.bit.t (m.p)? Sonor.n Pronghorn h.bit.t, how much is there .nd where
i5 it? Is h.bit.t of the Thre.tened or End<ilngered or St.te species
being .ffected by any of the issues or other impacting .gents? Here is
the pl.ce to say so. Wh.t is the h.bitat condition of the Sonor.n
Pronghorn .nd Yuma Cl.pper R.il.
Page 38. T<ilble 3-5. Where .nd over how much h.bit<ilt do these .peci ••
occur? Thia is necess.ry so we, your public, can evalu.te BLM".
assessment of impacts .nd the plan. Add piecamealing of h~bit.t,

mineral development to dR~ert tortoise thre.ts. How many .cres of
habitat ar. there and wher.? Add urb.niz<iltion to HOjav. De.ert



on page
be
will also

Any new

additional human disturbance to these
species.
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P~g. ~9. Mule deer conflict was not discussed in Chapter 3. All
discu.sion of impacts to mule deer point toward adverse impacts, except
for monitoring studi... Effects of monitoring studies are ~ctv~lly

unknown and are, at best, speculation. This narrative conflicts with
T~ble 4-2 (page 61) which indic~te. overall beneficial impact. Which
i. true? Evidence points to the narrative as being more likely. When

Page 42-43. Desert Pavement. This section states imp~cts and
conflicts. There will be more in the future. Why is there no planning
in this document to handle this? No speci~l management or mitigating
measures ~re discussed. No restrictions on surface-disturbing
activities? 150,000 acres are " ... not suitable for livestock
grazing ... " why is BLM not proposing to take care of this? Sites of
critical erosion are mentioned, .l~o due, in part to heavy livestock
use. No measures in the RMP to m.nage thi~.

Page 37. The greenbelt i. discussed here, but not in the Environmental
Consequences chapter. Should be consistent. Because it is an issue,
there &hould be alternative. ~nd environm&nt~l COn5&quences sections on
the greenbelt. How m.ny ~cre. of desert bighorn habitat are there and
where? Where are the conflict~ with other use~? Special m~n~gement

~reaK or ACEC's 9hould be designated for crucial desert bighorn
habitats. No discussion of conflicts with fences. Where do threats
occur, so they can be analyzed later in the document.
Mule deer. What ~re the conflicts between deer and other uses, like
livestock. There is no discussion of any problems here. No mention i»
made of any conflicts in aquatic habitats, either.

Page 40. Table Top Mountains, Sierra Estrella Mountains, and Vekol
Valley grassland should be special areas or ACEC's or natural areas.
Any conflicts with thRse area.? This is the last place the Estrella
Mountains are discussed in the document. Makes no sense. Will BLM
retain ownership of these lands? Is the watershed-grass cover of Vekol
valley in good condition? Is any speci~l m~n~gement needed? Where are
these areas so ~~ can see how they fit into are~s covered by the
issues?

Fringe-toed liz~rd threats. Ch~nnelization of the Gil. River is not
di5cu5sed in EnvironmQnt~l Consequences or the Alternative5. 1. thi5
the Greenbelt issue? What does BLM have to do with ch~nneliz.tion?

The Gila man.tar probably does not significantly occur in .11 habit.t••
Add low prey density due to channelization, tamarix invasion, and
overgrazing for the Accipiter •.

Destruction of habitat by mining is an
impact to tortoise addressed in Chapter
4, Environmental Consequences.

Page ~3. Gener~l As.umption Number 4. Throughout this document BLM
f~lls to look at the long term socio-~conomic conditions affecting the
public land. For instance, the popul~tion of th~ Phoenix-Tucson ~reas

will ~t le~5t double in the long term. This will at leagt double the
pressures of recreiltion, ORV, mining, urban spr~wl, etc. This
knowledQe is not used in the RMP/EIS.

I
P~g& ~4. Wildlife. These should not be ••sumptions. They should be

257-28 fact ~nd should r.~lly be in the section on page 22 under management
guidance, esp.ci~lly where Thre.tened or Endangered species are
concerned. BLM gQ~~ intend to t~ke the.e three steps, correct?

257-27

257-29

257-26

257-25

257-24

Impacts to all wildlife species mentioned
in the Affected Environment Section are
addressed in Chapter 4 if they are
significantly affected by actions in any
of the alternatives. The analysis
focuses on the impacts of management
actions on the habitat of threatened and
endangered species; whether these actions
will improve, degrade or have no impact
on the habitat. Detailed maps of Sonoran
pronghorn and Yuma clappe~ rail were not
done to avoid publicizing and attracting

See Chapter 2, Management Guidance Common
to All Alternatives Section on Recreation
Off-road Vehicle Use.

Change made in final RMP.

The management categorization establishes
priorities for distribution of range
improvement funds and the use of range
personnel. Allotments in the "M" category
would be managed to prevent serious
conflicts with wildlife resources and
prevent resource deterioration. "C"
allotments are generally ephemeral or
perennial-ephemeral allotments that are
in an overall acceptable condition with
no serious conflicts or are Section 15
allotments with small percentages of
public land within their ranch
boundaries. Also see response 257-8.

Communication sites are covered
20 of the RMP. Site plans will
developed on existing sites and
be developed on proposed sites.
site would also go through the
Environmental Assessment process to
determine feasibility and required
mitigation.

257-23

257-22

257-21

257-20

257-19
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little d~t••r@ present to definitively .5~e.$ impact, wor~t-case

.nalysis is indicated under the CEQ guidelines. This has not been done
here nor has it been done in the other altern.tive•.

I
If domestic sheep grazing is permitted by BLM in allotments occupied by

257
bighorn sheep, additional dise_~e f.ctor~ are present, but unaccounted

-30 for in this document. The narrative pOlnts out an ever.ll .dver-sa
impact of the Proposed action, but not necessarily in Table 4-2. ThiQ
table should be redone to fit the narrativ~.

Page 60. Sonoran Pronghorn would decline under the Proposed Action.
BLM can not allow this under the Endangered Species Act. How c~n BLM
have the gall to propose this? The narrative again disagree~ with
Table 4-2. The level of grazing management is not di5cu~sed in these
sections, but is on the table 4-2. What does it me~n? It does not
appear accurata. DeHert Tortoise. Again, the narrative shows adverse

257-31 impact and points out ..pacific impact areas, but does not agree with
Table 4-2. This is another section requiring a worst-case 6cenario.
Supposition on downward adju'iitments due to monitoring is .. bad
practice. Trampling imp~cts are not addressed. Wells and reserVOlrs
would be precluded as stated on page 22. Again, BLM is proposing to
let the desert tortoise decline further? Bear in mind the desert
tortoise has been petitioned for feder~l listing for some of these
reasons.

257-28

Page 61. The Grazing conclusion is negated by the narratives and the
need for worst-case analysis. Wilderness issue. Adverse impacts of
areas released from wilderness protection are not covered. How many
acres of important habitats would be dropped and what would the areas
be subjected to? There is no ~lternative stated for these areas other
than wildernes~. Why?

These assumptions are made to simplify
the analysis. It is BLM policy not to
initiate land exchanges which would have
a significant negative impact on
state-listed threatened species such as
bighorn sheep and desert tortoise.
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be di.po~ed of, no
8LM~s land tenur.
habitat. This is

would
Why?
lands

Page 62. Land Tenure. Most disCU5sion of dispo~al points to adverse
impacts, and does a good job, but the last paragraph under di~posal

says habitat 1055 would be minim~l. From page 14,73,000 acres-(ll,OOO
to 37,000 acreD)=36,OOO to 62,000 acres of h~bitat lost. This is a
great deal of habitat and it is significant. &LM fails to fle5h-out
fully the impacts of this issue.
ACQui~ition. Although thou5and5 of acre~

desert tortoise habitat would be acquired.
tact here is for a net large 10s5 of public
very poor ~~§~~~O~Q_~i~~Q manag&m~nt.

Page 63. Utility Corridor5. What will be the cumulative impact of
having these full corridortt fragmenting habitats and isolating
populations throughout the EIS/RMP are.? What standard stipulations
and measure6 would BLM employ to ensure that as little habitat as
possible is digturb~d and that wildlife will be able to have acce6S
across these mile-wide areas? The corridor issue is incomple~ely and
superficially analyzed in this plan, along with communications .itea.
Soils. Despite statements on page5 42+43, BLM prOp05eti again to do
nothing, and then says here that soil~ will not be significantly
impacted. Which section is correct?

257-34

257-33

257-32

The 150,000 acres of desert pavement
soils produce very little ephemeral
forage. These areas are not fenced and
livestock make very little use of them.
Livestock are in these areas for short
periods of time and any damage to the
desert pavement soils would be minimal.
The fragile desert pavement soils are
presently being monitored. Any proposed
soil disturbances will contain
stipulations to protect these soils.

Increased demands on resources from
population growth was anticipated in the
decision to prepare the RMP. Chapter 2
indicates that specific resource
management problems will be resolved
through the use of environmental
assessments. This type of action will be
used to resolve problems caused by
population growth.

The Green Belt Issue is not analyzed in
this document but will be addressed in a
separate activity management plan.
Channelization of the Gila River from
9lst Avenue to Gillespie Dam was
addressed in a 1980 environment
assessment report authored by
Benham-Blair Affiliates, Inc. Clearing
along that stretch has been completed.
BLM will be involved along with AGFD and
u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service in
addressing any future proposals.

Mohave-fringed toed lizard is threatened
by potential urbanization around Parker
and Quartzite. Proposed land disposal
was screened to insure that
Mohave-fringed toed lizards did not occur
on any parcels.

257-26

257-27

257-25

257-24

I--
~

Page 71. Wildlife Conclu~ion-No Action. Rangeland Issue. Imp.ct.
would be th~ " ..• vame .Ii th& Proposed Action ... " becau6& BLM plans no
substantive action to correct any resource problems in the Proposad
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257-29

257-30

257-31

Table 4-2 was developed based on the
assumption that long term monitoring
studies would point to the need for use
adjustments on allotments exhibiting
cattle/wildlife conflicts and that these
reductions would be put into effect. A
change in this assumption would also
change the impact ratings for rangeland
monitoring and level of management under
all alternatives except No Action.

See Chapter 2 Management Guidance Common
to Alternatives Wildlife Program 
Specification 10.

BLM is proposing to monitor Sonoran
pronghorn habitat and desert tortoise
habitat and adjust livestock grazing
based on long-term monitoring studies.
This proposal is consistent with the
Endangered Species Act and the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act.

The conclusion is based on the assumption
that monitoring studies will identify
areas of conflict between livestock and
wildlife and that adjustments in use will
be undertaken.

Action.

Page 73. Impacts on veget~tion. Wh~t substantive Qvid&nce does BLM
have that downward trend would solely " •.• be reversed or .tabilized
with the construction of new ..• developments..... unle.. & these
developments were e~clc5ures. We feel this is an inaccurate ••ses1iment
of the vegetation.

I
Impact5 on Wildlife. Rangeland Issue. Which allotments have desert
tortoise and bighorn sheep habitat? How many acres could improve

257 - 35 camp.red to the total acres of habi tat in the RMP area? Is thi.. a
significant impact? We can not see how an assessment could be mad.
without going through these stepfi.
Wilderness Issue. Ag~in, no ~lternatives to wildernes~. No mitig~ting

me~~ures. Just all or none. Thi5 is not good pl~nning or good,
balanced re~aurce management.

Page 78. Caption. There are plenty of ways to protect the desert
tortoi5e that are not cho&en in the alternaatives. Monitoring doe~ not
~eem very likely to protect the desert tortoi5e, contrary to the
caption. Though we are not told in chapter 3 how much crucial de.art
tortoise habitat there is, of the at least 46,000 acres (Environmental
Protection Alternative-Wilderness), the proposed action would protect
less than one fourth of that habitat. That is not much conservation,
protection, or sustained yield.

We strongly suggest in crucial desert tortoise habitat~:

1. Limit Off Road Vehicle use to designated roads and ways.
257-36 2. Grazing use should be very carefully controlled to ensure

5ufficient forage foremost for the desert tortoi&e and minimize
possibilities of trampling.

3. Withdraw crucial desert tortoise habitat5 from mineral entry
and restrict lea.ables with no Kurface occupancy stipulations.

4. Minimize intensive recreation use of the habitat.
~. Allow no range improvement. in desert tortoise habitat that

would attract liv••tock .
6. Allow no surface-disturbing activities in desert tortoise

habi tat.
7. Dispose of no crucial desert tortoi~e habitat. Acquire

additional habitat.

Page 80. Resource Protection. This is the only alternative that tak.s
a b~lanced effort at m.naging resources and their uses on a sustained
yield batiis. Compared to the unliklihood of the Environmental
Protection Alternative, this is the be.t one overall.
Rangeland Issue. This is the only alternative that attempts to resolve
grazing conflicts in a balanced m~nn.r.

WildQrnes~ Issue. There is .till ne.d for .pecial management to
protect resources in the non-designated WSA" ••

Sincervly,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document.

Daniel C. Pearson
Senior Co-Chairper50n
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There

through management
Gila South ~nd to
the protection of
.t the worst-c•••
to provide a wide
RMP/EIS also fail.

Why are there no mitig~ting measures proposed in this document?
certainly i. great n••d for mitigation of BLM·. planning.

In summAry, the dr~ft RMP/EIS fails to recognize,
proposals, the special wildlife values within Lower
balance multiple U5e and sustained yield with
important de••rt eco.yltems. It fai ls to look
scenario when the sitUAtion i. warranted, and fails
rang. of altern.tiv•• to deal with the is~ues. The
to d.al with all the i.sue. extant in the area.

257-37!pag e 272. PercentagR. of acreaQ•• in the four condition cl.s.es do not
add up to 100.

Adverse impacts on bighorn sheep and
desert tortoise habitat in areas released
from wilderness protection are discussed
fully in the Wilderness Supplement
section of the draft RMP/EIS. It is our
intention to reevaluate areas found to be
unsuitable for wilderness designation to
determine the need for establishing
Special Management Areas (refer to
Chapter 4, General Assumptions for
Analysis in the Final RMP).

257-32



Dear Mr. Jones:

Re: Draft Lower Gila South Resource
Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Lower Gila
South RMP/EIS. The following comments have been coordinated through our
Dist rict Engineer, Right-of-Way Section, Materials Section, and Transportation
Planning Division.
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April 26. 1985

HIGHWAYS DIVISION

206 South seventeenth Avenue Phoenix, Arizona 85007

cD

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

258

The wilderness proposals for the New Water Mountains. Eagletail Mountains.
Woolsey Peak. and Table Top Mountains will not affect state highways. The
boundaries of the New Water Mountains WSA and Table Top Mountains WSA south
of Interstate 10 and Interstate 8 respectively are sufficiently drawn back to
eliminate any conflicts with highway maintenance or drainage •..·ork.

The Land Tenure Adjustment proposals may affect ADOT in terms of future right
of-way acquisitions. As ownership transfers to the State or private concerns
the cost to ADOT for acquisition is likely to increase. The designation of
utility corridors along state highways should not impact the highways. The
one-mile width of the corridors should be sufficient to limit encroachment on
the highways.

The state highw3y system does not appear to be impacted by the proposed action.
Projects on the Arizona 5-Year Construction Program within the counties of
Maricopa, Pima. La Paz and Yuma will not be affected by the proposed action.
Standard highway maintenance and drainage work would not be affected.

Mr. Marlyn V. Jones, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix District Office
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

BRUCE B....BBITT
GOYClrnor

CHARLES l MILLER
DIrector

These recommendations will be analyzed as
part of the LGS habitat management plan.

All allotments contain some desert
tortoise or desert bighorn sheep. It can
not be ascertained how many acres would
improve or what the degree of improvement
would be. This depends on the results of
long-term monitoring studies followed by
adjustments in livestock use to reduce
conflicts.

Cumulative impacts of a "full" corridor
should not be any greater than the
impacts caused by the current existing
facilities.

The 2,200 acres of desert bighorn habitat
proposed for acquisition also contains
low density populations of desert
tortoise, less than 25 individuals per
square mile. Most crucial tortoise
habitat in LGS is public land.

The acreage proposed for disposal
consists largely of creosote-bursage
habitat which is of low value for bighorn
sheep, desert tortoise and mule deer.
Some palo-verde mixed cacti habitat
adjacent to now-developed land would be
disposed of under the proposed action but
these parcels were judged to be not
crucial for these species.

257-36

257-35

257-34

257-33
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257-37 Thank you - the table has been corrected
in the final.

HIGHWAYS • AE~ONAUTICS • MOTOR'IEHIClE • PUBliC TRANSIT • ADUIHISTRATIVE Sf;RVICES • TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
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Mr. Marlyn V. Jones
Page 2
April 26. 1985

Additionally ADOT supports non-designation of the South Maricopa Mountains
WSA as its boundaries currently exist. The 13.5 mile southern boundary

258- 1 which abuts 1-8 right-of-way combined with the utility corridor proposed
along 1-8 could affect our ability to maintain the roadway. The numerous
drainage crossings in the area often require upstream maintenance, and the
placement of a new utility line could encroach upon the interstate.

If AOOT Environmental Planning Services can be of any assistance please
contact Mike Dawson at 255-8638 .

Very truly yours I

~~
Environmental Planning Services

PAS:MRD:kj

cc: Don Smith, District lIt Engineer
Bob Darr. Transportation Planning
Jerry Hogin I Right of Way

258-1

Response - Letter 258

81M is not recommending the South
Maricopa Mountains WSA for wilderness
under the Proposed Action. Congress
could still designate all or a portion of
the area as wilderness. Congress
traditionally has used a 30G-foot setback
standard (from centerline) for wilderness
boundaries along existing high standard
paved roads. This setback may not be
sufficient in this case to satisfy ADOT
maintenance requirements.

In order to inform Congress of conflicts
between wilderness and upstream drainage
maintenance, ELM will address and analyze
such impacts in the final Lower Gila
South Wilderness EIS. Congress will have
this information before enactment of any
wilderness legislation involVing the
South Maricopa Mountains WSA. Congress
has full discretion on wilderness
boundary placement. Congress could
choose to: 1) not designate the area as
wilderness; 2) designate the area with
its present boundary configuration; and
3) modify the boundary to avoid impacts
to highway upstream drainage maintenance.
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EAGLETAIL RANCH
81U-0"8..II:N
I"'HONE:' 16021 8.-0-6072
JIt.-.NCH, (6021 372-"81 g

April 22, 1985

District Manager
Bureau of Land Manage.ent
Phoeniz District
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenis, AZ 85027

Gentle.en:

We recently have seen the draft resources ••nage.ent plan for
the lover GIla South planning area. I would lIke to co••ent
that your aap No. 3-3 -Eagletail Mountains· fails to pinpoint
or indicate the location of our al01ng clalas. The area
covered by our alaiae includes a 40 ft. clstern~ two graves#
three gTottos, a deep lateral shaft and several work areas.
Please include these 01al.5 In your future studies. They are
all located approsiaately In S17sINR10W GSRBM. The area is
not surveyed. These aloes are n••ed as follows and were
filed Deceaber 30, 1983.

French.an No. 1
French.an No. 2
French.an No. 3
French.an No. 4
French.an No. 5
French.an No.6

Sincerely,

0f'l'"1C1E; .:s~ £"'51' C.....IE~...CK.~NI A"IZON'" 85018
... 700 KCTlON Dll:VI[LOP"IED MKItT ,,"'H(;M IN ..... ....cc. YU.........NO L.A "At. COUNTIIES
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e·. ARIZONA WILDLIFE FEDERATION
: (')!t 4-330 N. 62nd SI. 11102 • Scollsdale,AZ8525". (602)946-6160

.' ~

~ ~~\
~~'Ji~~_. ~, L ""

District Manager. Bureau of Land Managerrent
Phoenix District Office
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, AZ 85027

ACE PETERSON
President

LGS/IMPlEIS cant' d.

irrpacts on a variety of wildlife, particularly c:esert Bighorn Sheep (via increased
stress and disease transmission fran cattle to sheep). as well as mule deer, Desert
Tortoise and SOnoran prongoorn (via increased carpetit ion for forage). We urge
you to mitigate the irrpacts of livestock grazing as they affect .wi~dlif~ habitat
by both reducing alloted AU1's in sensitive areas, and by restrlct.l.ng llvestock
to no greater areas than toose presently in use.
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Gentlerren:
Thank you for inviting and considering our c.c:rments.

,--J
~

Thank. you for furnishing a thorough, intelligible dOC\.JTent with a cogent analysis
of tre issues.

We urge yc..u to adopt a Resource Managerrent Plan based on the Resource Protection
Alternative. This alternative offers the best balance between maintaining and
enhancing wildlife habitat, and the other p::ltential uses of the area.

For the Artr~i1dlife

JO~~
~~~eC~ounty Director

Federation

Rather than to belabor all of the generally positive ramifications for wildlife
of the Resource Protection Alternative, which are shown clearly in the E.I.S.,
let us point out areas of our special concern:

TIle inclusion in the Resource Protection Alternative of an additional 94,080 acres,
beyond that recemrended in the Proposed Action, of "crucial" Desert Bigoorn Sheep
habitat under the protective uniJrella of Wilderness designation is particularly
irrportant to the continuing \IoE;lfare of this species. The values of viable popu
lations of Desert Bighorn Sheep are inestimable, whereas the value of the forage
resource as it may be used for cattle growing is negligible, and the value of
rretallic minerals and fossil fuels that may exist within the affected WSA acreage
is dubious.

The "significarit beneficial irTpact" on Desert Tortoise populations arising fran
Wilderness designation of 7,050 rrore acres of "crucial" Desert Tortoise habitat
in the Resource Protection Alternative versus the PrOp:Jsed Action should be given
due consideration.

The 47% reduction in grazing levels proposed by the Resource Protection Alternative
will have "a significant long-term benefit for mule deer", and will "significantly
benefit" Sonoran prongoorn on the Carreron allotIrent, as .....ell as producing ancillary
benefits for many other wildlife species by reducing cc:rrpetition with cattle.

We specifically object to the rangeland developrrents as proposed in the Proposed
Action. The further dispersal of cattle over the range will have largely negative

Esl.btished 1923-Formerly The Arizona G.me Protective Association. Stale Allihate 01 The N.tion.1 Wildllle F$CIaralion, Washington. D.C.

JKC/sv

cc: Bud Bristow, Director, Arizona Garre & Fish Depart.rrent
Chris Jennings, Director, Arizona Garre & Fish Coornission
Dean Bibles, State Director, Bureau of Land Managerrent
Arizona Wildlife Federation File
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Please reply to the address indicated.
[X 200 Union Boulevard-Suite 500

Lakewood, Colorado 80228
Telephone (303) 988-0360/Telex 45-653

Telecopier (303) 989-6786

o 230 Park Avenue
New York, New York 10169

Telephone (212) 880·5250/Telex 14-7219

Telecopier (212) 880-5191

Before commenting specifically on the alternatives, I would like
to point out that Gold Fields Mining Corporation and several
other major and junior mining companies are conducting extensive
precious metal exploration programs in the Lower Gila South
Planning Area. Gold Fields and, to the best of my knowledge, our
competitors are conducting their reconnaissance and drilling
programs with a minimal impact on the environment. This is done
for two very practical reasons: 1) we all are required to do so
by law; 2) each company does not want to leave tracks for their
competitors.

Mineral entry and exploration, including drilling, can be
accomplished with very little impact on wilderness values,
historical and archaeological sites, and wildlife habitat. A
relevant example of minimal adverse impact is given by a recent
helicopter supported drilling program conducted by Gold Fields
within the Indian Pass WSA, located about 20 miles northwest of
Yuma, Arizona, in the California Desert Conservation Area. The
two reverse circulation drill rigs which operated for about two

Dear Ms. Jones:

May 1, 1985

re: Comments on the Lower Gila South Draft Resource Management
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement

268

Ms. Marlyn V. Jones, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Phoen~x District Office
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ 85027

In reading and eval uating the various al ternati ves for the 12
Wilderness Study Areas (WSA' s) in the Lower Gila South Planning
Area, I find that fair and careful consideration has been given
to the issues discussed in the Draft RMP/EIS. I am pleased that
the BLM Proposed Al ternative recommends portions of four WSA 's
(189,750 acres) as suitable for wilderness rather than all of the
12 WSA I s (607,557 acres). This certainly indicates that the
mUltiple use concept of the WSAls was given proper consideration.
The issues are diffiCUlt and require a great deal of thought and
intelligent planning.

(0

GOLD FIELDS MINING CORPORAnON
A Consolidated Gold Fields Group Company

~)~r I
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May 1, 1985
Lower Gila South Draft RMP/EIS
Page Two

weeks were very closely monitored by the BLM, El Centro,
Cali fornia, office. The BLM was satisfied to the extent that
Gold Fields' Indian Pass WSA drilling program will be used as the
standard for any future dril.ling operations within a WSA. in the
COCA.

The No Action or Resource Production Alternatives are preferable
from a mineral entry and exploration standpoint in that multiple
use would continue under current regulations. The Proposed
Action would essentially prohibit mineral entry in four of the
twelve WSA's, the New Water Mountains, Eagletail Mountains, Table
Top Mountains, and Woolsey Peak. All four of the wsA1s contain
large areas in which significant locatable mineral and geothermal
potential exist. For example, modest mineral production occurred
in the northern New Water Mountains in the 1930' sand 1940' s.
Numerous pits, shafts, and adi ts near Twin Peaks and Gunsight
Notch indicate significant base and precious metal resources may
be present. Table S-4 on page 129 of the Draft RMP/EIS rates the
mineral potential of the Eagletail and Table Top Mountains as
high while the New Water Mountains and Woolsey Peak WSA have
been rated as having medium mineral potential. Other areas in
the Basin and Range Province which are rated as having a medium
or low mineral potential contain significant economic 'lineral
deposits. The initial lower rating of many areas is based on
limited information. The geologic setting in the New Water
Mountains and in the Woolsey Peak WSA indicates that the mineral
potential of both areas is as high as in the Eagletail and Table
Top Mountains.

I reiterate that mineral entry and exploration can be and is
accomplished with minimal adverse impact on the environment.
Current regUlations are more than adequate to protect water
quality, scenic values, and wildlife habitat.

Thank. you for your consideration of these comments. I am con
fident that the concerns of the minerals and energy industries
will be given proper consideration in your planning.

"'""""" ~

'''~Exploration Manager
Southwest/Rocky Mountain Region

RHR:csg

269
ARIZONA

MINING ASSOCIATION
C.J.HANSEN

President

May 5, 1985

Mr. Marlyn V. Jones
District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear Mr. Jones:

Enclosed are the comments of the Arizona Mining Association
regarding the Bureau's Lower Gila South Draft RMP/EIS.

The Arizona Mining Association represents 15 of the major
mining companies that produce most of the copper, molybdenum,
gold and silver in Arizona: These co~ents :esulted ~rom.a

compilation of data determ~ned by prev~ous f1eld exam7nat~on

of properties in or near the are~s pr~pose~ for r7str1c~e~

access. Hopefully this informatlon wlll a~d you 1~ arr~v~ng

at a final Resource Management Plan that w~ll cont~nue the
multiple use of public lands in the area.

RJP/jc
enclosure

2702 N. Third Street· Suite 2015 . Phoenix, Arizona 85004· (602) 266-4416
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asrecor..r.lendedareasfourtheAdditionally, each of

suitable for wilderness are comprised primarily of

creosote-bursage habitat and palo verde-mixed cacti habitat,

with some ironwood. According to Table 3-) at page 35 of the

RMP, there already exists five statutory wilderness areas

comprised of creosote-bursage vegetation type totaling

344,217 acres, three other creasote-bursage vegetation areas

comprising 430,150 acres have been administratively endorsed

for wilderness, and there are 48 creosote-burzdge veget.ation

type WSAs totaling 1,401,259 acres. Also, there are four

existing statutory wilderness area of palo verde-cactus shrub

vegetation type totaling 265,450 acres, three other palo

verde-cactus shrub vegetation areas totaling 847,600 acres have

been administratively endorsed for wilderness, and there are 4)

palo verde-cactus shrub vegetation ty~e \;SAs tot~~i~g

1,396,142 acres. Because the vegetation types in the proposed

wilderness areas within the Lower Gila South Plannir.g Area are

already well represented in the wilderness system, it does not

seem appropriate to designate more of these areas as wilder-

The draft Lower Gilo South RMP recommends under its

proposed action as suitable for ~ilderness a total of four WSAs

comprising 189,750 acres in the New ~vater tlC'untains, Easletail

1'1ounta ins, Woolsey Peak and Tabletop Maunta ins \':SAs. It is

con-mendable that the RMP reconunends that those viSAs not des

ignated as suitable for wilderness should be released fron

wilderness review and managed under the multiple resources

concept. However, the Arizona Mining A~sociation contends that

the RlW did not give adequate consideration to potential

mineral development in the decision to recommend the four WSA~

as suitable for wilderness. Table 5-4 on page 129 of the RMP

lists the I:'\ineral potential and mineral development potential

for each W5A. Only three WSAs were rated as having hiqh

mineral potential, yet two of these areas, the Eagletail

1-1ountains WSA and the Tabletop Mountains WSA, were recommended

as sui table for wi Iderness. Only one of the \vSAs was recom

mended es having high mineral potential development anc this

area, the New Water t-1ountains \'iSA, also ~~~!: recommenci€.d as

suitable for wilderness. It is the Association's position that

these are~5 should be seriouzly considered fer deletion fror.,

wilderness recommendation as a result of their mineral poten

tial.

Cumulative Effect of Withdrawals in Arizona

The Arizona Mining Association is extre~ely concerned

about the continuing actions of the federal government to

remove and restrict public lands from productive use. Approxi

mately two-thirds of all public lands in the United States arc

now effectively withdrawn from r.tineral ·developr.lent. In

Arizona, existing wilderness areas total two million acres and

it has .been determined that approximately 30 million additional

acres (two-thirds of the Federal lands in Arizona) are unavail

able or highly restricted to mineral resource development by

other withdrawals including BLJo.l Wilderness Stucy Areas, Forest

Service Wilderness Study Areas, Primitive Areas, Scenic Area!:,

Game Preserves and Refuges, Parks and Monuments, Defer.se

Department withdrawals, Indian Reservaticns and numerous other

withdrawals. Each of these categories has been formed by

individual withdrawal actions with little or no consideration

to the cumulative effect of all withdrawals in Arizona. The

Association feels this cumulative effect must be addressed and

considered in this £IS.
~.

THE CmU1ENTS OF
THE ARIZONA MINING ASSOCIATION

ON THE
BUREAU OF LAllD IlANAGEHENT

L0I'7CR GILA SOUTlJ
DRAFT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAIl/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT S?ATEMENT

PHOENIX DISTRICT, ARIZONA

Lower Gila South RHP

Introduction

The Arizona Mining Asso~iation has developed these ~om

ments to generally show the concern for mineral potential

within the Bureau of Land Management's LO\.Jcr Gila South,

Phoenix District that is being studied for wilderness desig

nation. The Arizona Mining Association cor-sists 0: 15 major

mining companies in Arizona that produce most of the copper,

gold, silver and molybdenum in the State. The Association, as

well as the aware public and the mining industry, are concerned

about the continuing actions of the federal gOVErnment to

remove and restrict public lands from productiVE use prior to a

thorough evaluation of the mineral potential of the a~ees being

withdrawn.

The draft Lower Gila South Resource Nanagernent Plan and

Environmental Impact Statement has been reviewed by the Arizona

11.ining Association primarily to identify those proposed land

management actions that would "ithdra,.. lands from lilineral entry

or otherwise restrict mineral development. Listed belm..: are

the major management decisions which would have an impact on

mineral development.

ness.

Arizona: Mineral Storehouse

Arizona is a mineral storehouse and plays a significant

role of meeting the nation I s mineral needs. For IT:any years,

Arizona has been the premier metal producing state in the

nation, and Arizona's mining industry produces two-thirds of

the nation' 5 neWly mined copper, one-quarter of the nation I s



received serious or timely consideration in land use planning.

molybdenum, one-fifth of the nation's silver and over one-tenth

of the nation's gold.

A large number of small past producing mines and mineral

prospects have occurred in or near the wilderness study areas

considered in the Lower Gila South Draft Rl1P/EIS. A cOr.rr:ton
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Precious metal producers in the United States quickly

recognized the merits of agglomeration pre-treatment for heap

leaching. In addition to a number of smaller operations, the

process has been successfully appli~d by Tow~stone Exploration,

Inc. at their silver mine in Tombstone, Arizona. This was a

past producer (State of the Maine Mine) that is si~~lar in size

to many of those gold and silver mines within and immediately

surrounding the Lower Gila South arE:a. As a result of the

above developing technology, the Arizona Mining AssociatiC'n

believes that many of the past producing small mines and

mineral prospects in the Lower Gila South area i.'Iily be econor.:

iCillly viable mining projects that can be undert.cken by both

large companies and small groups of entrepreneurs in the near

future.

Most of the testwork which led the mining industry to use

heap leaching was done by the U. S. Bureau of Mines at its

Metallurgical Research Center in Reno, Nevada. The first major

full-scale use of heap leaching of gold ore began in 1977 at

the Smokey Valley l-1ine in Roune Mounta in, Nevada. Follo....'ing

Smokey Valley's example, a nwrber of smaller gold-silver heap

leach operations were initiated in the late 19705 mostly in

Nevada and Arizona. More than half of these projects provec to

be economic failures, due to poor metal recovery resulting from

permeability problems in the are heaps. As a result, the U.S.

Bureau of Mines began research in 1978 to improve and sustain

heap leach ore permeabil ity. These ef forts resulted in the

develdpment of the ~ particle agglomeration pre-treatment

technology.

Mo~L of the higll-grade deposits of go Ie and silver in ~he

western United States were mined out by the 1930~. Thus, ..-:llen

the price of gold dramatically increased in the mic-1970s, the

industry sought methods of econo~ically developing lower grtide

deposits and reprocessing tailings fror.l mills wh~ch treated

higher grade ores. Heap leaching of these materials usi~g

cyanide and a lixiviant gained wide acceptance in t~e indus~ry

and proved, at least in some cases, to be a viable alternative

to conventional milling and agitation leaching.

Beyond distinct economic advantages, gold a':'.c:./or silver

agglomeration and heap leaching require less lcC'.~ tir.:e fer

production, offer greater design flexibility and have major

environmental advantages. These and other attribt:tes of the

processes have been confirmed by rapid acceptance a::1d uti

lization of agglomeration and heap leaching thrciJghout the

United States' precious metal mining industry.

gold and silver has been in

evaluation of areas uf high

And unfortunately, minerals i~ Arizona have seldom

exploration technique for copper,

use for the past three decades:

occur.

Recent technological breakthroughs in the processing of

low-grade gold and silver ore through particle agglomeration

and heap leaching have made these methods attractive alterna

tives for many small gold and silver deposits and prospects.

Some low-grade gold and silver ores, old mine durr.ps and tai~

ings previously regarded as unecono~ic can be prufitably

developed using agglomeration pre-treatrr.ent ane heap leaching.

This is the process whereby clay and silt-size particle~ are

Not only is Arizona the mainstay of the nation's mineral

storehouse now, it also will be relied upon heavily in the

future to provide a large portion of the United States' copper,

molybdenum, silver and gold. The U. S. Bureau of Mines has

reported that Arizona contains 85% of the United States' copper

reserves and 20\ of its molybdenum reserves, as forecast well

into the 21st century. As a result, the State will playa,-
significa-nt role of meeting the nation I s mineral and energy

independence goals in the future and it is expected that mining

will continue to be a prominent force in the future growth of

the State's economy. However, discovery and development of

many of these resources is dependent upon access to federally

controlled lands (70% of the State) where these minerals often

concentrations of small mines and prospects. Up to this time,

all major copper are bodies in Arizona, except for ASARCO's

Sacaton Mine near Casa Grande, reflect the results of thorough

and sometimes deep exploration of areas ~here mineralization in

numerous small mines were already known to exist. In some

instances, old mining districts hold iI high probability of

having a deep buried "heart" of copper are somewhere within or

near them. The same criteria has and is being utilized in

exploring for major gold and silver deposits.

made to adhere to larger particles or made to accumulate into

larger particles by the addition of moisture and usually a

cementing agent through the application of some form of mechan

ical action. Cost comparisons with conventional processes show

agglomefation and heap leaching to have a lower capital cost, a

lower operating cost and a significantly higher discounted cash

flow rate of return (DCF-ROR) than ~ost other previously

considered extraction processes for srr.all mines and mineral

prospects.
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Mineral Occurrences within the Lower Gila South Area

Base and Precicus Metals

Arizona ranks second in the nation in the annual produc

tion of silver and fourth in the annual production of gold.

The major economic development and cultural growth which

occurred in Arizona since the Gadsden Purchese of 1853 and

since it became a territory in 1863 can be directly att~ibuted

largely to the natural wealth of mineral resources, especially

gold and ~ilver, that abound in the State. It was the discov

ery of placer gold deposits, beginning in 1857, along the Lower

Colorado River that attracted prospectors to the Arizona region

in large numbers. It started with the Gila City placers about

20 miles east of Yuma and a series of gold rich placer? that

were located north of Yuma between. 1861 and 1864. About the

same time, gold placers were discovered near Lynx Creek and at

Weaver Gulch and Rich Hill in Yavapai County. Mining op

eratio~s also began in 1863 at the rich gold deposit of the

Vulture Mine which started the town of Wickenburg.

Du~ to the meteoric rise in the price of gold and silver

since 1978 a number of gold and silver mines have reopened in

Arizona. Most notable gold deposit is the Congress Mine

operated by Congress Consolidated Gold Hines in Yavapai County.

Additional small past-producing gold mines are expectec to

reopen as a more favorable econoJ!lic climate develops. ~.ddi

tionally, the mineral community is excited by the recent

information that a large. low-grade gold deposit has been

identified 15 miles northwest of Phoen~x. As a result, explo

ration activity is expected to increase in this area for this

type of gold deposit. The Association realizes that the

dropping price of gold and silver substantially impact on this

exploration and cevelopment potential. However, th1S 15 a

short lived phenomena and when prices recover exploration

activity will increase.

A number of silver mines also have reopened in Arizona

since 1978 and many other mines with significant past prodUC

tion are being re-evaluated. Recent reopened mines include

Gunslinger, McCracken, Silver Cross, Contention, Blue Top,

State of Maine and Ash Peak.

With a number of recent gold and silver discoveries and

mine developments occurring near the California-Arizona border

such as the Picacho, Potholes, Fortuna, ~1esquite and Cargo gold

deposits and the silv.r deposits of Sheep Ta~ks and the Silver

District near the Imperial ~ational Wildlife Refuge, the

Association believes we can ill afford to withdraw or restrict

the lands within the Lower Gila South area prior to a thorough

mineral evaluation. As Joe ,"Hlkins, Jr. of St. Joe American

Corporation states in his treatise on The Distribution of Gold

and Silver-bearing Deposits in the Basin and Range Province,

Western United States, "the overall spatial and temporal

distribu,tion of (gold and silver) deposits within the Mohave

Block (in which the Lower Gila South area occurs) may not

represent an absence of mineral iza tion or an inadequacy of

other geologic contents, but may be artificially induced by the

vast tracts of lands withdrawn from mineral entry." (See

Figures 1 and 2, and Table I.)

New Water Mountains 2-125 (See Figures 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8)

This WSA is near Quartzsite And contains 40,375 ~cres o~

public land, of which 24,120 acres are designated in the RMP as

suitable for wilderness. The WSA is rated as having mediurr.

mineral potential and high mineral development potential.

p. 129. Although the area proposed for wilderness deletes some

of the areas likely to contain mineralization, many of these

areas, along with an area likely to contain geothermal re

sources, remain within the area designated as suitable for

wilderness. The RMP states that the LaraMide rhyolitic

volcanism in the WSA. produced many areas of gold and silver

mineralization. Lead, .copper, zinc, manganese and molybdenum

also are present in many of the mineralized zones (Figure 6).

The RMP also identifies the existence of deposits of sheelite,

the potential for perlite, and outcrops for marble have been

identified but not mined. A total of 38,375 acres within this

'f.'SA are SUbject to a USFWS withdrawal application which, if

approved, would expand the adjacent Kofa National Wildlife

Refuge.

Within the WSA at the old Salome Copper Oueen, Moore claim

groups, assay results from six semples show a trace of geld,

from 0.26 ounces per ton (opt) silver to 1.80 opt silver and

from 0.26% copper to 1.97% copper. Mineralized structures from

which these samples were taken, trend 550°\" dip 52°SE, 580°

and 58°"", dip 58°SE and N62°W, dip C4°NE. The structural

trends bear right across the WSA to thc southwcst and south

east.

Figure 3 shows the occurrence of manganese deposits and

copp~r with gold and lead vein-type deposits in the northeast

ern and western portions of the WSA. The GEM Report (Geology,

Energy and Mineral Resources Assessment of the Kofa Area,

Arizona) as well as the EIS indicates high mineral pctential on

the east-northeast one-third of the unit and on the Western

one-third of the WSA. Figures 4 and 6 show the extent of the

zonES of mineral potential in the Ne..- h'ater Hountains HSA.

Additionally, Figures 7 and 8 show the areas cf favcrablc

uranium and geothermal potential, respectively. Th~se two

zones currently occur outside the WSA boundary as depicted in

the EIS.
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From the information presented herein, it is the Arizona

Mining Association's position that ttc New Water Mc~ntains WSA

has substantial mineral poter.tlal for gold, silver, lead,

copper, zinc, manganese and molybdenum. The existe~ce of

depo~its of sheelite, the potential for perlite, and outcrops

of marble also have been identified in the WSA. The Jl..sso

ciation therefore, recommends that this area be deleted from

further consideration for wilderness.

Little Horn Mountains West 2-126A and the Littl~ Horn Mountnins

2-127 (Refer to Figures 3, 9, 10, II and 12)

The area represents a large province, characterized by

thin Tertiary volcanics and basement metamorphic rocks cut by

extensional faults, which is known to host high grade gold

mineralization in the Kote: and Little Horn Mountains. The

North Star and King of Arizona ~ines in the Kofa Ga~e Range are

exemplar~' of the prospective style of gold mineralization where

structures cutting volcanics and basement produced a~ esti~ated

50,000 tons of ore grading 2 opt Au from North Star. The Rea

Petro property in the Little Horn ~ountains occurs in a si~ilar

geologic environment and is estimated to contain 120,000 tons

of ore in zones 10 feet thick grading approximately 0.15 opt Au

and 3 opt Ag.

i
Figure 3 shows the potential for gold mineralization in

the southern portion of the Little Horn Mountains We~t.

Figures 10 and 11 support this position as well as the substan

tial interest shown by mining claim locations in the unit.

Additionally, there is a potential, as shown on Figure 11 for

mineralization in the eastern portion of the Little Horn

Mountain West unit as well as the southern third of the larger

unit. Again this is substantiated by mining claiw. activit~ in

the larger unit. There also is a possibility for uranium

~ineralization in the northern most portion of the Little Horn

~Iountains unit (Figure 12). IIlso the potential for gold and

manganese mineralization extending into the eastern portion of

the larger unit is shown in Figures 10 and 11.

The Little Horn Mountains West contain several mineral

prospect adits and three vehicle ways (roads) as well as a

fence line more than a mile in length. The unit exhibits low

quality wilderness values and lacks outstanding primitive

recre~tion opportunities. It also has no special features or

resource values unique to the surrounding "area. The lack of

these wilderness attributes, as well as the nonfederal inhold

ings and manageability problems due to the areas mineral

resources and the substantial number of mining claims within a

large portion of the lower two-thirds of the unit, make the

Little Horn Mountains West WSA undesirable for further wilder

ness considerations. With numerous gold and manganese mines,

prospects and deposits identified on the southwestern boundary

of the unit and the potential for this mineralization to extend

into the \OISA, the Arizona Mining Association recommends de

letion of this unit from further wilderness consideration.

The Little Horn Mountains WSA likewise contains 38 miles

of roads, more than five miles of fenceline, and numerous known

mining s1 tes. Additionally, a number of mining claims and a

high mi~eral potential area occurs on the Western flank of the.
WSA and'extends into the center of the unit. The east boundary

of the WSA contains a number of past producing gold and manga

nese deposits. There is a potential that this mineralization

extends into the WSA and this possibility is recognized in the

GElo1 report (Figure 11). As a result, the Arizona Mining

Association agrees with the conclusion in the EIS that wilder

ness values in this unit are not considered exceptional. The

WSA lacks other enhancing wilderness characteristics and wculd

not contribute to the diversity of the National Wilderness

Preservation System. The overall "':Iuality of the Little Horn

Mountains WSA wilderness values and opportunities does not

justify the units recommendation for wilderness designation.

Eagletail Mountains 2-128 (Refer to Figures 3, 13, 14, 15

and 16)

This WSA is approximately 65 miles west of Phoenix and

contains 117,065 acres, 70,230 acres of which hnve been recom

r.lended as suitable for wilderness designation. The WSA is

rated AS having high mineral potential and rr~dium mineral

development potential. p. 129. Many areas wi thin the WSII

likely to contain minerals are not recommended as suitable for

wilderness designation but a significant area of the Eagletail

Mountains likely to contain minerals is recommended tor wilder

ness designation. Within the WSA, known metallic deposits of

gold, silver, copper And molybdenum have been identified.

Additionally, manga.nese, barium and lead carrying veins also

have been identified. The ~lP also lists actinolite and

tremolite non-metallics as being identified with the WSA.

There al-e 560 acres of privately oW:led mineral estate in

this WSA that would have to be acquired before this area could

be de5ignated as wilderness. Because of the split estate

problem, this area is an unlikely caqdidate for wilderness area

and should not have been recommended for wilderness desig

nation. For example, the Yuma District RMP, at p. 61, did not

recommend for wilderness designation its Gibraltar Mountains

WSA solel~ because of split estate problems.

On the northeastern side of the Eagletail Mountains WSA,

in sections 21 and 22, T2N, RIIW a sample was cut which assayed

trace of gold, trace of silver and 0.70% copper. In the same

()
o
s:::
s:::
m
Z

cri
»z
o
:0
m
(j)
"'1Jo
Z
(j)
m
(j)



I-00
t;->

area a shaft was sunk on structures bearing N58 Q W, dipping

84 Q NE and N71 Q W dipping 66°NE. These structures trend across

the WSA. The sample was taken from a quartz vein more than two

feet wide which showed chrysocolla, malachite, chalcopyrite and

pyrite. There are numerous other narrow veins with primary

sulfides in the WSA.

On the southeast fringe of the WSA within less than one

mile of the WSA there are old prospects, shafts, and adi ts

which explored northwest and southwest mineralized structures.

Assay certificates noting values of minerals in the vein

material show significant values in copper, silver and gold.

Figures 3, 14 and 15 indicate the existence of a zone of

mineralization in the southwest portion of the W5A. The

dominant deposits in this area are of copper and manganese and

also include gold and silver deposits like the Davis Hine in

section 19. Figures 14 and 15 also show copper mines and a

zone of potential mineralization in the Double Eagle Mountains

in the southeastern portion of the WSA. Additionally, Fig

ures 14 and 15 show a mineral zone in the north-northeastern

portion of the unit which exhibits past production of copper,

lead and zinc. Numerous copper prospects exist within this

zone and reconnaissance has been conducted on a number of them

by member companies of the Arizona Hining Association.

With the significant potential for mineral potential in

the southwest, southeast, and north-northeast portions of the

WSA and the occurrence of the outlandish cherry stem which leads

to a parcel containing 2,720 acres of non federal lands located

near t~e middle of the WSA (which could cause management

nightmares), the Arizona Mining Association recomnends deletion

of the Eagletail ~Iountains WSA from further consideration for

wilderness designation.

East Clanton Hills 2-129 (Refer to Figures 3, D, 14, 16, 17,

18 and 19)

The East Clanton Hills WSA exhibits high mineral poten

tial. Mineral deposits identified within the unit include

gold, silver, copper, lead, molybdenum, manganese, uranium as

well as fluorspar and substantial potential for geothermal

resources. Figures 3, 14, 16 and 17 show the high mineral

potential and mineral deposits in the central and northern

portions of the unit dominated by gold mineralization but also

containing copper, lead, molybdenum and fluorspar.

Figure 18 shows the zone of uranium potential in the East

Clanton Hills W5A. Figure 19 shows the geothermal resource

potential for the southern half of this unit. Both types of

mineralization are significant within the WSA.

As a result of the significant mineral potential of this

WSA, the Arizona Mining Association recommends that the unit be

deleted from. further consideration for wilderness designation

and be returned to multiple use management.

Face Mountain 2-136 (Refer to Figures 20, 21 and 22)

Figure 20 indicates the zone at potential mineralization

for copper, silver, gold and lead in the northern portion of

the Face Mountain WSA. Just to the south of this zone as well

as overlying a portion of it, is a horizon of favorable uranium

potential (Figure 22). In addition, t.he northeastern portion

of the WSA fringes on an excellent geothermal resource area

(Figure 20). There also are 32 mining claims in the WSA.

The Arizona r-Uning Association is in agreement with the
i

conclusion reached on page 108 of the Lower Gila South Draft

EIS that states, "solitude is frequently disrupted, however, by

the passing sounds of train traffic along the WSA' s southern

border. In addition, the WSA lacks outstanding primitive

recreation opportunities, and there are no reco~nized special

features or unique resource benefits, the opportunity for

solitude alone does not justify recommending the Face Mountain

WSA for wilderness. The WSA would be returned to ~ultiple usc

management."

As a result of the above, the Arizona Mining Association

recommends the that Face Mountain area not receive further

consideration for wilderness designation.

Signal Mountain 2-138 (Refer to Figures 3,23,24 and 2S1

This WSA is rated as having high mineral potential. The

Arizona Mining Association agrees with that high mineral rat.ing

which can further be supported by almost 250 mining clair.ts

located wi thin the uni t. In the northern most part of th~

Signal Mountain WSA a number of copper mines and deposits have

been mined in the past. These deposits contain significant

gold and silver mineralization. Figures 24 and 25 show the

zone of high mineralization.

Samples from claims in Sections 13, 14 and 15 T2S, R7W

where the old Butte Mine workings exist showed assay values

from 0.03% copper to 0.21% copper, while assay cer~ificates cf

the owner in 1961 showed values as high as 2.6 ounces per ton

gold, 2.00 opt silver ana 24.45% copper from select.ed

high-grade material on one of the old dumps near a mine shaft.

A sample from a dump of another shaft taken one year ago

assayed 1.04% copper, 0.41 ounces per ton gold and 0.05 opt

silver. This sample was taken from a shaft dump in section 14,

T2S, R7l.v. There also are vein and fault structures in sec

tion t4 which trend S27-29°W, and dip 7S-78°NW. The projection
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uranium potential. Over 400 mining claims have been located

within the unit which attests to the WSA's mineral potential.

The areas also contain favorable potential for nonmetallic

rr.1neral occurrence (Mica) and for builciing stone (granite)

throughout the units. Additionally, over 500 mining claims

occur within the units attesting to the potential of the areas.

AS a result of the capper potential of the region due to

its proximity to known porphyry copper depos1ts in the

Francisco Grande and Casa Grande mining districts, the Arizona

~1ining Association recommends that the North Maricopa Mountains

and Butterfield Stage Memorial WSAs be deleted from further

wilderness con6ideration.
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This deletion would

Butterfield Stage ~Iemorial

South Maricopa Mountains 2-163 (Refer to Figures 27, 29, 30, 31

and 32)

The GEM report for the South Maricopa Mountains WSA

indicates mineral potential for copper resources and for

.uranium (Figures 29 and 30). Figure 31 also shows this favor

able copper mineral potential in the central and eastern

portions of the unit and in the western portion of the '-ISA for

Lastly, substantial potential for both locatable minerals

and geothermal resources occur in a zone shown on Figure 24 in

the southeastern portion of the Woolsey Peak W5A. The current

boundary is located along a 69XV power line and the Association

recommends that the boundary be adjusted to delete this high

mineral potential and geothermal resource area (Sections 1, 11,

12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 23 and 24, T4 S R6W).

North Maricopa Mountains 2-157

2-164 (Refer to Figures 27, 18, 29 and 30)

The Geology I Energy and f-1ineral Resources Assessment of

the Maricopa Area, Arizona (GEM Report) indicates mineral

potentiJl for bath WSA units (Figures 29 and 30) for copper and

uranium. These WSA units are situated along the trend of

mineralizing activity which extends throughout central Arizona

from the Morenci and Safford areas westward through

Globe-Miami, Christmas, Ray, Copper Creek, San Manuel and

Superior areas. Both the North Maricopa Mountains and the

Butterfield Stage Memorial WSAs border on the Francisco Grande

and Casa Grande mining districts. As such, these lands present

prime targets for exploration activities with potential for the

development of new mines. l-1ineral possibilities are not

limited to copper only, but also exist for silver, gold, lead,

zinc and uranium.

consideration (as shown on Figure 24).

include Woolsey Peak.

The eastern portion of the WSA has substantial potential

for copper, gold and silver deposit (Figures 24 and 25). This

zone extends into the WSA even under the proposed action

alternative. The Arizona Min1f1g Association recommends that.-
the WSA -eastern boundary as shown in the proposed action be

moved an additional two miles to the west to generally coincide

with the boundary between Range 5 West and Range 6 West (TlSI.

Not to do so would have a negative impact on mineral develop

ment in this area and would severely restrict all forms of

mineral development on the existing mining claims and future

mineral prospects. The same holds true for the significant

uranium potential as delineated in Figures 24, 25 and 26 in the

southeastern portion of the WSA. The WSA boundary in this area

also, should be pulled back to the township line.

hnother area of favorable mineral potential occurs arounc

Woolsey Peak in the north central portion of the uni t. A

number of past prOducing copper mines are located just north of

the unit and the potential to locate other deposits within the

WSA is high. The Association recommends that sections 2, 3, 4,

8, 9, 10 16 and 17 T3S R6W be deleted from further wilderness

Wools~y Peak 2-142/144 (Refer to Figures 23, 24, 25 ana 26)

This WSA is comprised of 73,930 acres of public land,

61,000- acres of which are designated in the RMP as suitable for

wilderness. The WSA is listed as having medium mineral poten

tial and medium mineral development potential. Almost all of

the areas likely to contain locatable minerals and geothermal

resources within this WSA are included within the lands des

ignated as suitable for wilderness. According to the RMP this

WSA has extensive copper deposits and has produced significant

tonnage of medium grade copper are. Lead, gold and silver also

have been mined with good results. In addition, this WSA has

produced barite, perlite and same welded tuff building stone

and there exists the possibility of low grade uranium at depth .

There is a high potential for geothermal resources along tIle

eastern boundary of the WSA and the majority of these lands are

included in the area designated as suit~ble for wilderness.

The Draft EIS states that the Signal Mountain WSA does not

contain exceptional or unique wilderness characteri~tics.

Additionally, ·solitude is frequently disrupted by noise of

nwnerous trains along the WSA' s northwestern border." As a

resul t of the foregoing discussion, the Arizona Hining Asso

ciation recommends that the Signal 110untain loiS/. be deleted from

further wilderness consideration.

of this trend traverses the Signal Mountain WSA. Additionally,

there are adequate mineralization exposures within the northern

part of the Signal l'lountain WSA to disqualify large portions cf

these WSAs as potential wilderness.
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the strike of nine known mapped faults within the

WSA. A series of six intersecting faults are parti

cularly high in mineral concentration. ·Mid-tertiary

intrusives are numerous. Most of the area was

.... Known geothermal areas abound around the \'1 SA. .

(p. 155).

Affirming this statement is the fact that there i\re ot

least 14 different claim groups containing over 150 mlning

claims located within the WSA.

The Table Mountains Area borders on the Francisco Grande

and Casa Grande mining districts. As such, this Arpa presents

a prime target for copper exploration activities with the

potential for the development of new mines. Mineral possibil

i ties are not limited to copper only, but· also exist for

silver, gold, lead, zinc and uranium.

In the area of sections 32, 33 and 34, T7S, R2I: and

sections 4 and 5, TaS, R2E, claims were examined and sampled in

the 1950s and again in the 1970s by a number of mining

companier' exploration teams. Some assay results of samples

taken show values from 0.10 to 0.60% copper. One high grade

sample assayed 0.25 opt gold, and 1.55% copper. Minerals of

azurite, malachite, chrysocolla, cuprite and tenorite exist on

those claims.
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perlite, and

in the area.

subject to recent basaltic volcanism

mineralization. Fluorspar,

building stone have been located

Th~ South Maricopa Mountains WSA is situated along the.
trend of mineralizing activity which extends throughout central

Arizona from the Morenci and Safford areas west..... ard through

Globe-Miami, Christmas, Ray, Copper Creek, San Manuel and

Superior areas, to the Florence - Sacaton - Vekol Hills and

Casa Grande areas. The unit borders on the Francisco Grande

and Casa Grande mining districts. As such, these lands present

prime targets for exploration activities ..... ith potential for the

development of new exploration activities with potential for

the development of new mines. Mineral possibilities· are not

limited to copper only, but also exist for silver, gold, lead,

zinc and uranium.

A significant potential for geother~al resources exist on

the western one-sixth of the WSA (Figure 32) and favorable

potential for nonmetallic mica deposits exist in the unit.

Additionally, a potential exists for granite building stone

throughout the WSA.

As stated in the Draft EIS, the South Maricopa Mountains

WSA lacks superior wilderness characteristics. The area is not

particularly scenic and has no interesting or unique geologic

or plant features. Much of the WSA is relatively flat bajada

offering little to the primitive recreationist. These comments

plus the potential for significantly favorable geologic hori

zons for minerals lead the Arizona Mining Association to

recommend that the South Maricopa Mountains WSA be removed from

further wilderness consideration.
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Tabletop Mountains 2-172 (Refer to Figures 33, 34, 35, 36

and 37)

This WSA is comprised of 37,968 acres of public land,

34, 400 ~cres of which have been designated as sui table for

wilderness. Almost all of the areas within the WSA likely to

contain locatable minerals and a major portion of the areas

likely to contain geothermal resources are included within the

area designated as suitable for wilderness. The IU-lP designates

this WSA as having high mineral potential and medium mineral

development potential. The Association feels that it is almost

incredible that this area is recommended for wilderness because

the RMP states that:

The mineralization [in Tabletop t-tountains HS;"j is

more diverse and more concentrated than in any of the

other WSAs studied in this supplement. Copper, gold,

lead, silver, zinc, manganese and iron have been

mined. An unusually low silica, high alu~mina basalt

has been located in the area. TantalulTl associated

with iron has been located ty exploration geologists.

The presence of hydrothermal mineralization has been

found in several localities of the WSA. Concentra

tions of mineralization have been identified. along

As shown on Figures 33 and 35 the WSA exhibits high

mineral potential, especially for copper resources. This

potential encompasses most (over 65 percent) of the WSA.

Addition~lly, there is a potentiol for uranium mineralization

in the northeast portion of the unit near and around Indian

Butte (Figure 36) and in the western portion of the WSA, west

of Black Mountain (Figure 36). Geothermal. resource potential

also is present in the northwestern portion of the unit (Fig

ure37).

From the foregoing, it is readily apparent that due to the

large number of mining claims and significant mineral potential

within the WSA, the Tabletop Mountains unit should be deleted

from further wilderness consideration.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit our written

conunents on the Lower Gila South Drnft Resource t1anagement Plan

and Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement.
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Currently. this chapter is rather vague about the benefits or adverse impacts

270-1 to resources. specifically wildlife resources. froll illplementation of each of the
five alternatives.
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EMS TRANSMISSION

Kay 2) 1985

To: District Manager, Phoenix District Office, Bureau of Land Management,
Phoenix, AZ

From: Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services.
Phoenix, AZ

Subject: Review of Draft Lower Gila South Resource Management Plant
Environmental Impact Statement and Wilderness Supplement

We have reviewed the subject document and have the following comments.

Our review 18 guided by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 which
requires BLH to lIsnage the resources on public land for multiple use and sustained
yield. This legislation also dictates that public land be 1I8.oaged 1n a manner that
will protect the quality of the scientific, scenIc, historical, ecological,
environmental. air and atmospheric, water resources. and archeological values,
and that will provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife.

The alternatives that we believe provide no consideration for these values are the
No Action Alternative. the Proposed Action. and the Resource Production Alternative.
These alternatives do little to protect the above mentioned values from urbaniza
tion. agricultural development. increased recreation pressure. inadequate live
stock tl8nagement practices. floodplain development. and tlineral and energy
development. These activities currently exist in the area and their
develop.ent and intensity will probably increase given growth and development
projections for the greater Phoenix area. which includes part of the Lower Gila
South for the next 25 years. The Resource Protection and Environaental Protection
Alternatives provide SODe consideration for these values.

For the five alternatives presented, there are two tl8jor oa1ssions frotl. the
document:
1) specific infoIlUtion on resources present and their status (this would include
tables. appendices. and references), and 2) a description of the aonitoring program.
For example. little wildlife infol"llation is provided concerning species locations
and population status within the Lower Gila South manageraeat area. We consider this
a II.8jor flaw in the development of a resource lIL8nageaent plan which will be used
ss the basis for managing this area for the next 25 years or longer. Information
that is lacking should be obtained as aoon aa possible and incorporated into the
draft R,HP-EIS. If these data are not adequate to deteraine wildlife resource
status or any other resource's status. then we believe BLK should comply with the
Council on Knviromaental Quality's regulatioDs which require that a worst case
environaental analysis must be assWled and presented in the environmental
consequence chapter.

270-1

Response - Letter 270

The Resource Management Plan (RMP) is
designed to guide and control future
management actions and the development of
subsequently more detailed and limited
scope activity plans for resources and
uses. The activity plans that will be
developed for Lower Gila South Planning
Area will be site-specific and will
involve input from other Federal, State
and Local agencies and the interested
public. These plans may be prepared for
livestock allotments (AMP's) Wildlife
areas (HMP's), designated wilderness
areas (WMP's) and for other resources,
such as, cultural resources and
threatened and endangered species.

Many comments received on the Lower Gila
South RMP/EIS requested more detailed and
site-specific data. This plan was not
designed to address site-specific actions
nor the impacts of those actions. The
site-specific actions and impacts will be
analyzed in the activity plans and
associated environmental assessments.
The RMP will guide the development of the
activity plans and the implementation of
those and other actions in the planning
area.

()
o
5:
5:
m
Z
~
»z
o
::D
m
C/)
-0
o
Z
C/)
m
C/)



,.....
00

'?'

270-2

270-3

No monitoring: program 1s described 1n the document. The purpose of a monitoring
program 1s to detail how BLM will determine whether effective resolution of
the planning issues and achievement of the desired resul ts has occurred. A
monitoring plan 1s generally considered part of the mitigation which 1s u8ually
included in the description of each of the alternatives. The intervals and
standards of the monitoring plan should have been included in this docWl.ent for
public review and comment. They should not have been referenced, 89 was the case
wi th rangeland monitoring. 88 being available in the Phoenix District Office. This
information 1s not easily acces8able to the general public. If the monitoring plan
1s Dot included in the draft RHP-EIS this precludes the public from commenting on
the adequacy of the monitoring plan. We suggest that an addendum to the draft
RMP-EIS which contains the monitoring plan be released for public review prior to
release of the final RHP-EIS.

We are interested in the criteria used to determine which wilderness or portions of
WSAs were designated and which were not. There is a brief general discussion J but
the specific reasons should be addressed for each WSA. We are especially interested
in the Little Horn Mountains West WSA. This area has crucial bighorn sheep habitat
and would abut the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge's proposed wilderness. In the
Resource Protection Alternative, this area is not included whereas the Little Horn
Mountains WSA is. The inclusion of both ... f these WSAs into the Proposed Ac tion
would crea te a large contiguous wilderness area tha t would provide excellent
wilderness quality and benefit bighorn sheep. If the inclusion of these WSAs Is Dot
possible, we recommend that these areas be designated as primitive areas and be
subject to mineral withdrawals and similar constraints on surface disturbances
(road construction, ORV activity, communication sites and utility development).

Concerning endangered species, we wish to point out that under present regulations
and the law itself, all Federal actions that may affect a listed species are
subject to formal Section 7 consultation. Since there would be effects from the
proposed action and alternatives, some adverse and some beneficial, it is the
responsibility of BLK to initiate formal Section 7 consultation on all actions
which affect a listed species. Therefore, all actions that would be contemplated
under this management plan must be evaluated for impacts in<.:luding management of
the Cameron allotment.

Specific Comments

Page 1, Introduction - What is the life of this resource management plan? How
frequently does BUI intend to review and update the information provided
1n the plan? We suggest that 8 revision of the plan occur once every five
years. Prior to management adjustments being made, the public should have
the opportunity to review and comment on these changes.

270-2

270-3

BLM will initiate formal Section 7
consultation with USFWS concerning any
change in management which may affect
endangered species such as Sonoran
pronghorn. The alternatives proposes no
immediate change from the current level
of livestock management. Monitoring of
Sonoran pronghorn habitat on Cameron
Allotment has been instituted by BLM.
This will monitor long-term range trend
compared to trend on the adjoining Cabeza
Prieta National Wildlife Refuge. Refer
to Chapter 2, Management Guidance Common
to All Alternatives, Wildlife Programs,
No.3 in this document.

The RMP will guide management of the area
for the next 10 or more years, as stated
in the draft document, page 1, column 1,
5th paragraph.
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Page 9. Proposed Action - Please explain how this alternative will provide for a

balanced level of production while protecting important resource values. The
270-6 impacts to mule deer. bighorn sheep. Sonoran pronghorn. and desert tortoise

under the Proposed Action (pages 59 - 60) do not support the statement on
page 9.

I-00
-;-J

270-5

Pages 2-6, Issues Analyzed - Only five issues are presented in this section, and
of these, only four are discussed in the draft RMP-EIS. In a statement
published by the League of Women Voters In Karch 1981 which outlined the issues
identified by the public during Beoping meetings, the following issues were
identified: at the Ajo and Gila Bend meetings the public identified
availability of water to wildlife; at the Buck.eye meeting they identified
floodplain management; at the Phoenix meeting they identified wildlife snd
vegetation. wildlife preserves, and bighorn sheep habitat; aod at the
Quartzsite meeting they identified cactus protection. The Fish and Wildlife
Service was also concerned about bighorn sheep habitat and associated resource
conflicts of off-road vehicle use. mineral and energy activities. grazing. and
road management. Of these. only grazing is identified by BLH as a major issue.
We believe that wildlife. recreation. mining activities. special management
areas. special status species protection. and floodplain management which were
identified by the public and the Fish and Wildlife Service should be included
and evaluated as major issues in this draft RKP-EIS. Resource management plans
are mandated by FLPMA to allocate resources and select appropriate uses for
public lands. RMPs are undertaken where conflicts are seen 8S requiring 8 plan
to solve the problems. The problem of degradation of wildlife resources
through poor grazing practices. mineral and energy activities. off-road vehicle
use. and other activities which impact Wildlife habitat have been reiterated to
8LH by numerous resource agencies, private organizations. and individuals.
Because wildlife and the aforementioned issues are already. or in the near
future. will be in conflict with other land use practices under the multiple
use land management concept. these issues should be addressed in this draft
RMP-EIS and the problems reduced or &olved. Under Issue 2: Wilderness.
apparently no split estate WSAs were comsidered in this draft RMP-EIS. We
believe this is an oversite by BLH. and that these areas should have been
included in this document for public review. Specifically. we Would like to
recommend that the Sierra Estrella WSA be added to this document and that it be
recommended for wilderness designation.

Page 4. Issue 4: Utility Corridors - No new cOll:llJl.unicatlon sites are proposed for
designation. Instead. BLH would study potential sites on a case by case basis
and require a communication site plan. Because this document is a long-term
resource management plan. we believe BLH should designate potential
communication sites for future development just as they have designated utility
corridors for future use. These sites should be reviewed by the public. and
based on this input. communication sites should be designated and enforced.

Page 4. Issue 5: Fred J. Weiler Greenbelt - This issue is not discussed nor is
a recolltlendatioD rude by 8LM concerning this issue. Instead BLH states that
an environmental assessment will be made available to the public. No
estill8.ted date is given as to when this issue would be analyzed and the docu.ent
available to the public. Because this is an issue that was identified by the
public. we do not understand why BLK has decided to postpone addressing this
issue in the draft RHP-EIS. By not addressing this issue or the other issues
identified by the public and agencies. BLM appears to be taking a selective
and piecelleal approach to long-terti manage.ent planning and analyses of
associated iapacts. We believe this is an unwise approach and also contradicts
CEQ's regulations which require that cuaaulative ill.pacts must be addressed. In
addition. we believe that the future IUnagement of the Weiler Creenbelt could
have a significant impacton the hU.l&8D enviroa.ent. therefore. and eovitoOJlental
assessment probably would not be adequate. In addition, compliance with
Executive Orders 11988 and 11990 should be included in the draft aMP-EIS;
an appropriate place to discuss thea would be under Issue 5.

Page 5, Map 1-2 - This map is very difficult to read. The legend says that the
dashed lines designate county lines. however. we counted at least nine such
lines. Please note that future utility construction is not considered compatible
with the tenets of establishing and operating a wildlife refuge. Consequently.
such construction will not be permitted within the Kofa National Wildlife
Refuge. We suggest that Utility Corridors 1 and 2 be relocated on the map to run
adjacent to Interstate 10.

270-4

270-5

270-6

At the time this draft document was
prepared, the Interior Board of Land
Appeals (IBLA) had issued a decision that
split-estate lands could not be included
in the wilderness review process. On
April 18, 1985, District Court Judge
Karlton ruled that split-estate lands are
to be considered in the wilderness review
process. The Bureau of Land Management
in Arizona will prepare a Wilderness EIS
on those WSAs that were dropped from
review by Ir~A in 1986 and 1987; Sierra
Estrella will be included in that EIS.

See respolse 257-4.

BLM will monitor allotments where
livesto:k conflict with the needs of
desert tortoise, desert bighorn, Sonoran
pronghorn, and other threatened or
endangered wildlife species. Use
adjustments may be necessary to reduce or
eliminate these conflicts.

oo
s::
s::
m
z
--l
(f)

»z
o
:D
m
(f)
"Uo
Z
(f)
m
(f)



,-00
00

I

270-7

270-8 1

270-9

270-10

270-11

Page 9, Rangeland Management Issue - The Proposed Actionts grazing management
objectives are to maintain ecological rangeland condition currently In good
to excellent condition and to improve those areas in poor to fair condition.
Unfortunately t we fall to see how the proposed action would accomplish this
objective. Authorized grazing use would not change from current grazing use In
the short-term aod would increase over No Action in the loog-tem (Appendix 11 t

page 268). According to information provided on page 272, nine of 22 Perennlal
Ephemeral allotments have 50% or more of their area that caDnot be placed Into
the good or excellent condition category and only three of these show any
indication of upward trend. The methodology 8LH employs to determine ra03e
condition is also questionable. Those allotments categorized in good or
excellent condition may have lost one or more important perennial species and
still be listed in good or excellent condition. In addition, supplemental
penaits for ephemeral grazing could be issued which would provide added
competition between wildlife and cattle for forage. 8LH's apparent solution to
the problem is to build additional rangeland improvements and move the cattle
to previously little-use areas in good to excellent condition to utilize this
forage. Unfortunately, these are the areas where wildlife species such as
desert mule deer have used to locate adequate forage (page 59). The data
presented by 8LH in this docUJDent clearly show that much of the rangeland within
the Lower Gila South is overgrazed. This overgrazing impacts not only Wildlife,
but also vegetation, water shed, and the soil.

We fail to see how BUt can continue to endorse this course of action given their
stated responsibility under PLPKA. Consequently, we cannot support any
alternative that proposes to maintain or increase current grazing levels.

Page 11, Rao,geland Moni toring - This section is unclear and confusing. Please
rewrite this section for clarity of method and what the data would accolll.plish.

Please explain why none of the allotments in the Lower Gila South are designated
in the Iliprove category. No mention is made as to how the supplemental permits
to utilize ephelleral forage would be managed and moni tored. How does BLH
dete~ne proper stocking rate on ephemeral forage, monitor ephemeral utiliza
tion, and deteI1line when livestock. will be retlOved7 If such peral1ts are issued,
1I0nitoring of ephemeral forage should be conducted on perennial-ephemeral
allot.eots as well as ephemeral allotments. Ephemeral forage is high io protein
content, generally lI.ore palatable that perennial shrubs, and a necessary
component in the diets of lUny wildlife species such as bighorn sheep, sule

deer. Sonoran pronghorn. and desert tortoise for successful reproduction and
survival. We believe BUt should not permit seasonal ephemeral forage utilization
by livestock. Many desert adapted wildlife species barely survive dry years
when ephemeral forage is scarce; they depend on the ephemeral forage available
during wet years to get them through the dry years. By permitting additional
AUMs when ephemeral forage is present, BtH is converting the traditional wet
year to a dry year. Resulting adverse impacts to wildlife may include reduced
fertility and recruitment which means reduced population viability.

Page 12, First Paragraph - We support 8LK's preparation and implementation of a
burro capture plan in the Painted Rock. Reservoir area.

Pages 12-14. Land Tenure Issue - The legal descriptions of the lands proposed for
disposal or acquisition may be provided in Appendix 3 but these are difficult
and cumbersome to attempt to locate on the maps prOVided. We suggest that 8LM
indicate where the larger parcels are on a map and include this information
in the final RMP-EIS.

Page 14, Utility Corridor Issue - The concept of designating utility corridors
for future planning 1s an excellent idea. However, for this planning to be
effective, it 1s also necessary that BLH enforce the development of transmission
and pipelines only within the designated corridors.

Page 14 - Prom the information provided we assume that a major effort will be
made to trade land recommended for disposal for lands recommended for
acquisition in order to minimize the effects to areas outside the Lower Gila
South area.

270-7

270-8

270-9

270-10

270-11

See page 5S of the draft RMP - Impacts to
Vegetation
BLM coordinated extensively with the Soil
Conservation Service, University of
Arizona, and the Arizona State Land
Department in developing the local
procedures for the inventory. The data
were then applied consistently throughout
the planning area.

During favorable wet years when ephemeral
forage is known to exist and the
authorized officer determines that enough
forage is available for wildlife,
livestock grazing may be authorized.

These initial categorizations are subject
to change as new information becomes
available through monitoring. During
BLM's initial categorization, BLM range
specialists and management determined
that the allotments in the Lower Gila
South planning area did not have a high
production potential for a positive
economic return on investment. This does
not preclude BLM from implementing AMPs
on M or C allotments. The general rule
of thumb in authorizing livestock use on
ephemeral range is to take half and leave
half. In general, the Bureau should not
authorize ephemeral grazing when:
1) ephemeral growth is less than one inch
in height, 2) soil moisture in the top
18" is not sufficient to assure continued
growth.

Stocking rates on ephemeral range are
based on professional judgement of
reasonable potential for ephemeral forage
and are monitored through field
examinations.
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Page 37, Riparian Habitat - Please qualify the statement that salt cedar provides

excellent nesting grounds for wi te-winged and mourning doves to reflect that
270- 1 5 habitat for dove reproduction is provided only by trees at least 12 to 15 feet

high.
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Why are existing rangeland developIleOtB not to be maintained under the
No Action Alternative?

Page 17. Implementation - We do not understand why BLH would not develop AMPs under
this alternative but may develop HKPs. Allotment management plaDs should be
developed for each allotment and habitat management plaDs should be developed
to cover all aress within the Lower Gila South. The cO'Cllmltment to develop and
implement these AMPs and HMPs should be a part of all the alternatives
presented. When any AMPs and liMPs are developed. we request that the Fish aod
Wildlife Service be given the opportunity to participate in this process.

Page 19 - We suggest that the Management Guidance COlJl1ll.on to All Alternatives
section be placed before the discussion of the issues in the alternatives.

Under Allotment categorization, it appears as though there has been no public
input used in the deteI'1l.1nation of the grazing allotment categories. We believe
we should be given the opportunity to participate in this process.

Under the Rangeland Monitoring Program, please specify which allotments will
be monitored. The Cameron Allotm.ent should be included.

Page 22, Wildlife Program - Endangered and threatened wildlife and plants together
with the requirements under the Endangered Species Act should be addressed here.

BUf states that the wildlife program was not identified as 8 major issue in
the Lower Gila Sou th R,MP-EIS area. We disagree wi th this statement. The public
did identify wildlife as a major issue during the scoping process. Please
refer to our CODmlents for pages 2-6.

Please reword number 8 to read that blading will not be used for fence
construction or access for fence construction.

Page 23, Woodcutting Permits - Please note that state permits are required to
collect dead or detached firewood from mesquite, palo verde, ironwood, and
crucifixion thorn trees. A permit is also required for the destruction or
removal of any state-protected plant.

Page 29, Protected Plants - From the information provided, Mammillaria thornberi, a
species proposed for listing, occurs within the boundary of the Lower Gils South.
occur or may occur.

Page 31. IndiVidual WSA Descriptions - Please note that the Fish and Wildlife Service
has a withdrawal application for all of WSA 02-125 and part of WSA 02-U6A.

Page 36, Land Uses - It would be helpful to provide the complete reference plus a
paragraph or two on the alternative selected in the Record of Decision and Final
Environmental Impact Statement for Arizona Hazardous Waste Facility. Maricopa
and Yuma Counties, Arizona.

270-12

270-13

270-14

270-15

Permittees and lessees in all
alternatives except the environmental
protection alternative will maintain
structural improvements constructed to
benefit livestock grazing, which in turn
will benefit wildlife. The maintenance
of improvements not designed for the
primary benefit of livestock grazing may
be assumed by the BLM, or nonlivestock
cooperators. Also, refer to the draft
RMP, page 19, Rangeland Developments, and
page 22, Wildlife Programs which
discusses management guidance common to
all alternatives on livestock waters.

See page 22, column 2, Wildlife Program

See response 270-2.

Statement will be changed to read salt
cedar prOVides nesting habitat for
white-winged and mourning dove, with the
highest nesting production occurring in
trees stands at least 12 feet high.
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Page 37, Big Came - Is the Palous Plain contained within a grazing allotment?

270- 1 6 Since 1 t has not been grazed we recotllDlend that this area be protected from
future surface disturbance including grazing, mining activity, road
construction, and off-road vehicle activity.

Page 40, Nongame Animals - Because the Gila River area, Table Top Mountains,
Sierra Estrella, amd South Veltol Valley prOVide un.1que or remnant habitats
for a number of special status species, we believe these areas should be
designated 88 special management areas or Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern with protection of these unique qualities from surface disturbance
such 8a 1I1nlos: activities, road coostruction and off-road vehicle use I aod
grazing. Wilderness designation would not provide protection from grazing
impacts or some lll.1ning activities. Designation of additional special management
areas should also be implemented by BLM for state-listed and state-protected
species, rare plants, and cultural resources. Such areas should include those
lands administered by BLH that have been designated or are recommended for
designation under the Arizona State Parka Natural Areas prograa. Within the
Lower Gila South these areas include Table Top Hesa, White Bur Sage, Agua
Caliente Mountains, Sentinal Plain, Eagletail Mountains, and part of the Sierra
Eatrella. Please inform us as to why Arizona does have any ACKes designated
on BLK land.

270- 1 71 Pagea 40-41, Minerals and Energy - What type of mining activity Is ongoing and
what minerals are lll.1ned?

270-16

270-17

Two allotments overlap the Palomas Plain
in the western edge of the planning
area. They include the Eagle Tail (P-E)
and Palomas (E) allotments. Very light
to no grazing use has been made on the
Palomas Plain and no changes are foreseen
in the future. The Palomas allotment
would continue to be managed in
accordance with the Special Ephemeral
Rule (see Appendix 24 in PFEIS.

Mining activities in Lower Gila South are
mainly either lode (hard rock) or placer
(sand) activities. These activities vary
with the individual miner, host material,
available equipment, environment, and
terrain. There are some 230 different
kinds of mining activity. Basically,
mining activity follows a sequence of
operations: (1) securing a claim; (2)
surveying the claim; (3) exploration,
this may be in the form of geophysical,
geochemical, assaying, mapping, and
geochronological and stratigraphic
analysis; (4) pilot plant operations
consist of small-scale activity involving
removal of ore, crushing, screening, and
sorting of ore concentration or
benefication of concentrate; (5) then
either processing or shipping to smelter.
If financial feasibility is indicated,
then full scale mining and milling
operations take place. DelLneation of
the ore body and estimation of the life
span of the mine is made during
exploration activities and revised during
subsequent operations.

Operators are not required to declare
what mineral they are after. The
following minerals are known to occur in
the Lower Gila South area: gold, silver,
copper, lead, zinc, barium, tantalum,
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Page 43, Soil Erosion and Productivity - This section does not address soil
productivity.

Page 47, Medium Ranch - If a representative medium ranch in the Lower Gila South

:~~~:t:~n~~n:en~~~~:~~W~~s~11:1;:~~h~xPlainwhy such money-losing operations 270-18

Page 53, General Assumptions for Analysis - Since assumption 1 is probably
unrealistic given recent and foreseeable budget cuts, we recommend that BLK
prioritize all implementable components of the RMP so the public will know
what will be implemented first, and if additional funding and manpower are
available, wha t will be implemented later.

I
Page 53, Rangeland Management - Please explain how these assumptions deal with

270-18 wildlife-livestock competition, potential disease problems, and changes in
range condition and trend. What would constitute "other affected groups"
in Assumption 11

Page 53, Wilderness - The first assumption should be deleted and the analysis
conducted according to CEQ regulations. In addition, we do not believe
the impact conclusions as presented are based on reasonable probabili ties.
Within the next 25 years the population of the Phoenix metropolitan is
projected to almost double and the demand for and importance of nearby
wilderness areas will greatly increase. This increased demand should be 270-19
reflected in the analysis.

Page 54, Wildlife - These three assumptions should be included under the Wildlife
Program om pages 22 and 23.

IPage 54, Impacts on Rangeland Management - Will the new rangeland developments
270 -19 be put in immediately on or after a monitoring period? It might be helpful

to state which allotments on the WSAs are custodial and which are maintain.

Page 55, Impacts on Vegetation - There is no mention of impacts on riparian
vegetation. Because this habitat is crucial to the survival of most
wildlife species during part or all of their life, and it provides needed
80il stabilization, we believe BLK should address the impacts of all
alternatives in the draft RMP-EIS.

cobalt, molybdenum, manganese, iron,
beryllium, arsenic, uranium, fluoride,
tungsten, niobium, thorium, and
titanium. Nonmetallic: Talc, gypsum,
sodium chloride, marble, quartzite,
zeolite, perlite, bentonite and other
clays.

All resources would be evaluated before
any adjustments in livestock numbers are
made or construction of new range
improvements are allowed through the
environmental assessment process. Any
adjustment would be coordinated with
livestock operations and other affected
parties such as the State Land Department
and the Arizona Game and F,ish Department.

The implementation plan will state the
order in which range developments will be
built. Table 2-6, page 19 of the draft
EIS lists the allotments by category and
in Chapter 3 of the Wilderness Supplement
under each WSA, the affected allotments
and the percentage of the allotments
within the WSA are stated.

I
Page 59, Hule Deer - Under Mule Deer the conclusion is reached that long-term

beneficial impacts impacts lI.8y result if monitoring studies call for an
270-20 adjustllent in livestock use. If, after five years of monitoring range

condition, trend, and utilization, a decision is 1IB.de to reduce livestock
numbers, how long would it take BUf to implement the recOllUllended reduction?

270-21

Because deer utilize areas of low livestock use, the preferred alternative
would distribute livestock to these previously low use areas. The result
would be a continuation of the ongoing forage conflict between livestock and
cattle except that now the conflict would be greater. It would be harder for
deer to find areas of low livestock usej therefore, implementation of the
proposed action would result 1n greater adverse impacta to mule deer than
currently exist. This would also be true for Sonoran pronghorn and for those
species with sull home ranges such as the desert tortoise.

270-20

270-21

Monitoring and adjustments of rangeland
use are described on Page 11 of the
draft. Adjustments in livestock numbers
will be placed in over a five year period
or by a decision.

Deer also utilize areas of high cattle
use because forage preferences are not
the same for all species. 'T.he preferred
alternative would reduce completion in
the high use areas by distributing cattle
more evenly and reducing the competition
in high use areas. BLM studies indicate
that improved livestock distribution
through rangeland developments improved
mule deer habitat and population numbers.
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IPage 60, Desert Bighorn Sheep - If disease transmission became a significant
270- 2 2 problem. would BLM require that cattle numbers be reduced or cattle relocated?

I
Page 60. Sonoran Pronghorn - Please explain why authorized AUK's on the Cameron

270- 2 4 allotment are not reduced. If there are impacts to the Sonoran pronghorn IS

habitat and habitat quality is declining. this needs to be addressed under the
Endangered Species Act.

I--
~

270-23 1

270-25

270-26

Pages 59-61 - Please quantify how many "new" acres of grazing land would be
accessible to livestock from implementation of the proposed action and other
alternatives and how many mule deer. bighorn sheep. Sonorao pronghorn. desert
tortoise. and other special status species added would be impacted by implemen
tation of the alternatives.

If disease transmission became a significant problem, would BLM require that
cattle numbers be reduced or relocated?

Please indicate on a map where the proposed fencing would be located. Also.
please estimate the number of bighorn sheep that would encounter these fences
during their yearly movements.

Page 60. Desert Tortoise - Please include a discussion on how the ephemeral grazing
permits would impact the desert tortoise aod the number of tortoises that may be
affected by forage conflicts with livestock. Although BLM states that the
proposed action will have significant long-term adverse impacts on the desert
tortoise. there is no indication that BUf proposes to attempt to reduce or
eliminate these impacts through mitigation. BLM should address mitigation in
this section and propose specific measures to implement.

Page 60. Riparian Habitat - Please add to this section that livestock readily consume
young willow. cottonwood. and mesqui te trees. AI though livestock may not inhibi t
the establishment of these trees. they do adversely impact their chances for
survival. Reduction in stocking rates would due little to improve survival of
native riparian trees.

There is no mention of impacts to aquatic resources from implementation of
any of the alternatives. This should be added to the draft RKP-EIS and should
include seeps and springs as well as rivers and streams.

Page 61. Conclusion - We disagree that that Proposed Action would result in either
slightly beneficial impacts to Sonoran pronghorn. mule deer. and riparian
habi ta t. BLM is assuming that rangeland moni to ring will result in reductions
of permitted livestock use and this is uncertain. Rather. implementation of
the proposed action is more likely to have an adverse or significant adverse
impact on the Sonoran pronghorn. mule deer. desert bighorn sheep. desert
tortoise. and riparian habitat as well as most of the wildlife species in the
Lower Gila South. Please see our comments for pages 59 - 61. Because of these
adverse effects. we believe BLK should propose and implement mitigation measures
to reduce or eliminate the severity of these impacts. This mitigation should be
included in the draft RMP-EIS for public review and comment.

Page 62. Disposal - Because the impact of land disposal cannot be fully assessed at
this time. BLM should have included a worst case scenario of the illlpacts.
Such an analysis should include the number of acres of each habitat type that may
be disposed of and the special status species in each habitat type that would be
affected by such an action.

Page 62. Acquisition - Would lands acquired for part of the Weiler greenbelt be
withdrawn from mineral and energy development. livestock. grazing. or other types
of surface disturbance?

Page 62. Split Mineral Estate - Please indicate what stipulations BLM would or may
place on mineral and energy activities. We recollDlend that BLM require that a
bond be posted as an incentive for the developer to use mining or exploration
techniques that will result in the least amount of damage to the environllent.
BL.."t should also insure that all mining operations comply with the new AI1IY Coprs
of Engineers regulations for implementing Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Page 63. Utility Corridor Issue - This conclusion is valid only if BLK enforces
construction of utilities within the designated corridors.

270-22

270-23

270-24

270-25

270-26

To date there is no disease
reported/documented transmissions from
cattle to big horn sheep. Disease
transmission is more likely to occur when
domestic sheep are allowed to graze in
areas adjacent to bighorn sheep habitat.
No domestic sheep grazing is currently
permitted in the planning area.
Livestock grazing would be reduced or
eliminated in the event of significant
disease transmission to bighorn sheep.

Exact location of some of the fences has
not been determined. Fences in bighorn
sheep habitat would not be allowed in the
event of any significant impacts to
bighorn sheep migrations that could not
be mitigated.

Rangeland monitoring and wildlife habitat
studies would be used in determining any
needed adjustments to reduce conflicts
between Sonoran Pronghorns and livestock.

We do not have any situations of over
utilization on ephemeral areas.
Ephemeral use by livestock has little or
no impact on desert tortoise.

Many adverse factors act to suppress
cottonwood and willow reproduction along
the Gila River as stated in the section
in question. Livestock grazing is only
one factor which limits cottonwood and
willow reproduction. Flow regimes which
are regulated by upstream reservoirs are
very drastic and favor salt cedar at the
expense of cottonwood and willow.
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Three small
LGS. These
sources but
significant
fauna.

seeps are known to occur in
are important big-game water
are too limited to support
riparian growth or aquatic



270-271page 63, Impacts on Minerals and Energy - The third sentence contradicts page 57,
paragraph 3.

Page 63, third sentence. Will change the
sentence to read, No new prospecting ...

Presently no P-E allotments are managed
under specific grazing systems. Many
allotments (ephemeral) are grazed on a
seasonal basis when conditions for a
favorable ephemeral forage crop exists.

Adjustments in stocking rates would be
made if needed based on utilization,
trend in rangeland condition, and
precipitation. After consultation,
coordination, and cooperation adjustments
to grazing preference shall be
implemented through a documented
agreement or by decision. If data to
authorized officer are available, an
initial adjustment shall be taken on the
effective date of the agreement or
decision and the balance taken in the
third and fifth years follOWing the
effective date. Also see response 257-31.

SCS RangeAsterisk indicates source:
Handbook.

270-30

270-29

270-28

270-27

Please indicate those allotments with rest rotation. deferred grszing or sillilar
grazing management operations.

Pages 69-70, 73, 77-78, and 83. Impacts on Vegetation - Please refer to our
comments On page 55.

Page 68, First Paragraph - Please change the second sentence to read that ranchers
would be reqUired to build and maintain range improvements in a fsshion
that would not impair wilderness values.

Pages 233-267, Appendices 3 through 10 - Please include a map of the proposed
locations of land for disposal and for acquisition.

I
Page 268, Appendix 11 - Can these stocking rates be increased or decreased depending

270- 2 8 on range condition, utilization, and trend? If they can be altered, what is
the maximum percentage of alteration and over what minimum period of time can
this allocstion be implemented?

Page 71. Impacts on Wildlife - Discussions of monitoring competition between
wildlife and cattle should be addressed in other sections of this document.

Pages 70-71. and 73-74. Impacts on Wildlife - Please refer to our comments on pages
59 through 61.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. We request that you coordinate
wi th this office in any future actions that ElL8y include public involvellent and we
look forward to working with you over the long terti: to assist you in complying with
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act and Endangered Species Act.

Page 65, Impacts on Recreation - There Is no mention of impacts to off-road
vehicle use.

270 - 3 11 Page 272, Appendix 15 - The percentages under the Condition coluu.n do not add to
100%.

Page 269, Appendix 12 - After reviewing the criteria for the ElL8intain, improve, and
custodial grazing allotllent categories, we believe that Some of the allotments
within the Lower Gila South do qualify for the Improve category. We would be
happy to work. with you on revising the categorization of allotllents within Lover
Gila South.

2 7 0 - 3 0 IPage 271, Appendix 14 - Please infon: us as to what the asterisk. indicates.

o.....
'"WI

cc: Regional Director, PWS, Albuquerque, New Hexico (AHR)
Sta te Director, Bureau of Land Kanagement, Phoenix, Arizona
FWS/EC. Washington, D.C.

270-31 Corrections have been made in the final
RMP.
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SIERRA CLUB

8rand Canyon Chapter . Arizona

5/01/S5

Bill Carter
Phoenix District Office, B.L.M.
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Az. 85027

Re: Lower GUa South RllP/ElS analysis and comment.

Dear llr. Carter,
Following are the official Grand Canyon Chapter Sierra Club

comments on the RMP/ElS. These comments are supplemental to those
presented by Joni Bosh on behalf of the Chapter at the public hear
ings in Phoenix. Please enter these comments into the official record.

Four separate authors participated in this analysis: myself,
Paul Hirt- Rangeland Management; David Goldstein- Wildlife and roild
e;ness; Candy King -Soils and Cultural Resources; and Jim Notestine
-Recreation.The comments from these authore follow in that order.

We sincerely appreciate the opportunity to participate in
public lands management and planning, 1'1e look forward to your
considered responses to our concerns and hope to be able to work
with you in the future toward sound management of our public land
resources.

Sinoerely,

Paul 1'1, Hirt, Conservation Chair
Grand Canyon Chapter, Sierra Club
1038 N. Perry
Tucson, Az. 85705

1

RANGELAND l1liIAGEMENT

The entire range management program of the Proposed Action
is unaooeptable. Decisions are based on incomplete or non-existent
data, they ignore the basic requirements of resource conservation,
promote the oontinuation of significant adverse environmental im
paots, make no effort to even acknowledge the need for widespread
improvement of allotment management, and are wholly biased toward
sustaining the marginally productive and largely destructive dom
estic livestock industry on lands much better suited for other
IllUlt iple uses.

Following are specific comments on the most obvious prob
lems in the RMP/ElS relating to rangeland management.

Pg. 2- Right from the start you admit that rangeland maa
agement actions need to be reviewed to, "aid in stabalizing the
livestock industry through management actions." This is not a leg
islative mandate. You are only required to oonsider the effects of
your actions on local economies, not manage to sustain local special
user interests.

It is obvious throughout the FBlP/ElS taht the driving element
of the proposed action is to sustain dependent livestock operations.
From just about any rational perspective, there is little to just
ify this management direction. There are only a total of 17 permitees
running an average of 40,000 Animal Unit Months per year, providing
less than 1% of the livestock products generated in just the local
3 county area alone (pgs. 46 & 48). t of these permittees aren't
even running a profitable business (P. 47).

Livestock operations in this RMP/ElS area have had a signif
icant adverse impact on the environment (see oonnenb re; pg. 29
following), their oontribution to local and state beef supplies
is virtually insignificant, their economic oontribution to regional
eoonomiee is is almost as insignificant, and the benefits to oosts
of the range progr_ ltUPPorting them are very low.

Suataining the f_ permiUees dependent on this hAnd-out of
public forage will have absolutely no effect on"stabalizing the live
stock indlultry". All the proposed action does is oontinue a wellfare
like subsidy progrlllll for a fn businessmen engaged in outdated and
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Pg, 15- It is interesting to note that your de.oription of
the ·Resource Production Alternative· includes the following:
"The issues would be resolved in a manner that would place highest
priority on livestock forage utilization••• • In defense of my

earlier assertion that the driving slement of the proposed action
is to susts.in dependsnt livestock operatio~~~tgrs and the following
quote also from page 15, "Grazing managsment objectives for this
s.lternative (Resouroe Production) Would be the same as the proposed
E!.!!!!." (Emphasis added).

Pg, 11- Rangeland Monitoring. You refer to a ·Lower Gila
Monitoring Plan" that .ould provide guidance for monitoring allot

2 7 1 - 2 ments. I would like to reoeive a copy of this plan for reTie" and
oOlllllent. Please send it to me as soon as possible or otherwise corP
tact me regarding this request.

From indications in the BMP/ElS (pgs. 11 & 19) this monitor
ing plan appears inadequate. It overly focusses on livestock util
ization of forage, rather than general habitat and ecosystem integ
rity, soil stability or overall watershed quality. Eg: • ••• monitor
ing studies .ould include actual yearly livestock use, forage util
ization, trend in rangeland oondition, and precipitation data.· (pg.
11) .• Rangeland condition· is currently determined 801ely by 8tudies
relating to forage utilization b7 livestock.·Precipitation·is the
only objective oonsideration in your analyeis.

The purpose of ..anitorine i8 to determine trend in range
oondition and the Deed for adjustments in livestock permitted use.
The RUP/EIS coes on to exPlain that, "Actual livestock use figures
8lIPPlied by the operators 'S'Ould be the foundation for grazing IIlILI>

__nt adju8tments." (pg. 11). Considering that permittees wholly

depend on the permitted use levels for loan oollateral and ranch
ress.le TBolue. (PC8. 47 & 48), it see_ illlPrudent at best to baBe
livestook adjustment deoisions on ·figures 8lIPPli... by the operators.·

Also under -.onitorine on page 11 you state, "B.L.1I. would also

I
design .tudies to ensure that '8'11dlife habitat management objeotives

27 1 - 3 .ere being _t.· The wordine here indicates that such .tudies
have not yet been de.ilDed. When .ill this ooour? What _thode and

standards .ill be used?
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Response - Letter 271

Monitoring for wildlife habitat condition
and trend will utilize accepted
techniques, many of which can be found in
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Publication hEstimating Wildlife Habitat
Variables" 81-47 (Sept. 1981). BLM
personnel have found frequency quadrat
techniques are particularly useful in
measuring range trend in the Lower
Sonoran Desert Habitats. Monitoring will
begin when the RMP is finalized, although
BLM is already engaged in monitoring
critical habitat of the Sonoran pronghorn.

The Lower Gila Monitoring Plan is
available in the Lower Gila Resource Area
of the Phoenix District Office for review.

Rangeland monitoring studies would
provide information critical to managing
and refining the rangeland and wildlife
programs and provide the basis for making
needed adjustments. These adjustments
will be based on monitoring data and
severity of any resource use conflicts.

271-3

271-2

271-1

Pg, 9- Tou state that the B.L.M. ·.ould not initially adjust
liTestock DUIIlbers, ..• Is this because you don't think reductions are
necessary? Or is it because you don't think you have the data yet
to ·prove" your decision to reduce DUIIlbers in an administrative
appeal process? (I believe the supporting documentation to justify
reductions is presently sufficient.)

.arginal or su~rginal operations. The public deserTes more from

its lands than that.

271-1
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~
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Pg. 19- Rangel&nd lfanagement. This whole section on range
l&nd management is so shallow and contradictory that I can only
guees the B.L.lf. planners didn't think anyone would read this doc
ument carefully.

You state that, ·~ll grazing allotments in the Lower Gila
South RMP/EIS area have been assigned to two of three management
categories .•. • The two categories are: ·Maintain" &nd "Custodial".
I challenge the accurac;r of these assignments. ~ppendix 12 pg. 269
describes these categories thusly:
The ·llaintain· category encompasses those allotments which meet the
following conditione:

••Present range condition is satisfactiory.
••Present managsment appears satisfactory.
" .~llotments have moderate or high resource production

potential and are producing near their potential (or trend
1s moving in that direction.)·

The ·Custodial" category criteria include the following:
• .Present range condition is not a factor.
• .Present ~gement appears satisfactory or is the only

logical practice under existing resource conditions.
• ·~llotments haTe a low resource production potential

and are producing near their potential."

Firet of all, what do you mean exactly by ·range condition
is not a factor·? How can range condition not be a factor in judging
allotments? ~lso, what is meant by "the only logical practice under
existing resource conditions.·? Since when is cattle grazing a 12&
ical practice under the existing resource conditions in your arid,

27 1 - 4 sparsely vegetated and fragile desert lands?
Secondly, and most importantlY. there is no mention of any

allotments in need of improvement I You seem to think everything is
bunk:r-dory. Condition, ~gement and trend are all ·satisfactory"
or are the "only logical practice· under existing conditions. This
is absolutely ridiculous.

91~ of all allotments are producing at less than 3/4 of
their natural ·climax· potential. 40% are producing forage at less
than 1/2 their natural potential. (Pg. 29 and ~ppendix 14, pg. 271).
9~ of the allotments are classified as either "static" or ·dec
lining" in condition trend (pg. 29). You consider this satisfactor;r?1
This is one of the most blatant violations of the resource conserv
ation intent of the Federal Land Polic;r and Management ~ct (F~~)

that I have ever come across.
From what I can gather from the information on page 272,

~ppendix 15, there isn't a single allotment that shouldn't be placed
in the 3rd category called "Improve". This mmsed category includes
the following criteria:

271-4 See response 257-8.
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• .Present range condition is unsatisfactory.
• .Present management appears unsatisfactory.
• .Allotments have moderats to high resource production

potential and are producing at low to moderate levels."
27 1 - 5 The 'Improvs' catsgory is a perfect1,. accurate description

of the allotments in thB Lower Gila South B.A. What realistic·just
ification could ,.ou possibl,. have to oo~letel,. ienore the 'improve'
category and classif,. all ,.our allotments as sati.factory?

If 4~ of TOUr allotments are producing forace at less than
t that of thB natural climax conditions, then a 'static' trend in
rangeland conditions (8~ of allotments) indicates either: 1) the
re.ource IlaoB been .0 aballed that it 18 incapable of re;luvenation
(certainl,. the O&8e in aaDT instanoes and alreadT in violation of

the law); or, 2) cattle use ie still too heaVT to allow natural
revegetation and therefore the range is continuousl,. being degraded
at a oonsistent level (arguabl,. in violation of the law).

The B.L.U. is ignoring its responsibilit,. to conserve veg
etative, soil and watershed resources and to prevent 'unnecessary
or undue degragation' of those resources.

There is no excuse for maintaining these deteriorated con
ditions. Becent rangeland studies show how maintenance of 'excellent"
range conditions is entirel,. compatible with properl,. managed grazing
operations. Indeed, it IlaoB been well documented that carefull,. con
trolled livestock use can actual1,. increase total forage production
b7 stimulating plant growth at the appropriate times.

Proper lII&Xl&gement protects or enhancee the natural resources,
and seeks to rapidl,. reclaim healthT productive conditions on any
deteriorated areas. LivestocK operations that cannot meet these
basic requirements have no business on the public lands.

271-5 Many of the allotments in Lower Gila
South do not have moderate to high
potential for vegetation production nor
do opportunities for positive economic
returns exist. AlsQ see responses 257-8
and 270-10.

271-6

Pg. 20- Under TOUr discussion of te1lq)orary permits for
ephemeral grazill&, TOU stipulate that .uch permits will be issued
• ••• onl,. if the overall rangeland condition were fair or better.'
This is unacceptable. 'Fair condition' means that forage produc
tion is between 2~5~ of the natural potential. ThBse are
significantl,. degraded sites which ought to be off limits to
livestock for recovery purposes.

Ephemeral permits ought to be issued onl,. for ranges pro
ducing within 7.5-10~ of cl1m.% conditions.

Pg. 28- You refer to a 1968 document entitled 'Special
Ephemeral RUle.' I would like to receive a oop,. of this B.L.U.
publication. Under these rules ,.on state that, ·live.tock Crazing
18 permitted on ephBmeral allotments onl,. ..men BUttic1ent pre
cipitation and telllPBratures provide thB probability of an ephemeral
forage crop to exist.· (Emphasis added).

271-6 See Appendix 2B of this document.
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271-7

I am IIlOst curious about the wording here. UtI TOU 8uggest
ing that a mere "probabilitT" is sufficient to justifT the
i8suance of an ephemeral permit? 18 an oD-site pre-deciBion
inspection not required? How do TOU monitor the aoourac;r of Tour
decisions regarding "probability"? !nd how do TOU monitor com
pliance with the 8tipulations of the ephemeral permit?

Pg. 27- Perhaps the 1I08t siCnifioant 8hortooming of the
B.L.M.'s entire rangeland management program is revealed in its
admission on p.27, bottom, "Currently, no allotment management
plans (Al~'8) have been developed for any of the allotments in
the IWP/EIS area." This siq>le statement IIUIIB up the pitiful
oondition of the B.L.H. 's Crazing program. Range Danagllment is
in evident infa.no;r in this Resource uea.

1Iot only are there no .uIP's, but there is almost a oomplete
lack of reliable data on the interactions between domestic live
IItock and native wildlife, vegetation and ecos;rstem health and
stabilitT on these allotments.

Yore probleDlll of this sort are revealed on p. 29 in the
statement, "Since trend lltudies have not been oompletely establish
ed within the area, apparent rangeland trend was determined during
the rangeland iDTentor;r oonducted in 1980 and 1981." (Emphasis
added.) J.nd in the nert paragraph, "the apparent rangeland trend
information representll only a lIingle TIlar's observatioUll and thus
maT not reflect the actual lone-term trend of an &rea."

Given the admitted bias on page 2, where the B.L.lI. assens
that its aim is to stabilize the livestock iDdwltr:r; and given
the fact that the Proposed J.otion lIeeks to place the highest
priorit:r on livestock forage utilization (slle oomments on P. 15
above); one might realloDablT aIl~ that the hastT and incomplete
studies on range condition and trend would err in favor of live
stock operations, if theT err at all.

Coupled with the reputation the B.L.Y. has of being
"cooperative" toward ranohers,m:r conservative ;tudee_nt leads me
to believe that you probably have an even greater problem in
condition and trend that Tour simple studies indicate.

(In fairness to the B.L.H., I IllUst admit that a big part
of the problem has been the historic lack of funding for studies.
It W'Ould be IllUch oheaper, however, and DlOre cost efficient to
deemphasize livestock and turn the attentions of "range Danagers"
back to the range resources. J.ll that is being focused on no" is
cattle, which is ~ a "range resource." Soil, water, vegetation,
wildlife, ecological interactions, etc. are the range resources.)

271-7 Authorization may be issued to operators
on allotments designated as ephemeral on
the basis that climatic conditions
indicate probability or potential of an
ephemeral forage crop. Probability may
be determined to be high when favorable
precipitation occurs during fall and
winter months of the previous year.
Field exams are conducted when there is a
question concerning forage availability,
trespass, or resource damage. However,
range specialists monitor ephemeral
forage during field inspections during
the ephemeral season to assure that
forage exists. See response 289-2.
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Pg. 42- Desert Pavement Soils. There is some discussion here
of how fragile and susoeptible to erosion Desen Pavement is. The
RllP lEIS then mentions that three crazing allotments "oontain large 271-8

2 7 1 - 8 areas of these so11s." You further mention that "the areas are not
suitable for livestock grazing." J.re the cattle fenced out? or allowed
to roam at will? If they are not fenced, how do you plan to protect
these soils from damage?

See response 257-26.



I
No mention is made of what steps you will take to restore

27 1 - 9 the 1500 &Cres of Desert P...velllllnt currently olllBs1tied in ... oon
dition of 'severe erosion'. (pg. 43)

Pg. 43- Five (pre_bly riparian) washes are IIlBntioned lIB

being in 'severe-oritical erosion oondition" due to "he"'T7 livestock

use' and periodic excessive water flcnrs. No _ntion is made of your

plans to oorreot tbis oondition. Riparian arellB re r ...re and critical
habit...t, eepeoi...lly in this ...re.... To ...llow inst bility and degrada-

tion of riparian resources to ooour and to neglect to outline in

the EIS specifio plans to rectify the situ...tion is another grave

shortcoming in your lIIlLNl.gement and planning.

Pg. 53- The JUS states that adjustments in livelltock IDlIIIbers

will be planned 'in cooperation and consult tion with the livestock

operator and other affected croups." b an • ffected crouP", the

Sierra Club 111 interellted in being involTed in rangeland lIIlLNl.gement

decisions. We would particul ...rlY like to participate in the devel

opment of ...11otment lIIlLNl.ge..nt plans.

271-9 The 1,500 acres of desert pavement soils
which are in severe erosion condition
class are scattered in the planning area
(5 to 2 acres in size). Stabilization
will take place on a case by case basis
as funding is available.

,-~, 271-10

271-11

Pg. 55- In ... paragr...ph disoussing range lIIlLNl.gement in wilder

DeliS ...reas you st...te, 'Construction of new rangeland developments
is permissible when it is determined to be necess...ry for the purpose

of effective -...nagement of the rangeland.' This is incorrect. Within

... wilderness, new developments must be tustified according to whether
they primarily benefit or improve the wilderness resource. They must

...lso be constructed in suoh ... W&7 as to minimize imp...cts to the wild

erness. Development merely for the sake of "effective management of

the rangeland" is not ...llowable. (If the B.L.M. does ...llow this, it

is inoonsistent with the Wilderness .lot.)

FinallY, on p...ge 68, under Recre...tion Eoonomics, you make ...

wholly indefensible IItatement ...bout the value of added recre...tion

visitors to the local eoonOIllT from wilderness designations. Your

figures of 4650 R.V.D.'II and $i7,763 expenditures added for reorea

tion, comes to less than $4.00/R.V.D. Ne...rly ...11 major studies in

the past decade have placed R.V.D. values ...t 2 to 10 times your
value, depending on the recre...tional activity. Wilderness recre...tion

...1_78 ranks p ...rtioul...rly high in value.

Tour proposed range ~gement program, wildlife management

program and wildernellll reoommend...tions in the RUP are negligent and
oompletely unaocept...ble. The "Environment...l Proteotion Alternative"

ill the overall prefer...ble ...lternative. Under no oircumstances should

the Proposed .lction be ~lB1llBnted.

We look forward to silD1fioani obances in the Final EIS.

I~ the Distriot Office is interested in disOUBSinc these issues

further in some sort of necoti...tion!rellolution prooeSIl, the Sierr...

Club will gladly partioipate.
We appreoi...te the opportunity to partioipate in public land

__gement planninc (lluch .. it 18).

271-10

271-11

As stated in BLM's Wilderness Management
Policy 46 FR 47180, Sept. 21, 1981, and
Forest Service Regulations (36 CFR 2937),
and 43 CFR Part 8560. " .... wilderness
designation should not prevent the
maintenance of existing fences or other
livestock improvements, nor the
construction and maintenance of new
fences or improvements which are
consistent with AMPs and/or which are
necessary for the protection of the range.

See response 1-2.
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271-12

271-12

Wildlife

1) Wildlife as a planning priority
According to the draft RHP/EIS, "BUr's wildlife program

in the lower Gila South RllP/EIS area was not identified as a
..jor issue" (P. 22). This position is unacceptable. Wildlife
18 one of the l1li11 tiple uses which ths BLM ill mandated to ssrve
in its management. Because of the large tracts of unspoiled
land within this management area, the Lower Gila South mlP
area is ideally suited for ssrving the needs of Arizona's desert
wildlife. Yet little evidence exists in the RHP/EIS that a
wildlife program exists at all. The management plan is excessively
directed towards the interests of mining and grazing.

In accepting wildlife u apriority, the BUI IIII1st consider
not only the requirements of threatened and game species, but
also the needs of the natural communities of flora and fauna which
exist within the IDIP area. Game and threatened species Blst be
seen as integral parts of their usociated communities. By
foousing on the ecosystems, the individual ....mbers will also be
protected. In fact, attention to natural oommunities provides
a reliable index to the health and productivity of the lands.
BUI aanagement should be based on a standard of heal thy~
cOllllllUJ1ities.

2) Habitat diversity
The extent of all habitat tTPBS within the management

area should be quantified. This has been done onl" for the
wilderness study areu, in whiob just two habitat tTPBS are
identified. The EIS states that the mlP area is ooq>osed primaril"
of two habitat tTPBS - creosote bMBh/bursage and palo verde/
II1Dd cacti. However, smaller areu of several other habitat
tTPBs are aho reoornized (e.l. riparian &asociatio.. , tobosa
lrus-scrub, saltbush, ....squite thickets). These usooiations

may comprise small percentages of the planning area. However,
their very scaroeness makes it imperative that they be identified
and quantified. Small and isolated associations of flora and

fanna otten are critical to their residents and users.
In addition to delineating more precisely the current

habitat tTPBS, the RllP/EIS should speoify the iq>act of any
proposed habitat manipulations, such as those usociated with
mining, crazing, or utility corridors, on the various habitats
affected. Would these manipulations result in any convereion
of ecosystem types, or loss of acreage from any particular habitat
type? Such specifioation is partioularly critical with respect
to the less widespread ecosystems referred to abovs. For sxample,
what is the extent of the tobosa grus-scrub association in the
South Vekol Valley? Would any of this be protected in wilderness?
What would be the impact on this ecosystem of ths proposed levels
of grazing and mining?

271-12 Management of Riparian Habitat along the
Gila River, which is comprised of
saltbush and Sonoran deciduous swamp and
riparian scrub, will also be addressed in
LGS/HMP. These habitats are found in the
Fred Weiler Green Belt, which is an issue
in the RMP but could not be adequately
addressed at this time. Management of
the Green Belt will be addressed in
LGS/HMP or in a future document specific
plans for the Green Belt.

Acres of Habitat types have been
quantified in the management situation
analysis for LGS. Refer to Chapter 3,
Wildlife in this document for a table
outlining habitat types.

Habitat management of the unique Tobosa
Grassland will be addressed in the
upcoming LGS Habitat Management Plan.
Public involvement will be solicited in
development of the HMP including
suggestions for the management of this
area.
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3) !ilderness as protection for wildlife
By preserving large tracts of unspoiled lands, and thereby

protecting intact eoosystems, wilderness designation is often the
most effective means of protecting and ~ging wildlife. This
is particularly true for non-g_, non-threatened species, which
otherwise are given little individual attention.

4) Impact of crazing of wildlife
Overgrazing adversel:r ilQP&Ots the health and diversit:r of

all natural eo08,..tems. Overgrazing _st be eliminated (grazing
use BlBt be aliened with oapaoit:r). All grazing allotments should
be ~ed to aohieve good or excellent oondition. This will
benefit grazing .. well as wildlife.

5) Riparian areas
The RMP/EIS states that no perennial stre&lllll exist besides

the Gila River, bIt that some springs do exist. Because of the
8carcit:r of perennial water sources, these springs _st be critical
for native wildlife. We support the BLM policy of exoluding
cattle from developed spring storage and adjacent riparian habitat
(P. 23). However, we would extend this to exclude cattle from
all perennial water sources, including the riparian habitat along
the Gila River. Despite their depositing scarified mesquite seeds,
the impact of cattle on riparian areas is detrimental. Riparian
habitat is very much a limited resource in the Lower Gila South;
it should be preserved for wildlife and recreation•

6) Monitoring wildlife
The HMP/EIS includes no plan for monitoring wildlife.

Monitoring is critical for evaluation of the health of the different
habitat t;rpes within the HMP area, and provides an important index
to the achievement of management objectives. We reooDDend that
the BUI adopt a program of monitoring indicator speciee. This
would entail the development of a list of speoies which are re
presentative of and dependent on the various habitat t;rpes re-

2 7 1 - 1 3 presented in the management area. The population levels of these
species should be monitored on a regular basis (everT 1-2 years).
Because many animal populations naturally var:r widely in number
from :rear to year, we also recoDDend a complementary system of
monitoring vegetation struoture. Vegetation oould be monitored
at less frequent intervals (everT 5 :rears). Beoause of the
8ensitivit:r of vegetation structure to grazing and mining, this
pr'lgram waul" oonstitute an effeotive guide to the health of the
eoos:re;r1eme within the HMP/EIS area.

271-13 See Response 271-3
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Wilderness

We question the priorities of the BLM in reo_nding only

portions of 4 out of 12 WS.1's for wilderness. The BLM is .-ndAted

to _ge its laDds for alltiple uses. Wilderness dell1P1&tion

presernls intact eoosTllte.. , proyides for long-term _intenanoe

of soenio qualities so i~rtant for quality reoreation, protects

watersheds, and preserY1lS historically illPortant ClUltural sites.

Release from wilderness, on the other hand, catere to the interests

of only a small portion of the population, the IIinere. We argue

that designation of laDds as wilderness lIerYes the interests of

a greater proportion of the population, and does so in acre diyerse,

more luting, and IIOre fundamental 1f&7'8.

The RMP!EIS proYides little justification for its reoom-

..ndation to release the 8-plus WS.1's frOID wilderness. .111 of

the WS.l' s are desoribed u proYiding outstanding opportunities

for 1I0litude and unoonfined reoreation, and -ost haye significant

cultural features or habitat for threatened wildlife. None is

desoribed as having mineral denlopment potential greater than

moderate, and senral are desoribed u haying 10lr mineral potential.

For e%&mple, the South Marioopa Mountains are desoribed as

"essentially natural .•. Outstanding solitude and primitin and

unconfined reoreation opportunities •.• supplemental wildlife •••

and cultural resources" (P. )4). The'lS.l h&lI 42,800 acres of

oruoial desert tortoise habitat. The area h&lI low potential for

mineral denlopment. Tet, none of the 71,320 acres of this WS.1

is reo~nded for wilderness, and a large portion of it is eYen

reoo_nded for -eelll8nt of VJW olass IT. The Butterfield

state HelllOrial 'IS.1 18 lIilD1lar17 delloribed, and lIillilarly reoo_nded.

Wo ;lu8tification is proYided for Rch reo_ndations. 'Iilderness

QUality ill a resource which is irreooYerable onos :l.08t; the BUI

~t proYide oompelling ;lu8tification for reoe-ndation against

wildernells; BUch ;lu8tification lIhould be inoluded in the EIS for

each WS.1.

We are particularly oonoerned at the recommendations for

the fiYe WSA's abutting and extending from the Xofa 'Iildlife

Refuge. This set of'lS.1's (New Water Mountains, Little Horn

Kountains West, Little Horn Mountains, Eagletail Hountains,

Eut Clanton Hills) represents the opportunity to significantly

extend a large tract of unspoiled l&nd. Of these fiYe WSA's,

only portions of two are reoollllllllnded for wilderness, and one of

these (Eagletail )fountains) without the inter-oonnecting lands.

The moderate mineral potential in the WS.1's connot justify their
remoYal from wilderness.

In dstermining the Yalue of wilderness for wildlife, the

RMP!EIS essentially oonsiders the impacts only on desert bighorn

sheep and desert tortoise, and oocasionally on a sensitiYe plant

speoies. EYen these oonsiderations appear to han little impact

on the BLlI reoolDlll8ndations. Yet, one great Yalue of wilderness

271-14
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is that it preserY8S entire eoos78te.. intaot. Ginn our rudi

I118ntary understanding of the dynamics and potential resources of

desert eoos78tems, this preservation of intact eoosystems should

be a great incentiYe tOlr&rdB wilderness designation. This sig

nificanoe should be discussed in the EIS, and ginn adequate

weight in the recommendation process.

The RMP!EIS reoolnizes that wilderness designation would

inorease the DUlllber of Yisitor d&TB per TlIar for each of the sites.

HOIr were the estimates of cbAnges in yisitation rate generated?

Why is there a greater projeoted inorease in use under the Resource

Proteotion ..1lternatin than under the EnY1ronmental Protection

Alternatin? The EIS BlUSt oonsider that the fiye major SUS.1's

clO8est to the WS.1's are all crowing rapidly; Yisltatlon rates

are likely to iDC1'8ue &DDI1ally. The RMP!EIS nl~ell each increased

Yill1tor-da7 at lellS than $4.00. How 1F&ll this filUr'B determined?

It is an unjustifiably low Yaluation, ins~ortable llT .!:!ll nlid

lItudT on R.T.D. nlues, particularly those relatsd to wilderness
recreation.

There is a greater projected increase
under the Resource Protection alternative
because that alternative, to a great
extent, accommodates both existing
motorized and increased nonmotorized
recreation uses within WSAs recommended
for wilderness. Under the Environmental
Protection alternative, all motorized
based recreation use is prohibited in 12
wilderness areas. Therefore, visitor
days in WSAs associated with su~h use are
lost.

Wilderness designation is the only mamagelll8nt lUideline

which ensures long-term stability of ecos78teDIB. Long-term

perpetuation of healthy eoosyetems in turn ensuree oontinued

produotiyity. This long-term productivity can be oonsidsred

analgous to a resouroe output, and should be oonsidered accordingly

in balancing priorities for wilderness designation.

Finally, we reiterate our support for designating all WSA's

as wilderness. Howeyer, in the eYent that any of the WS.1' s are

not designated as wilderness, these laDds should be managed for

VID.I class II or I whenever possible. None of these landS should

be classified as VRlI claseIV. The areas are currently all pristine

enough for VRlI I designation; this natural character cannot be

reolaimed once lost, and must be preserYBd.
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fhe recreation values i~ the Lower Gila South ~,2 have been

down"layeo as in almost all 31:,: planning. E,:' s primary

emphasis is obviously erazing a~d mining, a~d values BUch

as recreation (particularly pri~itive recreation) and wil1life

are sp.condary. Recreation econo~ic increases from pri~itive

recreation is continually referred to as an insienificant

~ount viewed on a regional l~vel, but you went into ~inute

1~t~il on ranch econo~ics. You should note th~t even i~ your

conservative recreation value estiMates i~ the ~~P, the ~C0no~!c

increases projected fro~ increased pri~itiv~ recre?tion exceed

total r~nch pr?fits.

Recreational us~ of Bli~ lan1s in the Lower Gila South area

is not higher because the BL:~ has done little to encour~ee

or develop it. The ~ower Gila South offerR exc~~tional pri~i

tive recreation opportunities - large WSA's with uni1ue flora,

fauna, geologic values, and cultural resources - stQ~ning

scenery. Interpretive centers an~ tr3ils, as well as ma~5 and

publications should be develop~d a~9 m~~e avail~ble to the

pub~ic. This area 1~ within less than a days ~rive of fiv~

major ex,an~ing ~Qtr0pollta~ 2re~s which are over-usine recre

ation areas adjacent to the~. Areas such as Lower Gila South

sh?uld be used to disperse recreation.

The Enviro~~~tal Prot~ction Alternative w?uld best ~~et th~

recreation requlrenents for the Lower Gila South area. It
would designate 3ry~ of the Bli~ area Wilderness for pri~itive

recreation an1 leave 7DD open LO motorized and other no~-?ri~i

tive uses. Table ~-8, pg. 66 gives an erroneous report on this

balance. It gives percentages on the assumption that the W3A's

are the only lands available for non-primitive use which is

a !alRe aS3Q~ption.

C?V use is the only r~cre~tional value i~ibited by the ~i~d~rn~~s

designations i~ the Enviro~~~ntal Protection Alternative ~~d it

would be very destructive in th~ WSA ar~as. It unfortunately

would still be permitted on the re~aininl 70~ of the fragile

l~d in the Lower ~ila South area. The wilrlerness protection

afforded 6a7,557 acres in the Environ~ental Protection Alt~r

native would protect wildlife an1 scenic valu~s for hunters,

hikers, phot?graphers, birders and other wildlife ob.~rvers,

geology bUffs, and oth~r enjoyers of scenic and pri"-:itive ,l~ces.

On page 181, Table S-1~ you conRervatively e~ti~ate that recrez

tion would be maximized with the Reso~rce and Enviro~nental

Protection Alternatives (up 52-59 ~ over present use.) I believe

this is conservative with the growing ~em~~d for pri~itive

recreation a~d with five major e~anding metr?~olit~~ centers

within easy reach.

In s~~ary, the Enviro~nental Protection Alternative i~ the

preferred alternative for balanced recreational values. Als?,

intprpr~tive and educ~tional services should be developed for

the area.

271-15 Please r€fer to Chapter 3 - Affected
Environment, Recreation.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES 271-16

Management of the Lower Gila South Planning Area under the
proposed resource management plan would have disastrous effects

on the cultural resources present. Cultural resources will be

adversely affected by multiple use management in areas that have
not been adequately inventoried. The proposed action has a
definite bias toward mineral development, ORV use, utility
corridors, and grazing. This bias will have permanent detrimental
effects on the myriad cultural resources present in the area.
Cultural needs were not given the consideration they deserved.
The proposed action places more importance on "possible" mineral

finds than on existing culturally important sites.

Mineral and energy "possibilities" are the basis for the
management plan of each WSA. The BLM admits its lack of infor
mation on mineral and energy resources in the RMP/EIS. No oil or

gas production, leaseable mineral production, or geothermal product
ion have taken place in the RMP/EIS area. The area has a poor

potential for saleable minerals. Placer claims have not been
productive.

Only 1.2~ of the RMP/EIS acreage has been formally
inventoried for cultural resources. 390 sites have been found and
additional traditional cultural/ religious sites have been

identified by Native American groups. As many as 20,350 sites
could occur in the RMP/EIS area. No testing has been done to
identify subsurface sites. Lack of summary reports of cultural

resource areas make it inadvisable to release land to multiple
271 - 1 6 use management without further stUdy. The proposed action makes

it clear that the BLM is willing to release unstUdied land
with a high probability of cultural resources to the uses that
would be most detrimental to any existing known or unknown site.

Surface disturbances can totally destroy the context and artifacts
of cultural sites. Surface disturbances are likely to occur under
mUltiple use management. The degree of impacts to sites has not
been adequately monitored or measured.

The statistics given for cultural resources saved and

conclusions about user impact are misleading. The culturally

sensitive acres protected by the proposed action are 5~ of the
recommended acreage for wilderness. This is only 47.~ of the
cultural resources present in the RMP/EIS area. The resource
protection alternative would protect 66.~ of the culturally
sensitive acreage in the RMP/EIS area. The environmental

protection alternative would protect 100% of the identified
sensitive areas.

As stated in the draft RMP/EIS Chapter 2,
page 21, before proposals involving areas
of ground disturbance or transfer of
title are approved, site specific
cultural resource evaluations will be
completed. These include a Class I
literature review, as well as a Class II
or Class III field inventory in areas
which have not been previously surveyed
for archaeological remains.

Subsurface testing on sites or areas to
identify possible subsurface remains is
performed when: 1) a site or portion of
a site will be adversely affected by a
proposed action and mitigation or data
recovery is required and, 2) an area with
a high probability to yield subsurface
remains is selected for a proposed
action. As stated on Page 44 of the
draft RMP, Simonis (1982) of the BLM
performed an archaeological testing
program along the Gila River. Some
testing has been performed to identify
possible subsurface remains.

All significant archaeological sites on
lands under multiple-use management are
protected from destruction as stated in
the draft RMP/EIS Chapter 2, page 21.
The second paragraph states that before
any action involVing surface disturbance

. an infield survey for inventorying
any cultural resources will be
conducted. Any sites located will be
evaluated for their eligibility to the
National Register. In most cases,
projects are redesigned to avoid
significant cultural resources. When
this is not possible, the BLM in
consultation with the SHPQ determines
appropriate mitigating measures. In this
manner, surface disturbances to cultural
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271-17

User impact has been estimated with a bias favorable to
mineral development, ORV use, utility corridors, and grazing. Not

one of the WSAs is free from some impact from one of the above
uses. These impacts have occurred while the areas in question were
in a relatively protected stUdy condition. What will happen when

the wilderness study constraints are lifted? A large proportion
of the cultural sites exist on desert pavement. These sites are

extremely vulnerable to surface disturbances from ORY use, mining
activities, road construction, and cattle trampling. Multiple use

management would allow new roads, increased mining and ORV use, and

utility corridor construction. The cultural resources of the area
could be gone forever. The New Water Mtn. WSA and the Eagletail Mtn.

WSA currently exhibit signs of vandalism. The East Clanton Hills WSA,
Face Mtn. WSA, and Tabletop Mtn. WSA all show signs of site
disturbance from mining and ORV use. A habitation site has been
excessively disturbed by road building in the Signal Mtn. WSA. All

cultural areas of the Woolsey Peak WSA show some signs of
disturbance from mining and erosion. The Little Horn Mtn., Little
Horn Mtn. West, North Maricopa Mtn., South Maricopa Mtn., and
Butterfield Stage Memorial WSAs all have high potentials for
cultural site disturbances from the aforementioned groups. The

proposed action does not provide enough protection to the important
cultural resources present in the RMP/EIS area. How are these sites

to be protected from destruction?
Important traditional cultural/religious sites were virtually

overlooked in the proposed wilderness recommendations. Wilderness

would preserve these areas of high religious subsistence

significance in their natural state. The important areas are the

Gila Bend, Eagletail, and Maricopa Mountains. The Gila Bend

Mountains are part of the East Clanton Hills WSA, the Signal Mtn.
WSA, and the Woolsey Peak WSA. These mountains are important to
the ·Yavapai, Maricopa, Pima, and Papago. The Eagletail Mountains

and WSA are important to the Yavapai and Maricopa. The Maricopa
Mountains are part of the North Maricopa and South Maricopa Mtns.

WSAs and the Butterfield Stage Memorial WSA. These mountains are
important to the Pima, Sand Papago, and Maricopa. Only the Woolsey
Peak and Eagletail Mtn. designation would provide additional
protection. Why were cultural needs ignored? Land management plans
must consider historic and cultural preservation if the BLM's

stewardship of our heritage is to be effective.
Specific cultural sites are glaringly left unprotected in the

proposed action. A large petroglyph site eligible for the National
Register is to be left out of the Eagletail wilderness recommend
ation. Vandalism from increased ORV use could cause its permanent
loss. The Face Mtn. WSA contains an extensive archaeological

district which has been nominated to the National Register of

Historic Places. This area has not been recommended for wilderness.
Face Mtn. WSA should be included in the wilderness system.
Wilderness would provide protection from casUal destruction. The
remnants of the Butterfield Stage Route should be preserved in

the North Maricopa Mtn. WSA and Butterfield Stage Memorial WSA.

271-17

sites are avoided, reduced, or
mitigated. Previous impacts to sites are
measured when evaluations of sites in a
particular project area involVing ground
disturbances are completed. In addition,
known sites which are eligible for
inclusion in the National Register are
monitored periodically to determine if
any vandalism or impacts have occurred.
Present and past impacts to all sites
recorded during the Class II sample
survey of WSAs were adequately recorded
and reported on.

Sites currently in the WSAs will be
managed under the multiple-use management
concept if certain WSAs are not
designated for wilderness. Under
multiple-use management concept policies
and guidelines, as discussed in No. 1 and
No.2 in response 271-16 and in the draft
RMP/EIS Chapter 2, page 21, will be
carried out.

There are very few differences in the
management policies of WSAs and land
under multiple-use management in regards
to cultural site preservation. Mining,
road construction, and cattle disturbance
from range developments constitute ground
disturbing actions, each of which would
warrant a Class III field inspection for
significant cultural resources, as well
as a Class I literature search.
Appropriate measures, as stated in the
draft RMP/EIS Chapter 2, page 21 and
detailed in BLM Manual 8111, provide for
the protection of cultural resources on
BLM lands managed under the multiple-use
classification.

The proposed action addresses four major
issues, all of which will have the same
management constraints for protecting



This is a historic route of regional importance.
The fragile nature of cultural resources should be a major

concern in land management planning. Irreversible and irretrievable
damages will be done to our local, regional, and national heritage
unless major emphasis is placed on stopping current destructive
uses ·and abuses of our cultural resources. Additional disruptive

uses in the future should not be allowed.

Fragile desert pavement soils would not be adequately

protected under the proposed action. Soils with slow natural
recovery rates would be opened to multiple use management and

the high probability of surface disturbances. The proposed action
would favor land uses that foster irreversible and irretrievable
impacts to the areats soils. Mining, ORV use, utility corridors, and,
to some extent, grazing are directly harmful to the soil types

present in the RMP/EIS area.
Approximately 150,000 acres of desert pavement exist in the

RMP/EIS area. This soil is intolerant to surface disturbance and
experiences severe wind and water erosion when damage takes place.
Large areas of desert pavement exist in the New Water Mtn. WSA,

Little Horn Mtn. West WSA, Little Horn Mtn. WSA, and South Maricopa

Mtn. WSA. The East Clanton Hills WSA also has areas of desert

pavement. The proposed action would protect only the New Water Mtn.'s
desert pavement. All other areas would be opened to multiple uses.

The Little Horn Mtn. West WSA and Little Horn Mtn. WSA are
relatively untouched by ORV tracks. Surrounding areas not under

study are overrun by ORV tracks. These areas are criss-crossed
with mining claims. Release of these lands would subject the
desert pavement to the projected increases in ORV use and mining
activities. The expected surface damage could not be repaired by

the poor soil and low rainfall prevalent in these areas.
The East Clanton Hills WSA exhibits signs of ORV damage

although the desert pavement is relatively pristine. Mineral and

geothermal activities would damage desert pavement in this area
if this area was released for multiple use. ORV use would continue
to grow.

The South Maricopa Mtn. WSA is particularly vulnerable to soil
disruption. Mineral interest is high in this area although

mineral potential and potential for development are low. The
shallow, rocky soils and desert plains are easily damaged. Most of

the mining claims are on the desert plain where strip mining is a
possibility. ORY use is expected to increase under multiple use
management.

cultural resources. As stated
previously, Chapter 2 - Hanagement
Guidance Common to All Alternatives
explains how any significant sites are
protected from destruction (see answers
No. 1-3 above).

Cultural sites are not unprotected if
they are not placed under wilderness
management. Any site eligible for
inclusion in the National Register,
regardless if it has been nominated or
not, is afforded protection by various
federal laws and regulations. Some of
these were listed in Chapter 2 - National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and the
National Environmental Policy Act of
1969. Also the BLM Manual 8141 (Arizona
Supplement) provides for agency-specific
gUidelines for both long-term and interim
physical and administrati~e protection of
cultural resources. If vandalism or ORV
use is identified as a factor for
continued degradation of a significant
site, a variety of protective measures
(e.g., fencing, ORV closure, locked
gates) may be taken to restrict public
use of an area. Also 36 CFR 800 prOVides
for the the treatment of National
Register eligible properties to eliminate
adverse impacts by developing mitigating
measures.
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I would hope that the Baboquivari Peak wilderness would also include
the 3,OOO± acres of con~uous state land that should be acquired by
trade.

I am writing to urge that several areas in your jurisdiction be re
commended designation as wilderness areas and given that protection.
Specifically White Canyon, Mt.wilson, Coyote Mountains, Baboquivari
Peak, Hell's Canyon and Picacho Mountains deserve this protection
for various important reasons. I am also concerned that the Little
Horn Mountains & ~buntains West be included for their bighorn sheep
and tortoise population-protection. This consideration should also
apply to Signal Mountain and North Maricopa Mountains which of course
also contain important early rock shelters.

I also support wilderness recommendations for Little Horn Mountains
& L.H.Mountains West, Signal Mountain, North Maricopa Mountains,
Butterfield Stage Memorial, Tabletop Mountains, Woolsey Peak, New Water I't

Mountains, Eagletail Mountains, East Clanton Hills, Face Mountain,
and South Maricopa Mountains.

Our Sonoran desert areas are unique and though Congress did designate
1.2 million acres as wilderness in Arizona last year I feel strongly
that much more action must be taken soon to assure protection for
all the above areas.

••
1 May ln~

A550CIATED
ARCI-IITECT5

272
E 5 I N,

PlANN NG INllI'IOR IANosc"pr GRA .... c DESIGN

SCOTTSDALE. ARIZONA 85261-.430 602948-6400

Phoenix District B.L.M.
2015 Deer Valley Road
Phoenix,Az. 85027

Dear Sir:

A'" C" 't C r U '" l
TALlESIN WEST

TALI

The proposed action would not protect the previously
mentioned areas of desert pavement(except New Water Mtn. WSA). It
would not protect aress of sensitive soils in the Face Mtn. WSA,
Signal Mtn. WSA. Woolsey PeakWSA. North Maricopa Mtn. WSA, and
Butterfield Stage Memorial WSA. The latter two are extremely

vulnerable because they contain areas of high DRV use. Surface
disturbances in the North Maricopa Mtn. WSA are considered

"nearly permanent" because of the soil type and steep slopes
prevalent in the critical area.

The resource protection alternative would give added

protection to sensitive soils in the Eagletail Mtn. WSA. It would
protect soils in the Little Horn Mtn. WSA, Face Mtn. WSA, and

sensitive North Maricopa Mtn. WSA.
The environmental protection alternative is the only

alternative that offers p~otection to the desert pavement areas
present in the Little Horn Mtn. West WSA. East Clanton Hills WSA,
and the South Maricopa Mtn. WSA.

Some provision must be included in future management plans
to protect the fragile and unique character of desert soils.
Disruptive activities must not be allowed to trigger cycles of
erosion. Irreversible and irretrievable impacts .£ill:! be stopped

before they happen.

~
I

Yours sinc:e)J~.

M~emtin
cc: Senator Barry Goldwater

Senator Dennis DeConcini
Rppresentative John McCain
Representative Eldon Rudd
Representative Bob Stump
Representative Morris K.Udall
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273
LITTLE RAINBOW VALLEY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT

County of Maricopa, State of Arizona

April 24, 1985

Mr. Bill Carter
Phoenix District
Bureau of Land Management
2015 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Re: Draft RMP/EIS
Lower Gila South Area
Phoenix District, Arizona

Dear Mr. Carter:

On behalf of the Little Rainbow Valley Flood Control
District, we present these comments on the Draft Resource Manage
ment Plan/Environmental Impact Statement ("RMP/EIS") for the Lower
Gila South RMP/EIS Area.

The Little Rainbow Valley Flood Control District (the
"District") was formed under Article 1.1, Chapter 10: of Title 45
of the Arizona Revised Statutes on February 4, 1985. The purpose
of the District is to protect farmlands from stormwaters and
overflowing flood waters in the watershed area bordered by the
Buckeye Bills to the north and the Maricopa Mountains to the east.
Those waters collect in large part on public lands under the
control of the Bureau of Land Management ("BLM") and eventually
flow to the Gila River to the west.

The focus of our comments will be directed to two wilderness
study areas ("WSAs") which impact on the flood and drainage
control efforts of the District: the North Maricopa Mountains
(Unit No. AZ-020-157) and the South Maricopa Mountains (Unit No.
AZ-020-163l.

In the section on OIBoil erosion and productivity," the RMP/
EIS states on page 43 that:

"Soil erosion from water in the Ers area is
generally low due to low precipitation and the gravelly
cobbly soil surface that protects the soil from rain
drop splash and channel runoff. The amount and
intensity of rainfall greatly vary, making soil erosion
and sedimentation levels difficult to calculate or
predict. Sheet and streambank erosion during high
intensity storms cause most Boil movement."

Based upon personal observations and experiences of private
landowners in the area, occasional storms above the WSAs and other
BLM lands cause major accumulations and discharges of stormwaters,
~long with sediment, to flow from those areas across private lands
to the Gila River. The massive area of the WSAs and other BLM
lands provide for an enormous collection of stormwaters which
cause frequent damage to private property and results in
sedimentation of drainageways which requires frequent maintenance
at the expense of private landowners.

273-1

273-2

Response - Letter 273

The Proposed Action will serve to improve
watershed conditions and to reduce
flooding and sedimentation. If grazing
reductions are determined necessary
through monitoring, the subsequent
improvement of range vegetation would
help stabilize the watershed, reduce
runoff, and decrease sedimentation.
Similar benefits would occur from
enhanced livestock distribution through
range improvement projects.

Floodplain management and wetlands
protection will continue as indic~ted on
Page 54 of the draft RMP/EIS. Rangeland
projects directed toward watershed
improvement and flood control may be
authorized given adequate funding, proper
environmental assessment, and consistency
with applicable Wilderness Management
Policy guidelines.
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Lack of a comprehensive and coordinated floodplain and
watershed management programs covering both BLM and private lands
have resulted in severe soil erosion, deterioration of drainage
ways, and unnecessary damage to the environment and to private
property. For those reasons, the District strongly encourages BLM
to undertake mitigating measures which are appropriate under these
circumstances.
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Board of Directors
Little Rainbow Valley Flood Control District

The conditions described above present a definite hazard to
life and property, in addition to causing a depreciation of
environmental quality both on the WSAs and other BLM lands as well
as on private lands. The District solicits the cooperation and
assistance of BLM in formulating and preparing a comprehensive
flood and drainage control study and in constructing and
maintaining necessary water-regulating structures on BLM lands.

Mr. Bill Carter
April 24, 1985
Page 3

Thank you for this opportunity to express these concerns on
behalf of the District and we hope they will be given careful
consideration during the formulation of the Final Management Plan
and Statement.

c: Mr. William T. Childress
Area Manager
Lower Gila Resource Area

In respect to the North Maricopa Mountains and South Maricopa
Mountains WSAs, the District supports the recommendation of BLM in
not designating those areas as wilderness under the Proposed
Action. The District further endorses the recommendation that
those areas be sUbject to multiple use management, including the
installation of and access to necessary control/release structures
and diversion channels as may be required for environmentally
sound floodplain and watershed management.

Sincerely,

G::J~ c.~
Douglas C. Nelson, P.C.
Legal Counsel
Little Rainbow Valley Flood Control District
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GEORGE E. JOHNSTON

KING RANCH BOX 1702 A
APACHE JUNCTION. ARIZ. 85220

May 1, 1985

Phoenix District BLM
2015 W. Deer Va 11 ey Rd.
Phoeni x, AZ 85027

Gentl emen:

I am writing this letter to urge that you oive further consideration
to recommending for Wilderness designation, the followinQ are's:

Whi te Canyon fit. Wi 1son
Coyote Mountains 8aboQuivari Peak
Hell's Canyon Picacho Mountains
Little Horn Mts. SiQnal Mountain
No. Maricooa 'its. Tabletop Mts.
Woo 1sey Pea k New Water 'its.
EaQletail Mts. East Clanton Hills
Face Mountain So. Maricopa Mts.

In several cases, the reasons Qiven for not recormendinq some
of these areas has been lI off-road intrusions. to If these are
no longer a11 owed, these areas wi 11 "hea 1" themselves ... even if
it does take 100 or more years to do so. Once these 1an~s are
cutadr'ift, there is no hope of their salvation.

As for the copper ",ininQ ootentia1 ... they can't~ the stuff
away! I live in what was once one of the beauty spots of the
world ... and all that's left is that part of it which has been
desiQnated "wilderness." I'm speaking of Suoerstition Mountain, which
now has its western and southern flanks despoiled with the worst
kind of deve1opment !
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Please ... let's save what we can of our national heritaQe. Even
if, as wilderness are's, they will be readily accessibie only to
the young and healthy (I'm 65 years old). The rest of us can get
"close" and enjoy these areas not only in our own lifetimes but can
get satisfaction that they will be there for generations to come.

Thanks for 1istening.

Sm·nerely,

~
Ge ge E Johns ton

\'>:.~.,. .
~" ...

f; .:'.~lq
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)lay 2, 1985

D1.triot Manag.r,
IIlJRUU or LAND IUNAGDIENT
Phoenix District Office
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

ReI LOWi:R GILl SOUTH - Res ouree Mllnagement Plan
Environmental Impact 8tatement

Dear D1striot Manager:

Pleas. include theae oomments aa part of your publio input
reoord. Thank you.

~e .ubjeot area in the Arizona deaert hal an averag. rainfall
varyin& from 3-10 inohes. Therefore, I find it hard to
understand that oattl. grazing will g.t inoreased from 1
60,524.UM. to 61.900 per the "Proposed .otion" alternative.
Eliminatin~ livestook grazing, aooording to ~nvironmental
Prot.otion- alternative would be benefioial to the vegetation
resouroe. and wildlif.. Even now the liveatook operators
are not oontributing any signifioant part to Arizona'a total
personal income. TIle historio Arizona eoonomy inoluded
oat tIe in 1929 but today, ~rioult\lre (farming and ranohing)
oontribute. l.ss than ~ of Arizona'a personal inoome. The
qu.stion .,.t be a.ked: Is it worth it, The answer here
• •••s to be NO. .ttaohed to .y oomm.nta i. a 7-pag. r.port
by the liureau of Busine.. and Economio Researeh in Arizona
State University's College of Businea••dministration showing
1929 to 1983 data.

Th. low prioe of ~razing fe•• on BLM land i. alao a big subsidy
I do not .upport. This subsidy has been going on for almoat
a hundred y.ars. It is time to stop the abuses on the publio'.
funcia and abus.s on the publio lands. I stronglt urge the
47% reduotion to 31,914 AUKs as propoaed in the Resouroe
Proteotion" alternative.

Using the same attaohed 7-pag. report, it will be s.en that
the Arizona mining industry has be.n deolining in .ignificano.
ev.r .ino. it. high of 16% of Arizona'a personal 1noo•• , in 1929.
Today, Arizona's mining industry contribut.s less than 2% to
Arizona's personal inoome. It should be seen then that mining
in the Lower Gila South area i. not worth the dam~. it oaus•••
I heartily urge that the "Environm.ntal Protection alternative
be appl1ed to mining.

Off-road v.hioles in Arizona, unlik. the d.olining industries,
are inoreasing. I find them noi.y, dirty, and th.ir operators
g.nerally showing a low regard for Arizona's natural beauty.
Bo_ta•• I have 00•• aorOS. groupe of ORV enthusiast., inolud ing
famili•• With ohildren of all ag•• and indiViduals, t.aring up
a d•••rt area. r ....bling a,battl••o~•. Ev.n if ORVs w.re
prohib1t.d in the entire 12 W&lI (607.557 aores) that would still
allow ORV. on the r.maining area and that is too muoh. Ther. are
plent.y of plao•• for ORV. near Arizona's two largsst oiti•• , "
Phoenix and Tuoson (in the usually dry Salt and Banta Cruz river6),
where moat of the ORVs are in Arizona. ORV areas in the Lowsr

Gila South should be reatr1cted to dry washes or areaS BLM
feels oan take these d.structiv. vehicles.

I am not sympathetic to wild horsea and burros and am
ooncerned about their impacting forage and water supplies
for native wildlife.

I endorse the "Environmental Protection" alternative
reoommending all 12 W~ aa wilderness ar.sa. Arizona oontinues
to be one of the nation'a fasteat growing stat.s and yet the
moat highly urbaniz.d with inoreasing preasurs on our
natural reoreational areaS. More vildernes8 area. are
needed for the public. not l.aa. ~so. wilderness areas are
important to tourism. Arizona'a seoond largeat induatry.

.ocording to Arizona's touriam director, tourism attraote
16.2 million visitors who spend .5 billion a year, produoing
.230 million in tax revenue and providing 71.700 jobs direotly
related to touriam and 114,600 in indireot fields. It would
be ahort-sighted from an economio standpoint alone to not
deaignate the maximum 607.557 aor•• as wilderness.

.side from the s1!nificant eoonomio oonsiderations, I love
the desert and I am exoited that I oould enjoy b.neficial
iapaota on wilderness and aasooiat.d r.aouros values (botanical,
oultural, wildlife) enhanoed by a wilderneas protection
deaignation. and that Inow1ng my ohildren'a ohildr.n would
be able to enjoy these areaS also.

Cultural Resourcea: W. should always be aware that reaearoh
and atudy is not complete on Arizona's prehistorio people
and we are not aware o~ What plaoea are still used today by
our native poople culturally and religiously.

Thank: you for this opportunity to oomment on your draft
Lower Gila Sout.h Reaource Management Plan/EnVironmental
Impact Btatement.

Bincerely... JI)-rA-eel .a~ ..__ "..,~ '-
Mra. Carolina Butler
11837 N. Paradiae Drive
Soottsdale, Ariz. 85254
(602) 948-6824

Attaoh.
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The Dec 1i ne of Ari zona's II Four Cs II

The historic Arizona economy has been described as the Itfour Cs": copper,

catt 1e, cotton and citrus. Whi Ie it is wi de 1y acknow1 edged tha t other indus

tries have gained significance recently, especially high technology manufac

turi ng and touri sm-oriented servi ces, many sti 11 cons 1der the old ma i ns tays of

the Ari zona economy to be important.

To answer the question of whether these characterizations of the Arizona

economy are accurate, a consistent set of data available over a 10n9 time period

is needed. Of the best measures of the Arizona economy - Gross State Product

(GSP), employment, personal income (pI) - only the latter is available by

industry for a number of years (since 1929, from the U.S. Department of Com

merce) .

The Ari zona Economy in 1929

The four Cs cha racteri za ti on of the Ari zona economy was re 1ati ve ly accurate'

in 1929, according to the PI data: The agriculture and minin9 industries

together contributed nearly one-third of the state's personal income. Even

ther'1, 'however, the PI derived from the services and trade industries was nearly

as much as from a9riculture 'and mining.

In comparison to the national economy in 1929, minin9 and a9riculture were

much more important to the Arizona economy; manufacturing was the most important

industry nationally. In contrast, the services and trade industries were no

more important to the Arizona economy than to the national economy. Thus, the

four Cs did fairly describe the Arizona economy in 1929, particularly in

comparison to the national economy.

The Dec 1i ne of Mi ni n9 and A9ri cu lture

The Arizona mining industry has been declining in significance ever since

1929 (see Figure I). Its share of PI fell to less than 7 percent in 1932 from

more than 16 percent just three years earlier. Except preceding and during

World War II, mining's share of PI remained at approximately 6 percent until it

be9an a slow decline around 1960. Even durin9 the copper boom of 1981, minin9

contributed less than 4 percent of Arizona's personal income; its contribution

now is just 2 percent.

The mining industry had remained somewhat more important to the Arizona

economy than to the national economy until 1983. Now, Arizona mining's share of

Arizona PI is no 9reater than national minin9's share of national PI.

The Ari zona agri cu lture indus try di d not beg1 n to dec 1i ne unti 1 much 1a ter

than the mining industry. Its peak year was in 19SI, when it accounted for 23

percent of Ari zona's persona 1 1ncome. I ts port i on has been fa 11 i n9 ever s 1nce,

however, to less than 8 percent by 19S8, to 2 percent by 1983. The Arizona

agricultural industry has not been more important to the Arizona economy than

the national agriculture industry has been to the national economy since the

early 1960s.

The actual output of these industries has not necessari.1y declined: Except

for eyc 1ica 1 down swi ngs, the i nfl at ion-adjus ted GSP of both agri cu lture and

mining has been increasing. This growth, however, has been much slower than

tha t of Ari zona's other industries. The exp 1as i ve growth of the state's

urbanized areas has overwhelmed these rural industries.

In some parts of rural Arizona, mining and/or agriculture remain the

dominant forces of the local economy. In these areas, such as portions of Gila,

Graham, Greenlee, Pinal and Yuma counties, a slump in mining or agriculture can

be devastating to the local area. But because the population of these areas is

so small, these problems barely affect the state as a whole.

The Growth Industries

The combined share of Arizona personal income of the a9riculture and minin9

industries has declined from 32 percent in 1929 to 4 percent in 1983. Three

industries in particular have 9rown, replacin9. most of this lost share.

Government was the first industry to gain in importance, with its share of

PI rising from less than 10 percent in 1929 to more than 20 percent in ["932: a

result of the depression. During World War II, when military operations ex

panded in Arizona, government's share of PI briefly exceeded 33 percent. Since

the early 1960s 90vernment's portion of PI has remained near 20 percent; it

contributed the 1argest part of Arizona's personal income each year from 1961

through 1982. (Government's share of GSP , however, was only 14 percent, ranking

it as the fifth 1arges t indus try). Compared to the contri bu ti on of government

to the national PI, the Arizona government share of Arizona personal income has

been sl ightly hi9her.
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Government--9.87.
Monufocturing--7.97.

Construction--4.5% FIRE..--3.5%
TCPU.--9.2%

Mining--16.47.

Mining--2.17. Agriculture--2.0%
Trode--16.8%

construction__8'27.~t9.Services--20.3%

TCPU.--6.9%\(j

FIRE..--6.2%
Government--19.6%

THE SHIFT IN ARIZONA'S INDUSTRIAL STRUCTURE
Sectoral Share of Arizona Personal Income

Source: Bureau of Business and Economic Research
College of Business
Arizona State University

1983
• TCPU = Transportation, Communications, and

Public Utilities
•• FIRE = Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate

It is simple, but accurate, to say that the four Cs (agriculture and

mining) used to be important to Arizona. Mining declined first, replaced by

government. Agriculture declined more recently, replaced by manufacturing and,

later, also by serv,ices. Agriculture and mining seem .doomed to continue their

relative decl ine, though neither can fall much farther since each contributes

only 2 percent of Arizona personal income.

These changes in the Arizona economy did not occur recently. By the middle

1960s, the economy's structure already closely resembled that of today. Recog

nition of these changes has been slow, however. The importance of the manu

facturing and services industries has only recently been realized while the

problems of the mining and agriculture industries still garner considerable

a ttent i on.

Conclusion

Arizona now has a diversified economy, one much different than in 1929 (see

Figure II). While manufacturing, especially that related to high technology,

and services are the most rapidly growing industries, the government and trade

sectors still contri bute comparable shares of Ari zona persona 1 income. If GSP

is used as the measurement base, the finance, insurance and real estate industry

must be added to this group. The Arizona industrial structure is much like the

national structure, except that manufacturing is a little less important in

Arizona while construction and government are slightly more significant.

During the 1950s, Arizona's manufacturing industry began to, expand. It

usua lly had contributed less than .7 percent of Ari zona persona 1 income until

1951, 'while th~ national manufacturing industry was contributing more than 25

percent of U.S. PI. By 1960, the PI derived from manufacturing was nearly 14

percent of the state's total; manufacturing had achieved an 18 percent share of

PI by 1980, still not as large as that nationally,

The Arizona services industry has also grown, but to a lesser extent.

Excluding cyclical fluctuations, the services industry accounted for approxi

mately 18 percent of Arizona PI from 1929 through 1960, approximately the same

share as nationally. Both in Arizona and nationally, services' share of PI has

increased since 1960, especially during the last few years.

Research Manager

The Arizona Economy Today

Tom R. Rex
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282
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION IX

216 fremont Str..t

San Franciaco. Ca. 94106

MAY 0 2 1985

Marlyn V. Jones, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix District Office
2015 West Dee~ Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Dear fIlr. Jones:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed
the D~aft Envi~onmental Impact Statement (DEIS) titled LOWER
GILA SOUTH RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN; MARICOPA, LA PAZ, YUMA,
PIMA AND PINAL COUNTIES, ARIZONA. We have the enclosed
comments regarding this OEIS.

We have classified this OEIS as Category EC-2, Environmental
Concerns - Insufficient Information (see attached ·Summary of
Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Action-). This OBIS is rated
EC-2 because 1) water quality and air quality issues need
to be addressed, 2) pesticide use should be discussed, 3) possible
conflict between grazing and wildlife habitat should be resolved
and 4) environmental benefits of additional wilderness areas
should be considered. The classification and date of EPA's
comments will be published in the Federal Register in accordance
with our public disclosure responsTbTITtIes under Section 309
of the Clean Air Act.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please
send five copies of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
to this office at the same time it is officially filed with
our Washington, D.C. office. If you have any Questions,
please contact Juli Jessen, Federal Activities Branch, at
(415) 974-0257 o~ FTS 454-0257.

J1[iYWU~VS'-'NI.""""':l-i'
Charles W. Murray,
Assistant Regional Adm

for Policy and Manag

Enclosu~e (3 pages)

282-1

Response - Letter 282

Water Quality and Air Quality - these two
issues were not addressed in the draft
RMP/EIS because none of the actions
proposed would have a significant impact,
beneficial or adverse, on either the air
or water quality of the area.
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Water Ouality Comments

1. The PElS should provide baseline information and a detailed
map of water resources within the area. The PElS should
discuss the following resources, indicating management
measures to protect water quality:
a. Springs and wells
b. Ponds and reservoirs
c. Perennial streams and hydrographic basins
d. Riparian communities.

2. Under the sections Affected Environment (Chapter 3),
Environmental Conseguences (Chapter 4) and Wilderness
Supplements (Chapters 3 and 4), discussions of wildlife
resources should specifically include wetland habitats.
Although impacts to riparian vegetation are discussed
under several of the alternatives, this vegetation type
represents only one kind of wetland habitat potentially
found in the Resource Management Area. Other wetland
types that should be identified include, but should not
be limited to, marshes, tule beds bordering stock ponds
and reservoirs, seeps and springs, wet meadows, playa
lakes, etc. Potential impacts to these wetland habitats
under each alternative should be discussed in detail.
If there are no potential impacts to wetlands under the
alternatives, this should be substantiated.

3. Numerous species of waterfowl and shorebirds are stated as
using riparian habitat on the Gila River and, to a lesser
extent, stock reservoirs in the Vekol Valley (p. 39).
Heavy cattle grazing is identified as currently limiting
the importance of Vekol Valley reservoirs as waterfowl
habitat. However, Table 4-2 identifies no long term
adverse impacts to riparian habitat, waterfowl or Vekol
Valley grassland under any alternative. The FEIS should
explain why adverse impacts to these habitat types and
species will not continue.

4. The environmental protection alternative proposes improvement
of the Vekol Valley grassland, including the dike system
which contains important waterfowl habitat. The proposed
action of the PElS should also consider this improvement.

5. Mitigation to protect water quality and maintain beneficial
uses for each water resource discussed, especially riparian
communities, should be included in the FEIS.

Air Ouality Comments

1. The PElS should provide baseline information for existing
air quality in the resource areas.

2. The OEIS states that none of the alternatives will
significantly impact air quality (p. 53). However,
alternatives vary widely in activities permitted and
therefore will impact air quality differently. The
PElS should discuss the kinds of air quality impacts
which could be possible under the different alternatives
and how these impacts would be mitigated.

Pesticide and Herbicide Comments

1. Any pesticide use should be discussed with respect to
its effect on fish and wildlife, particularly endangered
species. Appropriate precautions should be included in
the discussion.

2. If pesticide or herbicide use is proposed, the FEIS
should indicate that the compound is:
a. Registered with EPA
b. Registered for the specifically proposed use
c. Marked with a current label
d. Applied by a certified applicator or by personnel under

the direct supervision of a certified applicator
e. Used in accordance with all state and federal laws
f. Applied in such a way that precautions are taken to

protect workers during the operation.

3. The FEIS should discuss the use of pesticides or herbicides
in relation to the following topics:
a. Cattle-dip treatment
b. Fire prevention programs
c. Predator control programs
d. Deer repellent programs
e. Wood preservative treatment for fences
f. Vegetation control near roads and right-of-way corridors
g. Control of disease vectors such as fleas.

4. The FEIS should address the following considerations for
the safe use of pesticides or herbicides in the project
area:
a. Provisions for mixing, storing, loading and disposal

of pesticides or herbicides
b. Spill prevention contingency plans (SPCP)
c. Adverse effects on nontarget species
d. Applicator safety and prespraying notification procedures
e. Impacts on aquatic resources
f. Current status of the pesticide or herbicide to be used
g. Alternative means of achieving desired management goals.

General Comments

1. Although 10% of the rangeland is in poor condition (p. 29)
and erosion is a problem (p. 63), no management practices
are outlined for improvement of these areas. Allotment
categories are limited to -custorlial- or -maintain.- The
FEIS should include a category for rangeland needing
improvement and descrihe Best Management Practices for
this land.

2. The OEIS traces soil erosion (p. 63) and adverse impacts
on big game (p. 59) to cattle population. Yet, the proposed
action alternative allows grazing to continue at its
present level or to increase (p. 9). Even the resource
production alternative recommends initial herd reduction
(p. 15). This may indicate that the proposed action fails
to balance multiple uses and instead favors grazing
activities. The FEIS should propose a more balanced
approach.

3. Establishment of wilderness areas can benefit other
resource and environmental values such as water quality,
air quality and soil condition. By adding 134,600 acres
of suitable wilderness to the 189,750 acres designated
by the proposed action, the resource protection alternative
prevents several adverse impacts on environmental and
wilderness values. In evaluating the resource protection
alternative the DEIS states on page 79 that -all seven
areas recommended suitable [by this alternative) are
considered manageable as wilderness over the long term.-
Due to the lesser impacts and manageability of the wilderness
areas, EPA recommends that BLM reconsider the acreage
proposed as suitable for wilderness designation.



Purauant to your letter of January 2. 1985. the Public Landa
In8titute, a division of the Natural Reaourcea Defense Council,
has reviewed the above-mentioned document.

284

It appeara that the Phoenix Diatrict bowed to the ever-preaent
preaaurea of the mining and ranching interesta in releaaing
roughly 69 percent of the lands under conaideration and atudy.
Thia percentage is even higher than the national average ot
BLM areaa rele••ed as -unsuitable- aa analyis.d in a recent
PLI Newsletter. A &Opy ia attached for your information

Further, your team of apecialiata failed to eWIn conaider an
i.portant pr09iaion ~r your 1976 Organic Act, the Federal
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Ill':: Lover Gila South
RMP/EIS

IHO NEW YORK AVENUE, N.W.

SUITE~

WASHINGTON. DC 2000~

202178'·7800

Public Lands Institute

Mr. MArlyn V. Jones, District Mgr.
Phoenix District Office,
2015 weat Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, AP~z. 85027

Dear Mr. Jonea:

In brief, we aupport the limited, propoaed wilderneaa deaiqnation
for portions of four of the WSAs under consideration. These
are identified aa portions of the New Water :~untaina, Eagle
tail Mountaina, WOOlaey ?eek, and Table Top Mountaina. we are
diaappointed to find that the "auitable" wilderneas acreage
reco~nded by your atafl totals only 189,750 out of a ~••1b1e
607,557 acrea identified for the 12 potential WSAa. -

After review of the document, it ia obvious that in each and
every case, the Phoenix District has either ignored or deliberately
downplayed the eaaential reaource valuea that clearlv merit
wilderneaa deaignation. Theae include, but are not llaited to.
the preaence of significant, sensitive cultural resources,
identification of important riparian habitat for fish and wild
life, habitata for threatened atate-listed species, the out
standing potential for primitive recreational eXPeriences.
and the real opportunities all twelve areas have" for solitary
outdoor experiences.

N•• YortO/f'u
In [AST 42NOSTREET

N[W YORK. NY 10168
212/949.0049

May 3rd, 1985
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ED-Environnental ct)]ections
The EPA review has ioentifieej significant environnental i.JTpacts that rrust be avoided
in 0:uer to prov~de adequate protection tor the envirorrrent. Corrective measures may
require substantlal changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of sane
other proJect alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative).
EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

ro-Environoentally unsatisfactory
111e EPA review has identified aaversE:I environnental impacts that are of sufficient
magnitude that they are unsatisfactory fran the standpoint of public health or
welfare or environoental quality. EPA intenas to work with the lead agency to reduce
these l.IIpacts. If the potential unsatisfactory iDpacts are not ocrrected at the final
EIS stage, this praposal will be recxmnencled for referral to the CD;).

Adequacy of the Impact Statsnent

Category 3-lnadeguate
EPA aces not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses poum~Uill't significant
environ:nent.al iqJaets of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new,
reasonably available alternatives that are OJtside of the spectruo of alternatives
analy-:l in the draft EIS, ..tUch Bhould be analyzed in order to reduce the
potentially aiQniticant envi~ntal iDIpacta. EPA believea-that the 1dentiHed
additional inf..-ticro, data, analy_, or diacuasioos are at ~"'I~l)ttuDe-that

they ahculd "- full public nvi_ at a draft a~. EPA~ n6t- behe.... thIlt the
draft EIS 1a .-,...te for the~ of the Ilf1>A and/or secticro 309 nv1ew, Ard
thua ahau.1d be ~ly nv1-S and _ available tor public ~nt in a auppl-..tal
01' nvt-l draft £IS. on the _1a at the poUnt1al siunificant iDIpacta invol-.1,
th1a prq.oaal could be a CMlll1date for reterral to the CD;).

*l"r<a. I!PA Marua1 1640 Policy and Prooedures for the lleVi... of
Pfoderal Act i~ Itft')&Ct i n:J the Envi rot"'ITent

Category I-Adequate
EPA believes the craft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental Unpactls) of
the preferred alternative ana th06e of the alternatives reasonably available to the
pro~ect or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessaI}', but the
revlewer may s~t the addition of clarifying language or information.

category 2-Insufficient Information
Ttle araft E1S does not <:ontaln sutflcient intonnatioo tor EPA to fully assess
environnental inpaets that should be avoided in order to fully protect the envirorment,
or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alte[l'll!ltives that are
within the speC'trun of alternatives analyzed in the draft EI5, which co.J1d reduce
the envircnrental impacts of the action. '!he identifiec,j additicnal information, data,
analyses, or discussion shaJ.ld be included in the final E15.

EX:-Environnental COncerns
1l>e EPA review has identIfied environoental iDpacts that should be avoided in order
to fully protect the environoent. Corrective measures may require chanyes to the
preferred alternative or a~licaticn ot mitigation rreasures that can reduce the
,:mvil"OrmEntal iJrpact. EPA WOJ.1d like to work with the lead agency to reduce these
urpacts.

~Lack of Ctljectioos
1l>e EPA review has not identified any potential envirormental~ requirino
subetanti"" charges to the proposal. 1l>e review DIlly have discloeed qp:lrtunities
for application of mitigation oeasures that could be aCCXl1\>lished with no I1Dre than
minor changes to the proposal.

PUBLIC LANDS INSTITUT[ IS A DIVISION Of NATURAL R1SOl,lRC1S Dl'lNSl COUNCIL, INC .._.
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Response - Letter 284

BLM fully recognizes the value of
wilderness for the protection and
enhancement of wilderness, for the
protection of wildlife, plant, cultural,
and scenic resources. The supplemental
wilderness values protected or benefited
by wilderness designation are fully
described in the document.

These resources will be protected by
other means if the areas are not
designated wilderness. All environmental
constraints required by law would be
applied. Possible constraints include
specific laws and regulations which
require BLM to protect threatened and
endangered plant and animal species and
cultural and visual resources. BLM is
also required to manage the public lands
to prevent unnecessary and undue resource
degradation.

The Lower Gila South RMP/EIS is just one
of five DEIS documents containing
wilderness recommendations for public
lands in Arizona. These five draft
documents have preliminarily recommended
almost 558,000 acres in 23 areas as
suitable for wilderness, approximately
33% of all lands initially identified as
wilderness study lands in Arizona.
Additional wilderness studies will begin
in Arizona in 1986 involving about
600,000 acres in 23 units.

Letter to Marlyn V. Jone., page two

Land Policy and !laDa~t Act. It requira- ~.. "'leney to deaignate
and protect special. an•• with ani'll» reecurce. in a .pecial
w.y and, .t the • __ tt-, would allow for certein ~tible

ee-rcial use.. Such are.. h.... been identified in other .t.te.
.. "ar... of critic.l anviro_tal concern" and .11 twel_
of the WSAa identified in your planning effort: would more than
qualify or have portion. th.t would qualify. I enclo_ a cogy
of a atudy recently published by the Public Landa Institute
that clarifies the intent of Congre.. in this reqard.

It is truly regrettable and *YWft in~rabeaaible that in all
of Arizona, BLH ha. yet to find a .ingle area for de.ignation
as an ACBC. Equally inCOlllPrehenaible, in reviawinq the ~nt
... find not a hint th.t this .peci.l !'roYi.ion in the 1,_ ....
e ...n con.idered in .11 of your extenai_ !,lanDing efforte.

Th. Public Landa Institute i. 6e4icat.d to turning this .ituation
around. and _ are co-itted to working ..ithift the intent of
Congress and the fr.........rk of the 1_ to .ecure IIUI COJ8!'lianca.

In clo.ing, we rec..-nd th.t you~CCOIl!'l.te your cultur.l r.source
inventories before any final rele... of any of thea. .paci.l
are•• for such us.... aining. oil exploration, off-road ¥abicl.
use, and other exploiti... !'urpo••••

Sincerely your.,

~~.Q~{)
Charl•• B. C.llison
Director

All Audubon and Si.rra Club
Chapter. in Ariaona
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289
YUMA AUDUBON SOCIETY

P.O. Box 6395
YUMA. ARIZONA 85364

Ma\l 5, 1985

Mar lyn Jones. Di str i ct Manager
Phoenix District Office
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
2015 W. Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, AZ 85~27

Dear Mr. Jones:

The follouJi n9 are Yuma Audubon 's comments on the Draft Resource
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the Lower
Gila South RMP/EIS Area .

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT

We feel that the critical issues in rangeland management for
this plan are ephemeral grazing, wildlife-cattle conflicts,
classificaton of allotments, and when to initiate changes in the
number of livestock using the public lands.

Ephemeral Grazing

We request that ephemeral livestock grazing be eliminated from
the area covered by this proposed plan. FLM advises us (EIS, pp.
59-60) that q of these ephemeral allotments either have high
potential for transmission of disease to Fighorn Sheep or forage
conflicts between cattle and Desert Tortoises. They are: Artex,
Dendora Valley, Gila River Community, Hazen Sheppard, Jagow
Kreager, Layton, Mumme, Palomas, and Powers Butte. These
allotments represent only those with the highest potential for
conflicts .

We feel that ephemeral vegetation should be allowed to play its
natural role in an ecosystem to which its constituent animals
have adapted. It is our understanding, for example, that Desert
Tortoises are highly reliant on annuals and breed only in years
of relatively abundant vegetation--the same years that BLM
proposes to let cattle remove this vital vegetation.

The EIS states that ephemeral grazing will be allowed only when
·such use does not conflict with other resources or damage the
perennial vegetation base" (p. 27). F·ut how does ELM define
'conflict" and "damage"? What "other resources" are taken into
consideration? How are the conflicts resolved and the damage
repaired? Furthermore, ephemeral grazing is permitted based on
PROBABILITY of abundant vegetation, not actual occurrence (EIS,
p. 27). We feel that there already is abundant evidence that

Page 1
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Perennial/Ephemeral Grazing

289- 3 1The EIS should also indicate how frequently these ephemeral
allotments have been used.

I
conflicts of ephemeral grazing exist with other resources. And

289- 1 what is the rangeland condi t ion and trend in the ephemeral
allotments? This information is not furnished in the EIS.

Response - Letter 289

Ephemeral allotments produce little
perennial vegetation and annual
vegetation varies from year to year.
BLM's rangeland inventory was conducted
to determine base line data for
estimating vegetation production
potentials. BLM through its ephemeral
designations has determined that
ephemeral allotments do not have
potential fcr perennial vegetation
production ind do not have yearlong herd
numbers attached to them.

BLM determines the extent of conflict and
damage of any surface disturbing
activities through the environmental
assessment process. Resources such as
wildlife, botanical, cultural and
watershed values are evaluated and any
detrimental impacts from the activity
would be mitigated or not allowed.

289-2

289-1

BLN should also look at the effect of ephemeral grazing on
species besides those mentioned in the E15. For example,
research by Oanita Hardy of the University of Arizona indicates
that green vegetation, but not water, is a limiting factor in
reproduction of Round-tailed Ground Squirrels (Journal of the
Arizona-Nevada Academy of Science, Proceedings Supplement, p.
25, 1985).

BLM's rangeland management goals (EIS, p. 9) are vague. Areas in
poor to fair condition are to be improved, but to what level?
How long will this take? There should be a specific overall date
by which time improvement must take place. This could vary for

289-4 individual allotments, since some could recover more rapidly
than others. We feel that BLM's goal should be to return all
allotments to excellent condition as soon as possible and
eliminate all conflicts with wildlife, especially rare,
threatened, and endangered species (Federal or State lists).

We feel that all of the above justifies our request for
elimination of ephemeral grazing in the Lower Grla South
planning area.

289-2
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289-5

BLM already has abundant evidence of cattle-wildlife conflicts
and adjustments should be made now, not some time in the future.
For example, ~ sensitive plant specie5 have already been
adversely affected by cattle trampling and grazing (EIS, p. 29).
BLM already kno~s that cattle using w~5hes compete with deer,
eating the same plants (EIS, p. ~9). BLM already knows that
cattle compete for vegetation with Bighorn Sheep and transmit
devastating diseases to the wild sheep (EIS, p. 59). BLM already
knows that cattle compete ~ith Sonar an Pronghorn for food (EIS,
p. 60). BLM already knows th~t cattle compete with Desert
Tortoises for food and can depress tortoise reproduction (EIS,
p. 60). BLM already knows that cattle eat cottonwoods (EIS, p.
60). And ELM states that reduction in number of cattle would
accelerate habitat inprovement and wildlife recovery (EIS, p.
17). All these factors call for reduction in cattle numbers now,
not after 5 or more years of monitoring.

We also fail to understand why BLM permits grazing in desert
pavement areas of the Crowder-Weisser, Eagle Tail, Palomas,
Bighorn, ~nd Artex allotments (EIS, pp. 42-43). In the same
section BLM states that desert p.vement soils -are not suited
tor livestock grazing- (EIS, p. 43).

Page 2
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289-4

Livestock use of ephemeral allotments
varies from year to year depending on
precipitation, ephemeral forage
conditions and the economic conditions of
the livestock operator. On the average,
livestock utilize ephemeral ranges three
years out of ten.

Rangeland within the Lower Gila South
planning area varies greatly in potential
and response to management actions. High
producing range sites are intermingled
with low producing which make it
difficult to manage along with
unpredictable weather patterns. For
analysis purposes, excluding areas within
1/4 mile of perennial water sources,
rangeland in poor and fair condition
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Gable-Ming is 731. poor to fair condition and 1001. static trend.
This is dismal. There are also conflicts with Bighorn Sheep and
Desert Tortoise. Again, immediate improvement is needed.

Crowder-Weisser is ~0'l. poor to fair condition, 81. downward
trend, 891. stable trend, and has conflicts with Bighorn Sheep
and Desert Tortoise. Again, improvement is needed now, not five
years or more from now.

Cameron is 411. poor to fair condition, 971. static and J%
downward trend, and has conflicts with Mule Deer, BighornSheep,
and Sonoran Pronghorn. We find all these factors calling out for
immediate improvement in conditions, not waiting for five years
of monitoring. The Pronghorn, an endangered species, could be
gone by then.

Hazen is ~5'l. poor to fair condition and 1001. static with
conflicts with Bighorn Sheep and Desert Tortoise, and Kirian is
441. fair condition, 861. static, and has conflicts with Bighorn
Sheep and Desert Tortoise. All these allotments have either
conflicts with two or more species of wildlife and/or 401. or
more poor to fair condition class with predominantly static or
even some 'downward trend. It would be foolish for FLM to wait
five years or more to take action to improve the quality of the
habitat in these areas.
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The vegetation data has been used to
identify and analyze impacts and
mitigation of the proposed action and
alternatives. We recognize the
shortcomings of a one year rangeland
inventory. While this data is adequate
for purposes of planning and analysis,
they must be supported by the results of
monitoring studies before making forage
allocation decisions.

See response 257-8.

would be expected to improve to fair and
good in the long term (5 - 25 years)
depending on climate, effectiveness of
management and funding.

For analysis purposes rangeland in poor
and fair condition would be expected to
improve to fair and good condition in the
long term (5 - 25 years), depending on
climate, effectiveness of management and
funding.

289-7

289-6

and/or greatest
Crowder-Weisser,

condition
Cameron,

with the worst
wildlife are

and Kirian.

The allotments
conflicts with
Gable-Ming, Hazen,

We are skeptical of ELM's classification at allotments and
proposals tor improvements. Twel ve perenn ial-ephemeral
allotments are proposed for -Maintain- status, which implies
that present range condition is satisfactory and there are no
serious resource use conflicts or controversy (ErS, p. 269). Yet
11 of these allotments have contlict6 with ane or more wildlife
species (Sentinel is the exception) (ErS, pp. 59-60). Even
Sentinel is 47'l. poor or fair condition, two of the -Maintain
allotments have 50% or over in poor to fair condition
<Crowder-Weisser and Hazen) and two other allotments (Cameron
and Childs) have over 40% poor to fair condition. Condition
trend on these allotments is overwhelmingly static (ElS,
Appendix 1~, p. 272). ThLls we fail to understand how BLM finds
no conflicts on these allotments and satisfactory range
condition.

289-7

289-6

289-8
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289-9

We also question the value of the proposed improvements. BLM~s

analysis shows only ·slight improvement- of rangeland condition
and trend resulting from the Proposed Action (EIS, p. 24). For
the amount of money being spent <.371,345), we would expect more
than just 51 ight improvement. Moreover, the Proposed Action
would benefit primarily medium and large ranches. This means the
small rancher would be no better off as a result of the Proposed
Action. (ElS, p. 67). BLM should do a benefit/cost analysis on

289-8 No entire allotment is designated crucial
bighorn sheep or desert tortoise habitat,
and cattle do not occupy only bighorn or
desert tortoise habitat. While potential
conflicts have been identified with
wildlife on some allotments, rangeland
conditions in the fair range would not
indicate a shortage of wildlife feed but
rather that less than 50% of the natural
plant community species exists. Through
monitoring specific conflicts will be
identified between wildlife and
livestock. Once studies are evaluated,
conflicts would be mitigated.

289-9 BLM will conduct benefit/cost analysis
for all proposed rangeland developments.



289-10

the proposed improvements.

We recommend against the proposed improvements. Theil'" sale
purpose seems to be to disperse cattle into areas where they
have not grazed, thus destroying more habitat. We especially
request that cattle be kept out of the Ranegras Plain (the Eagle
Tail and Palomas allotments) because the vegetation there is
lush (EIS, p. 37). We also request that no development of waters
for cattle and no fencing be allowed in Bighorn Sheep habitat
because of detrimental effects to the sheep.

Table 4-2 (EIS, p. 61) appears to us to overstate as beneficial
the long-term impacts to wildlife under the Proposed
Alternaitve, specifically the effects of grazing management
level on Bighorn Sheep, Desert Tortoise, Sonoran Pronghorn, and
Riparian Habitat. We certainly don't think a person would come
to these conclusions from reading the text.

289-10 Rangeland developments are used to
control livestock distribution, thus
helping to improve or maintain the vigor
and density of major forage plants and to
harvest these plants efficiently.
Impacts to critical wildlife habitat will
require assessment and mitigation prior
to development of an improvement.

improves, we feel the increased
benefit of wildlife that has
range conditions. This has been

289-11

If and when rangeland condition
vegetation should be for the
suffered because of poor or fair
going on for many years.

Although we disagree with the
would like to know which ·other
de terming whether an increased
authorized under the monitoring
resources- to be considered? What
be given? This is unclear.

Proposed Action for grazing, we
resources" are considered in

level of grazing could be
plan. How are these ·other

weight will "other resources"

289-11 When monitoring data reveal permanent
increase in forage available for
livestock grazing, the additional forage
will be allocated in a manner consistent
with multiple-use management objectives.
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We also feel that BLM should carry out studies to enSLlre that
wildlife requirements are being met in ALL areas, although we
could support more intensive studies of riparian areas and areas
with listed or sensitive species, such as the Sonoran Pronghorn.

Finally, we feel that the Conclusion paragraph of the Impacts on
Vegetation section on p. 55 of the EIS is inadequate and vague.
It leaves out a lot.

WILDERNESS

While the EIS recommends some excellent areas for wilderness, we
feel that BLM should recognize an opportunity to recommend
virtually contiguous areas which would create one of the finest
wilderness experiences in the United States.

By recommending the Little Horn and Little Horn West, Eagletail,
and East Clanton Hills WSAs, BLM could help create a large
~ilderness area which would provide tremendous solitude and
outstanding opportunities for primitive recreation. Moreover,
Bighorn Sheep, which need realtively large areas for their
existence, including migration routes, would be protected by
designating these areas wilderness.

The Face Mountain, Signal Mountain, and Woolsey Peak WSAs create
a similar opportunity, as does wilderness designation of the
North Maricopa Mountains, South Maricopa Mountains, and
Butterfield Stage Memorial WSAs.

Most of the WSAs have only low to medium mineral potential or
development potential (EIS, p. 129). The areas that do have high
potential have in 2 out of 3 cases been recommended for
wilderness by BLM (Eagletail Mountains and Table Top Mountains).
We think this is excellent in that BLM has recognized the
wilderness values ot these two WSAs.

Surely the other WSAs with lower mineral potential and great
wilderness value could be recommended.

In many cases, BLM's descriptions of the WSAs provide more than
enough reason to designate non-recommended WSAs as
wilderness--the description of the Little Horn Hountains West
WSA on p. 31 of the EIS is one example (-essentially natural,·
-jumbled arrangement at hills and low mountains separated by
small canyons provide outstanding opportunities for solitude,
-Goad but not outstanding opportunities for primitive and
unconfined recreation---but are these opportunities not
outstanding especially when the Little Horn West and Little Horn
WSAs are considered at the same time? Only a road separ~tes the
two areas from being one.
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We feel that any WSA not designated wilderness by Congress
should be made an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
to recognize its outstanding natural values and very often high
values for certain species of animals and plants.

While we. feel all WSAs are worthy of designation, we would
especially like to mention one of our favorites, the North
Maricopa Mountains, South Maricopa Mountain, and Butterfield
Stage WSAs. We have always been impressed with the high quality
of the environment in these WSAs, with their lush vegetation. If
these areas were closer to Tucson they would be part of Saguaro
National Monument. BLM should designate them wilderness.

We also feel it is important to include baJadas and plains below
the mountains to give integrity to the wilderness areas as
natural and recreational units. Part of the enjoyment of
wilderness hiking and backpacking is gradually approaching the
mountains in the distance until they loom before one and present
details that could not be observed from the distance--details of
rock formations, plants, the shining sand grains at the washes.
Moreover, including the flatter areas also protects Bighorn
Sheep range, and the sheep are very sensitive to human
disturbance. This is why we recommend BLM include all of the New
Water Mountains WSA, not just the mountainous part. Wilderness
can be not only up and down but planar as well, enhancing the
experience by providing a variety of topography.

We are someWhat confused about BLM's rationale for recommending
wi Iderness areas. In the Proposed Alternative (pP. 58-~9) the
EIS states that although wilderness opportunities would be lost
by not designating all WSAs under consideration in the EIS, BLM
feels that those recommended for designation would offset

Iadverse impacts to wilderness in Arizona. However, on P. 79 of
289-12 the EIS. under the Resource Protection Alternative. BLM states

the same thing, but more WSAs are recommended for wilderness. If
the areas recommended under the Resource Protection Alternative
merely offset adverse impacts to non-recommended WSAs, how can
the smaller amount of wilderness recommended under the Proposed
Action offset adverse impacts to wilderness? We fail to
understand BLM's reasoning here, and also how ELM measured
adverse impacts to wilderness resulting from non-designation

289-13 against beneficial impacts resulting frol'fl designation. What
criteria were used and how specifically did BLM arrive at these
ocnclusions? We note that the EIS states (P. ~9) that
non-designated areas have moderate to high potential for
degradation of natural values. This is all the more reason to
recommend all the WSAs for wilderness.
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The listing of 73,123 acres of land was
done in order to establish an exchange
base that is varied enough to interest
the state and private land owners. This
will be necessary in order for us to
implement the exchanges necessary to
acquire the valuable resource lands
listed. This does not mean that 73,123
acres will be disposed of.

The impacts addressed, involve the
ability of designated areas to offset
adverse impacts to diversity in the
National Wilderness Preservation System
(NWPS). Overall impacts to the diversity
of the NWPS are not considered
significant under the proposed action or
resource protection alternatives. No
other types of impact are addressed
here. The section will be rewritten to
clarify the issues addressed.

Impacts from nondesignation were
developed by analyzing existing and
potential land uses in each WSA,
including patterns of ORV use, mining
claim distribution and mineral potential,
and the potential for other types of land
use to occur both beneficial, neutral or
detrimental to wilderness values.
Wilderness, cultural, scenic, wildlife
and plant resources were determined to
benefit from wilderness because of the
general prohibition of surface
disturbance and generally less human
interference with natural ecological
processes.

289-12

289-14

289-13

of land
p. 12).
step in

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENT

The EIS provides no real alternatives for land disposal, other
than the No Action Alternative, since the amount of land is
always the same (73,123 acres). Yet the amount of land to be
cicquired varies by alternative. We think BLH should provide land
disposal alternatives with varying amounts of land in order to
create real alternatives.

We request that BLM NOT dispose of the following lands proposed
for disposal:

While we are glad to see BLM prefers land exchanges to land
sales (EIS, p. 12), nevertheless we feel that there should be no
erosion of the public land base. BLM should dispose of no more
land than is acquired. None of the alternatives in this EIS
propose to acquire as much surface e5tate as would be disposed
of. We thus recommend that BLM cut back on the amount of land
designated for disposal and acquire all lands listed under the
Environmental Protection Alternative. In general we are opposed
to BLM land sales as this decreases the public land base and the
money goes for general government purposes rather than
benefiting the public lands.

We also request that BLM determine resource values
BEFORE designating it for disposal (see EIS,
Determination of resource values is an important
evaluating the suitability of public land for disposal.

289-14
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289-15

--) Any land in the Gila River ~nd its historically defined
floodpl.in. The following are among parcels which m.y be located
in this area: T. 4 S., R. 4 W., Secs. 8 and 21; T. ~ S., R.· 4
"'., Sec. 7; T. 1 S., R. 5 W., Sec. 35; T. 55., R. 11 W., Sec.

33; T. 6 S., R. 12 W., Sec. 26; T. 65., R. 13 W., Secs. 27 and
28; T. 7 S., R. 13 W., Sec. 7. If BLM is going to exchange land
along the Gila River, we feel that BLN should acquire the river
bed, historic floodplain, and riparian vegetation and only
dispose of isolated parcels outside of the Gila River historic
floodplain.

--) Lands that include ~aterman Wash or its major tributary from
the southeast, namely, T. 4 S., R. 1 E., Sec. 9; T. 3 5., R. 1
W., Sees. 21, 22, 23, 25, 28 and 36, because of the high
resource values of large washes;

--) Lands that include Vekol Wash or its major tributary from
the southwest, namely, T. 6 S., R. 1 E., Secs. 2, 10, 11, 1~,

21, 27, 28, 32, and 33; T. 7 S., R. 1 E., Sees. 3 and ~, because
of the high resource values of this major wash to southern
Arizona;

--) Any lands in T. 1 S., R. 2 W., because they include the
foothills and bajada of the Sierra Estrella, and to protect the
western edge of the Sierra Estrella from encroachment. The
Sierra Estrella should be retained as a natural area for the
appreciation of residents of the Phoenix area and to recognize
the unique qualities at this range, including its vegetation,
some of which reaches range limits in the Sierra Estrella.

--) T. 6 N., R. 16 W., Sec. 7, which includes Cunningham Wash, a
major wash and significant habitat area;

--) T. 6 N., R. 16 W., Sec. 29, which includes Bouse Wash, a
major wash and significant habitat area.

We also request that BLM NOT dispose of any lands which contain
moderate to high potential or occurrence of cultural resources.
These lands need protection from destruction of cultural
resources sites through development.

The criteria for designating parcels for disposal are unclear,
except in a general sense. Do the enclosed maps accurately
reflect land tenure in the Lower Gila South area? We found
parcels proposed for disposal not shown in ~ellow on the 1~rge

map (e.g.,. T. 65., R. 12 W., 5ec. 26, NE 1/4 ~nd N 1/2 NW 1/4).
Should T. 4 N., R. 1~ W., Sec. 36 be Sec. 3~? It would have been
helpful if BLM had prepared ~ map showing areas designated for
disposal and acquisition, but we appreciate inclusion of legal
descriptions of the parcels being proposed.

It is unclear why some parcels are proposed for disposal and not
others in the same section. An example is T. 75., R. 12 W. Why
does BLM propose to retain the N 1/2 NW 1/4 of Sec. 34 when the
rest of the section is proposed for disposal? There are a number
of other such examples.

~@ ~omm.nd BLM for proposinq aCQulsitl0n of ~ub.urf.cg .st.te in
olre"!1 ,..r,ere H,e Un\ted Stat•• own~ the .urf~ce es+:C't~. EVlln
~houqh .pltt .~tate ~SA••re .g~ln under ~onglder~tlon fo~

wlldern••• , we r.com~.nd that: PLM s.t •• j ~rlority ~CqUisl+:ion

of ~ub~urf.c. e.t.t. in WS~s.

PLM should .cquire the full es+:.t. to .11 rlP~rl.n are~s ~lonq

the 511. Piv~r for wildlife ~urp05.S and a190 to prev.nt
development in tlcod-prcne are.~.

UnforhJn.~'!l'J, ~ major ,..e~~n •• s of thig EIS l~ tt,~t: no Are~s of
Cr""itlcal En lir:mment:.l ('on,:,:rn are Fr<:lposed. In #~ct:. HIe
F~tj9rc11 L.nd F"l ic~ and M~n.qemltnt Act: tFLPNA) r~q'.llreg; +:hat: H,e
id~ntlflcation ~nd desi9r~ti<:ln <:If ACECs lS to b~ ~lv~n PPIOP[T'(
In t:~,,? rj~ ... ql"'PtTl~nt of li.nd '.s. pla-ns tPL'bl lC Law q4-~7~. S~c.

::0:. t c)\)l; Q0 St:l+:. ::748'. If the MCEC is'5Lle 15 not "lnt:IL'ded ln
t:~IE L~w9r !ill.? SOL\tt", PMP. t:he plan '..rJoLlld f.ll t:o m'?'9t t:h"!
r~Q~trerne"t~ of FLPHA. thl.ls ~vl1if~1~q ~~e who19 PMP. PLM thus
ne'?dg +:0 lnd.~.,tlf~ pot,,=ntl:31 ~(E':s and mlJ~e ,..ecommend~tlons ~s

~o ~he!r ~'J\t~blll+:Y f~~ such ~t.tu5.

289-15 The particular example pointed out lies
in an area where we are trying to dispose
of an isolated parcel in a section but
also within that section are some public
lands with significant resource values
that need to be retained. In this case
it is riparian habitat along the Gila
River that is being retained.
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T~,u Lcwer Gi la SOLlt:h pl:\nr'lln'~ ar·]~ nE~d: ~n at t-ra~·j ,=1" 1-:1'=.-
<'P'!: "'O'_lt::e Flan. Th~ EIS Pr"oFos=-1 t:;. le-=".~ ~11 ::;r':"~s CFEn t::l

':-::I'':ii-COLt'1t:ry t:ravel (4?::CEFt J,JiI,1er'r'l€SS' is ar li"'.It::o>"1:.n "0

d€·~t:r'.·ct:l'Jn of t:tle 1"'r:=:Jur<::2S of "I".e ~r'?il'. PoL!"1 stlol.'ld ·l?,=t:rt·:t
t:r.,}',el t:'J desl~n:r.t:ed rO'..lte~. 4t: t:he le~:t. "rio? L..:ower Gil:a ~,_:,.: .....,
~~~~ ;houl~ be ccniils~ent ~lth the Fr-f:C§a.!~ tor ')F',' t:r~'El at
+:!o-,~ (LlrTta ELM C1st:rlct: ~nj t:te Tc.nte n.;ttlon~l F,:r.ast:. rt: 15 ,~ -:!11

~~r9 curlOUS ~hat BLM's Frcr=as~1 fer '!nll~lt:ed ("RV icce'ES c~me3

111 t:l"lo2' ~bsen::::e ot :,ny Ijemonst:r~telj del'l',:tnd for s'.l':h :ilCCS:;::;;. We
al":'J t~~l "I"!~+: ,>p.'.' 1':":-=5 ~r~ In-::o;"",r;1-;t-:ort:: '.I..'1t::1"1 P·LM':; l'T'l:.r::lo:'r'l t.~

.:.rr..Jte,:t I'"-==O:ir'~€'s ~nd rTt~n;:le Id-n,j for' 1T.1~·~t:lr:l~ '.I'E~=, T~.vs ·.,e

:'n~ @";>m!=le cf.n ~re~ tr.at nt1!Ed£ A:E: =.t::at::'_I=O 13 ,,'h~ t.'':.~:l
','.1 Ie'", 3,..-.::;;sl:nd o'.lt::,lde oJf +:I"e T~ble Tor= \..I-=A (Inr:I'-lj.ng .. t.e
,~: 1~t-'1 IJf ~mFtI1b1~n SP~':1e5i r=resent

'
, ')t"'i'r <9":r",~les ar~ ar'?:,s

.:- ~ra+:-=,:ted plcnt..~ 115+:1;1 1n T:a.ble J-l (EIS. p. 30'. Anc"h-:r
~r'O:;:i. S'.llt:?bll? T,:"I" .:.r:E': 5":~h':;; 1': t:l"le 'J1 1 ~ ~1 er r::h-:an,.,el o;1n 1j :ts
'lFar1-=,-n ,?·lo?"a.1:10n. Cert:::a1nly t::1",e SJ'- .:r~n Pr 'l1qhr:rn ~n,j ')r'l::n
Pl;::e C~·:-t,_,: t,:a.bll-dt: near ~JC ;>re lUort:tl~ of' ~(EC designc"'+:1cn. Tl"le
~i.!rr~ Estrella shculd be prate:ted~. dO ~(~C, r~~oq~l:'~; the
::''','3,,:\1 Fl:ants tr,at ,::c,:'_'r .. l"le .... e, .)t~er. -:+: to'-,r"jal"'lss ot +:t',e1"
j1~t:rlbvt:1Jn Ar1:Qn~ ~c~~~c~d, 1)~'JqVelln1d ~~lltornl~j; Ce~~r~

"11/e, F~r~5~1~r~ 5hr'~.el ~t~ndl~y; ~oh:r'"~ S~q·~, S~l l~

lICj~',:§"'=''''o;;l= ,Jr"=,:p,:'. We '.lol".t1d dl:Q 11l~ t:o 'Ee€:' P·LM u=.e "~Ie

~. Cert:1iie at 1"5 b1alo'll3~S c"'nd ~rr:I",~eOlQg1'="':; +:-:r CCrTt~ \..l~ IJJ1th
~~~crr~e~d~tlons tCI" A~EC5 in the L~wer Glt~ ~Qu~h F1~~ninq ~r~~,

b:,sed :;n ~t.eIr in~lrT'dt:e ~'nowled:=)li }f t:t.15 ~r~~.

~(ECs "e
pr ~t:~-: 1011

re::our '?S.

:'_,bs+: 1 ,.,t~

:;" _111 t::J.

n~e~ed l~ the L~~er Gl13 ~av~h ~l~nnln~ ~r~~ fQ,- the
,')f '6Illd11fte .. ",t"~s;. ~cosysl:e!T.s. ~nrj "=LI!+:I.'r~l

we do nc +: tEe 1 ~td t ACEC= sho'.'l d be 1.;:.ed dO; •

to,- '~1Iderne5S deS1~natlon 1n dre.s ot ~11de,.ness

lHLpUFE

;~'~e ot ~ur con<::erns ~nj c~mme"t= ~t~vt ~l!dlite :PFe~r ~bo,~,

we ~mphasl~e that: FLti r;:hou1d 1rTtpro~'? h~t1t:~t ~or P1~~orn ShEe~.

"1'_'ll'? Deer. Ce-;ert TC/(tQlse. Saner:n Pronql"corn. anj rIF-=' l~'"

t'1=,blI:3+: tJ ~"cl?llent C~I"·jlt:lon bj ,~,=rr,o'.tng It e::tod-'.utld1:',=
:::"nf'11t:t:s.

IJ~ :ommend BLM for sc~-= ~"c=lle"t ~'-cF~s~ls c~ncerninl ~lljl1f~.

=·~":;·:ltlc",lly. 11'1' ~r~ 1l:ld ~o _._ E'LM's :lJnS1,jer~"'1I.Jn t.Jf'

:t-l"';~-ltr::t:€d ;;P~Cl'='-::, ;L·,:-t, :l.5 In L.llldllt~ PrO',riofTt H~('I:,qen,~n'"

j,~ :j~ .... r~ _:: (ErS. p • .::.:.' "",ntj +-~,'S' prcpos~l not t:o ·11:;~r::e of Ll'lj

with habit:at for State-listed species (ElS, p. 54).

We would like to see BLM give more consideration to protected
plant species in the RMP. For example, BLM should not dispose of
any land with protected plant species (Federal or State), not
just animal species.

BLM should also develop a plan for revegetation of the Gila
River with native vegetation. We think that releases from
Painted Rock Dam should also be regulated in order to promote
establishment and maintenance of native riparian vegetation.
This would also benefit the Gila River below the Lower Gila
South planning area.

Since BLM states (EIS, p. 53) that -.. . impacts to protected
and sensitive plant species are difficult to define because of
lack of site-specific information- we believe t:hat this ErS
requires a worst case analysis of impacts to such vegetation,
until and unless BLM obtains site-specific information and can
realistically estimate impacts to the vegetation as a result of
the RMP.
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re~ue5t t:hat ELM not: .uthorl:e jny I)RV r3<::&. In "he Lo~er Gila
Sou t:t. are •.

Tt"te concluSIon pol.r.aqraphs on land U5e~ (EIS. p. ~q, ol.l"'lI' too
~eneral, ignoring th9 value of some land p.rc.ls FroFos*d tor
dlSpos.l. We .lso oil~e unclear of ~he gc~l of t:he BLM-St:~t~ loilnd
tenure ,adJusi:ment: •• These need to be e':pltllned ln ttlor-e det:oilli.

UTILITY C0RRID0RS

We ~~€ ~t:rongl~ ap~o5e·j t:o d~51qn~t10n of t:he P~lo '.'~~de-re~ers

~~I~ ~.• .' lIne rout:e as d 'J~llltJ =orrldcr. Th1~ c~,.rl~cr ~cu1J r'Jn
t:t'lr~l..lq"'l t::1",e kat,j N-:1.t10nal Wlldllfe RetLlqe dnd 'uE' teel a
'TI11e-.u1de r:orrljor 1S 1nr:ans1st:ent '.u1t::h ref'.'''Je FLlrpos;:es. It'
luO,!lj -?l:o liT:Pdct .;!,jrTtlnstf-:1.ti,elY errjorsed l6Illderl"l!?'SS st·.jy
ilr~~9 1n t:t,~ kof-:1. P<?f'.lqe, an lmpact: '>It'lch Wc\S 11:"l0'red 1n t:t'lS
EIS.

We appreciate BL~'s proposal to provide cattle exclosures for
wildlife waters developed in conjunction with cattle watering
sources, but we would rather see cattle-wildlife conflicts
reduced following our proposals in the section on Rangeland
Management above.

We also feel that the degree of effect on wildlife from fences
should set the priority of modification, not whether BLM feels
the fence condition requires replacement or maintenance. It is
conceivable that the warse the condition of the fence, the
better it could be for large mammals.

We are especially concerned that Clapper Rail habitat be
established and protected along the Gila River since they will
breed in this area. We also are concerned that egret and heron
habitat be protected along the Gila River.

MINERALS AND MINING

outside the areas proposed for wilderness under the various
alternatives.

We also feel that BLM should mitigate for Gila Monster and Kit
Fix loss of habitat by setting up ACECs to manage for their
habitat types.

The table bn p. 24 of the ElS should also show how much area
outside wilderness or WSAs remain5 open to mining. The number of
claims in the planning area outside wilderness or WSAs should
also be shown in order to give better perspective to the
mi nere-Is issue.

perspect i ve in the
41) by presen't i ng
mineral resource5

the EIS would give a better
the affected environment (p.

mineral potential and known

Similarly,
sect i on on
in format ion

..:.f~-?r ~I-,e f'ecent e":.HT'1:1~tl0n of '.it-1llty rf)I_,t:e'5 f'€,slllt:1nq f,.o:r,
t-I-,~... .\11 ArTl~rlc:an Celeron ,=r'.ttje ull PlP~llne EI3. ....t? -;>r-:

':: .. 1 ='f'1Se,j ttl:-+: .P-LM JOL ld recomrr,.c;nd "t',~ f'aut~ thf'a'~lqh ~t"9 • :,t;>

.... ::.f._,g,: ;IS ~ Llt:11:":J r::-rr1jor, Tt""a d':'c'.llTle"'tat1Qn from t:t,--= .:.11
~rT,~r1,:,n :el~run ~IS <::l~drl~ d~ffion-;t:r~t:~s t::~c ~n~c,,=~pt3ble

:ad er:~ lmp~ :t::s at rLlr,nln~ rT.ore t: 111 t: j 11 res t:hrr::u:;"-, tt-..? t-r.Jfa
R::.,~,_,qe. T't,~ r",ct: t:1",~t ~ll Amerlc~n '11~5 ''''111101 to "~It? "I",~

51 It"t:I':l !on~'E"r ~n,j mOt"'=! e .. penr::l·~e I-l0 rJLtt-e ~lso de'Tlc"'1st:r~t:es

tl", 15,

'1cr·ef)'.~,., '~'e .tn'j~f'=t:~nJ +:",e • ~f~ P~tl_;1e I!: OPPO!,?,j t:-:: rr,·,Jre
t"1ttt'J lln,=; t-I"rt:'u-h +:I"ce f'~f'l€, It ·>lOLl1·:! t'e ','rF,.r:;d'.J,=t:1'~= to

=-=-t:: ".·P::.o\ url11t:',l -:orr1d,:r I-tl;>.t 1.I..'c'.'ld '='~ i'. '::CI"':t::a"t: SOLlrce :f
jl-=P'.\t~ tet:'Jeen t:L..:I te":er3l ,:;q€-"C1e~ E'·LI'1 ::3,n·1 Fl.J~). s~~t:e

=-,r::-r:l"';S, 0:'1"1 rC:"lmet1 1--;> 1 -;rQ'_'~s. :,nd ~ppllc:nt:s f:,. ,.'t111"'~

r-n.lt:-?s, n,-= 1ds-~ r:Jf 'It:lllt:'~ ::orrldor; :S +:0 acl"cle':e aqr.::er-en t
"t"I~~ ··~'.~lnls fer '.t:111t·J Frt'JPo;;~ls 'J.'111 be Pf'::K:,s-;ej '~1t:t+

"':",l·".l'",'.'rT, cf jel;;o'-1 :anrj ,:C'r,~-~..,j".'?rsy. T~,'2 P:ato '''e·Ade-D-:·~rs f":"L,t,:,
'IIol1l,j 1"".:0" act le'"e tt',l= 10.,.1.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Areas with high probability of stratified sites should be
protected from disturbance by ACEC designation. The farther west
one goes in Arizona the rarer stratified sites become and the
Lower Gila South planning area also represents the zone of
contact between Hohokam and Patayan. Stratified sites in this
area are of tremendous archaeological significance.

Any sites eligible for the National Register should be protected
as ACECs. How many sites in the Lower Gila South planning area
have been evaluated for eligibility? SimilarlY, the petroglyph
site mentioned on p. 44 of the EIS should be designated an ACEC.
We know of an outstanding petroglyph site along the Gila River
(not Painted Rocks) that should be designated an ACEC. Since
this may be the same site referred to on p. 44 and it appears
BLM feels it better not to publicize its location, we would be
glad to talk to an archaeologist with BLM about the site we
would like to see protected as an ACEe.

Have the trail and shrine sites in the Bouse area been evaluated
for the National Register? We think they should also receive
ACEC protection.

Is Table Top Mountain of religious significance to the Pima,
Papago, or any other American Indian group? On pp. 296 and 331
of THE PIMA INDIANS by Frank Russell (U.S. Bureau of American
Ethnology Annual Report 26, 1904-1905) there is a reference to a
-Table mountain- (Matcipand unavangu/Matcipant). These groups
should be contacted in order to determine if it is sacred. This
would reinforce BLM~s recommendation for wilderness status of
the Table Top Mountains WSA as it would reduce human impacts on
the area.

We would like to know how ELM proposes to avoid or mitigate
direct impacts from grazing on cultural resources (EIS, p. 63).
It appears to us that ELM's conclusion paragraph on p. 65 for
the land tenure issue is too general. Disposal of land which
would presumably be developed or used more intensively than
under BLM control would undoubtedlY have an impact on cultural
resources and loss of cultural resources IS not only possible
but probable.

SOCIAL IMPACTS

The social impacts section of the EIS needs to be greatly
augmented. The only social group mentioned in regard to impacts
is ranchers (ErS, pp. 69, 72, 77, 82). The EIS should assess,
for example, the social impacts of not designating wilderness or
ACECs.

We question the validity of -informal interviews with residents
in the CCOs- (EI5, p. 48). How are these residents chosen? The
sample of persons chosen should be statistically defensible.
Moreover, the questions asked should be the s.me for each
person. BLM presents no evidence that the -informal interviews·
sample has any statistical validity.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

The Resource Production Alternative states that it would
·contribute to the economy of the region· (ErS, p. x). So would
the other alternatives. This general statement needs to be
auugmented. The consequences of the Resource Production
Alternative on wilderness could be degradation of wilderness
values in BLM's view. We feel that ·could- should be changed to
·would. -

The Resource Production Alternative (ErS, p. 74) projects
benefits from minerals and energy development. But how much
would these benefits impact the economy of the study area?

Small ranchers sustain the greatest reductions (proportionally)
under the Resource Production Alternative, and probablY would be
more greatly impacted. Why is this so?

289-16

289-17

Sites eligible to the National Register
are protected from adverse impacts by
ARPA, 36 CFR 800, NHPA of 1966 and NEPA
of 1969 as described in Chapter 2.
Designation of ACEC areas for significant
cultural sites would have to be
publicized, thereby bringing further
attraction to the site and possibly
increasing vandalism. However, we will
look at designation of significant sites
for special management areas in a case by
case basis.

The petroglyph site (mentioned on page 44
of draft EIS) is currently being studied
under a Cultural Resource Management Plan
(CRMP) which will determine how the site
will be managed and protected in the
future. Within a CRMP, the BLM
identifies protection, recordation, and
other needs for long-term site management
without publiciZing precise site areas.

The trail and shrine sites in the Bouse
are have not been evaluated for
eligibility to the National Register yet,
since they are being recorded by amateur
archaeologists. Again, other types of
protection, besides ACECs, are available
as discussed in No.1.

Table Top Mountain does not appear to be
of religious significance to the Pima,
Papago, or other Indian groups.
Chapter 5 discusses various letters of
notification, publication in the Federal
Register, and public scoping meetings
which invited comments and discussion
from the public. In particular, 21
Indian tribes and councils were sent
copies of the draft EIS far reviewing
(page 92 of draft EIS). No responses
were returned from any Indian group.
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OTHER ISSUES AND COMMENTS

Cary W. Meister
President

The paragraph on short-term uses vs. long-term productivity
needs to be augmented.
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As stated in Chapter 2, page 21 of draft
EIS, proposals involving areas of ground
disturbance are approved (including range
improvements such as fence or well
construction, cattle holding grounds,
etc.) site specific cultural resource
field evaluations will be completed.
These include Class I literature review,
as well as Class III field inventory in
areas which have not been previously
surveyed for archaeological remains.
Impacts to significant cultural resources
identified during these inventory stages
would be avoided by redesigning the
project in another location or by
developing mitigating measures to reduce
adverse impacts. The latter are
discussed in 36 CFR 800.

During April 9 -12, public hearings in
Phoenix and Gila Bend and public meetings
in Ajo, and Quartzsite were held for
discussion on the draft RMP. Again, no
cultural concerns were voiced from
representatives from American Indian
tribes or councils. A review of
Persistence and Power (Cultural Systems
Research, Inc. 1978), a document
discussing areas of concern for various
Indian groups, did not reveal any
information on Table Top Mountain.

289-18

the opportunity to comment on this EIS and
BLM has done much hard work in producing it and

suggestions resulting from detailed consideration
of the Draft EIS will be incorporated into the

RMP.

We also believe that wildlife, including plants, IS
irretrievably and irreversibly committed to be lost if the
Proposed Action is implemented because of impacts from grazing,
"lining, and ORVs (EIS, p. 87).

There should be an explicit monitoring element of the plan not
only for grazing but for other resources as well, including
wildlife and cultural resources. The plan should establish
threshholds at which action will be taken to correct resource
degradation. The best approach would be to monitor ecosystems,
not certain ~ species, yet taking into account BLM's
responsibilities for threatened, endangered, and otherwise
sensitive species.

Sincerely,

We appreciate
proposed plan.
we hope our
and analysis
Final EIS and

ELM's assumption ttl (-General Assumptions for Analysis,· p. 53),
that there will be sufficient funding and work force to achieve
the goals of the selected alternative, is probably unwarranted.
ELM must also consider indirect impacts resulting from
implementation of the planning alternatives.

Are the springs mentioned on p. 41 designated Public Water
Reserves? If they are not and can be so designated, they should
be. Also, what is the trend in the groundwater table (ErS, p.
41)? The Ers should also explain that the toxic pollutants found
in the Gila River include pesticide§ no longer authorized for
use in the United States.

289-20

The conclusion paragraph on page 65 for
the land tenure issue should have
included reference to Chapter 2, which
makes it clear that prior to disposal of
public lands, significant cultural sites
are identified and mitigated, if
necessary, to reduce adverse impacts. As
stated in the draft RMP/EIS on page 21, a
Class III inventory, which is an
intensive on the ground search for
cultural remains, and a Class I
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literature search will be conducted prior
to transfer of title of lands. In some
cases, a Class II sample inventory is
appropriate for land disposal. Impacts
to cultural resources by land disposals
are avoided or mitigated in the same
manner as those by ground disturbances.
However. BLM in consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Office has
developed a MOA which permits an adequate
Class II cultural inventory on BLM lands
proposed for exchange with the State
instead of an intensive Class III
inventory (MOA Regarding Cultural
Resource Protection Responsibilities
among BLM, Arizona State Land Department.
Arizona State Historic Preservation
Officer, and Arizona State Museum 1984).

The information on public attitudes and
expectations is descriptive and general.
It is illustrative and is not based on a
scientifically valid sample.

289-20 Not all naturally occurring springs and
water holes in the Lower Gila Resource
Area are designated Public Water
Reserves. However, like other ground
water users, the Bureau can protect its
interest in specific sources by filing
for water rights with the Arizona
Department of Water Resources.

In general, water levels are in decline
in the major ground water basins within
the RMP/EIS area. However. because local
conditions vary, the Arizona DWR should
be contacted for site specific data.

The Arizona Department of Health Services
has detected the presence of DDT in the
Gila River and Painted Rock Reservoir.
This pesticide. which is no longer
authorized for use in the United States,
is not used on public lands in the
RMP/EIS area.
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I" Bilsinns fur mort tlulrt II JwJf emfllry'

BILL., DOLLIE BEAVER -~ (602) 679-2255
Whokuk. Rd.d" NmJO"P'_ e......~y / /' "' ~Mile. NO<lh of Fbgmff. A,;,o", 1l6OO1

The s.c:red MounIaift 5eore lilly 5. 1985
HC·1J"OiA......... AZ_

Dear Sirs:

Several areas that live been interested in in regards to Wilderness status

I have learned are not being proposed for such status by the Bureau of Land

Management. I have several times written to your agency requesting informa

tion about these locattions as well as writing you several long letters as

to the reason why I felt certain areas deserved attention.

Needless to say I have not recieved any replies nor information about

yublic Beari~. zrankly) I'm not happy at the attitude on the part of the BLM

in regards to such matters. Those who are a small loud mouth minority seem

to capture your attention more. I refer to such groups as to off-road people

who scatter beer cans all overour State. I'm also disgusted w~th ~he tact that

8Lft aoes not giYe ~equ-t. cons~d8r.~~vn ~~ archeaological &raas, nor to the

fact that many of the areas under their domain have religious significance to

the various Tribes who once owned those areas and still consider them as import

ant. Both these issues are covered by Federal Acts which seem to have very little

bearing on BLM's consideration.

Specifically I'm referring to Baboquivari Peak, Pichacho, and Table Mountain

as well as several others that I had written to you about a couple of years ago.

I also wish to .point out that the North Maricopa Mountains have very important

cultural areas as we~ll as desert ~ild life that needs protecting. But again

you seem to be afraid of the lISurvivalist Mentality" if it could be called a

mentality.

Coyote Mountain should be protected regardless of the size of the parcel.

Such reasoning about it being too small is totally indefensible. But we find

that those who make such statements are impossible to find since they hide

inside some office. I feel that the entire process has been one where the BLM

has already made up their minds and are now just going through the motions of

making it appear that they have really done all they can. But exactly for whom?

Phoenix District BLM
~015 West Deer Valley Hd.
Phoeaix. Az 85027 Re: Wil~rness Study Areas

within the State of Arizona
Wilderness St udy Areas Page 2

I find all the comments about copper possibilities interesting in light

of the fact that this State bas seen a record number of mine sbut downs in the

last four or five years, with the cop;'ler companies saying thcot they aren't sure

when they'll ever open azain because of the world ?~ice and glut of the copper

market. Its very hard to make a case for any shortage of co~':,er.

With the huge gro\,:th in the population of Arizona and the large number of

people from California who come over to Arizona due to their cro~ded conditions,

plus the fact that each year \'!e see more and .!lore ·:"inter vi'itors not only from

the east but from C2noda it appears that we really need to have as much open

space as we can get- undisturbed by screeming vehicle engines of any kind.

The ~rizona deserts are not all that vast when one looks at what is hap~n

ing to the State. Also when one looks at the tremendous over-crowdine that is

happening to our National Parks and Monuments. This is going to Get worse not

better and it is time that the BLM, Forest Service as well as the National Park

Service take a large over all view of what is ha~pening.

So with this I hope I have made it clear that I feel that there has been

too little concern ffr saving Arizona from the few who want to destroy our

deserts and take t~~long time view and realize tbat once its destroyed that is

it. So in the over-all it would be best to err on t~e part )f ~einG over-protcctivl

than to later say "it should have been done differently". As for the ~resent

exploitative point of view all I can say is that "this too will pass"l

Sincerely yours

N~~
William Beaver

Copies to Washington D.C.
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Re:Wilderness Areas
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WILLIAM A. DAVIS

It•• WEST GIACOMDA WAY

TUCeoN. AIU10NA .8704

May 6,1985

Phoenix District Bureau of Land Management

2015 West Deer Valley Road

Phoenix, AZ 85027

Dear Sirs--
understand that you have recently released recommendations

for areas to be designated wilderness.

hope you will include all the areas as wilderness. We

have so little of it left;we should save as much as

possible of our American heritage.

I am particularly interested in Baboquivari Peak,an area

I know well. I hope you will include both the present B L M

land and contiguous state land in wilderness.
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Tucson, Arizona
May 5, 1985

BUREAU OF UNO MANAGEMENf
lhoenix District
2015 W•• Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix. AZ 85027

Dear Sirsf

I amdistressed to learn that recommendations for wilderness
protection in Arizona made by the Bureau of Land Management completely
el iminate many of the areas I consider crucial. Since your agency has
requested public comment, I will state my views.

The Little Horn Mountains (two sections) provide important
habitat for bighorn sheep and the desert tortoise. Unless designed as
wilderness, these areas may be threatened by mining, oil and gas ex
ploration, and other types of intrusion. Since they are adjacent to the
Eagletail Mountains which are bei..n~ proposed for wilderness, it seems
important to provide the s; protection for the approximately 100,000
acres of the Little Horns.

Why are the Coyote Mountains not be ing recommended for wi Iderness
status? Though small in area, they nevertheless contain "special status"
wildlife and plant species, as well as important former Hohokam Indian
dwelling sites.

Very truly

ft!dl--O 2)~
William A.Davis

The Baboquivari Peak area, nearer Tucson, certainly deserves the
utmost in protection and I sincerely hope that the BUt will proceed
with its plans to acquire 3,000 additional acres of state land in order
to enlarge the size of the area being fiven wilderness designation.

Please re-study these and other areas •. I feel it is urgent
that more of Arizona's "wilderness" areas be so designated so that they
can be preserved, too. Thank you.

Other areas which I feel deserve wilderness protection include
the Signal Mountains (desert tortoise and bighorn sheep), North Maricopa
Mountains (also tortoise and bighorn sheep habitat), White Canyon,
Mt. Wilson (more bighorn sheep), - to list several of those which have
been undergoi"8 study.

CC: Senator Dennis DeConcini

Comgressman Jim Kolbe

CC I Senator Goldwater
Senator DeConcini
Congressman Udall

Sincerely,

~~
Linnea Holland (Mrs. S. T.)
'7460 N. San Anna Dr.
Tucson, AZ 85704
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I have had the oppurtunity to review the Agency recommendations
fOr wilderness designation, and have a few comments and suggestions
for consideration and the record. I mys ..lf deal with public re
sources, though in a different manner than your agency. Seeing th ..
US and the rest of the industrialized world devour wild pristine
la nds at s ..nseless rates. I feel that wila.. rness is a m~st definite
need for our society. I ask you, what is the harm in designating
large biologically complete units of wild land as wilderness? Spoiled
wilderness can never really be returned to its pristine state, but
conversely. wild pristine lands designat ..d wilderness stay wild and
pristine, and can always have the potential of being developed, though
I wuoud hope it would never happen.

There are too many "no wilderness" recommendations in your plan. WHY??
Considering the potential to later use the resources, and to large
BLM holdings. I feel as much acreage as possible should be recommended
as wilderness, and that your agency should give whole-hearted
support to the recommendation process.

The following WSA's should be designated and recommended in their
entirety, wi th the addition ofas much additional acreage as poesible.

-White Canyon - Baboquivari Peak --
-Mt. Wilson -Hell's Canyon
~Coyote Mountains -Picaoho Mountains

_. Baboquivari Peak area is quite unique, and a tr..asure to all
Am ..ricans, since all AMericans own BLM land, not Just the subsidized
ranchers. This wilderness should inolude the roughly }OOO acre.
of nearby state land that you can trad.. for. ( are cattle really
that 4am important that we will overgraze and waste the last vestiges
of untrampled sonoran wildlands??)

295
KAY 8, 198

DEAR SIRS:

I THOUGHT THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE B.L.M. WAS TO EFFICIENTLY
MANAGE THE PUBLIC DOMAIN. BECAUSE THIS NATION CURRENTLY IMPORTS
THE VAST MAJORITY OF ITS BASE AND STRATEGIC METALS FROM OVERSEAS
SOURCES DOESN'T MEAN THAT THESE SOURCES WILL ALWAYS BE HANDY AND
ECONOMICALLY EXPEDIENT. HOW DO ADMINISTRATORS WITH NO EXPERTISE
IN MATTERS CONCERNING MINERAL TECHNOLOGY PRESUME TO KNOW WHAT
NEW INDUSTRIAL APPLICATIONS lITILIZING ANONYM:lUS, UNDISCOVERED
KIIlUALS KIGIIT BE IMMINENT. BY THE INDISCRIMINATE CLOSING OF ENTIRE
~UNTAIN RANGES TO MINERAL EXPLORATION, YOU COULD BIl POSING SER
IOUS THREATS TO THIS COUNTRY'S INDEPENDENCE AND NATIONAL SECURITY.

TODAYS GOVERNMENTAL POLICY REGARDING FEDERALLY ADMINISTERED
PUBLIC LANDS SEEMS TO BE DETERMINED BY THE ONE-DIMENSIONAL IDEALS
OF THE ENVlROmlDTAL LOBBYISTS. FURTHE~RE. THE ECONOMIC PLIGHT
WITHIN THE MINING INDUSTRY HAS ONLY BEEN INTENSIFIED BY RECENT
EXTENSIVE FEDERAL LAND MCLASSIFICATIONS. CONTINUED CLOSURE OF
CANDS TO MINERAL DEVELOPMENT CAlI ONLY POUND NAILS IN THE COFFIN
OF AlSlllCAN MINES. FOLLOW THE PIPE IlUAlI or IIJVIRONMENTAL IDEALISTS'
ELIMINATE POTENTIALLY VALUABEE LAND TO PIIOPlICTING: FORGET ABOUT '
THE LEGACY AND ACCOIIPLISHMENTS OF THE AIIlRICAN MINING MAN: IT'S
HIGl!LY LIKELY THAT OUR CHILDREN WILL 'Or-GET ABOlIT FREEDOM AND
INDIVIDUALITY •

298
Mark St ..rk..l
NavaJo National Monum..nt
HC6}, Box}
Tonal ..a 4Z ~6044-9704

Staff: Bur ..au of Land Mana~..m..nt
Pho ..nix ar..a Oistrict
2015 W. O....r Valley Rd.
Phoenix. 4Z ~5027

Dear BLM Staff;

May 7. 19~5
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KEC~l~I-ED'

~ery single area in the Gila South EIS should be r ..commeded for
wildern~ss, but with the inclusion 51f additional acreB8.El t·o make
the WSA s ··compl .. t .. biological units, wven if it meane olosingso.,e
minOR dirt traoks or limiting som.. p ..rmittie's dam~i~;h~ds.

Please consid.. r the abov .. facts, and try to recommend as muchwild-

::::::e:;,YO~1Jia;Z~00B9??
Marl: St erkel
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"""MIIYD5_ ~...... -.....0&.. .........-.- 6J9 Vremont Circle
Green Valley, Az. 85614
!'lay 8. 1985

I
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PIf~£"11 DIS]: 8t-~

:; L114Pt-~ )../JrE ,0 /ItJ/CE;YJ I

,,'~!:"IT/b~ T() W/J./)JE~;I'prr

R~~A~~.4Ib~7/J,V.r f~~ AJ-L. /)-J5"71?1?!f

III !dOR )JR0· TIfEkJE I~ 1l/t7T
t+#/ r/ll.+'6 rt> 8Jf 5JJ,+/£f) BY 5"uc/i-

~fX)t.1 sH A>" -rHJ~.

Phoenix District BL!'l
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd
Phoenix, Az. 85027 .

Gentlemen:

As members of the N ti
other nature groups, we w~ul~nrikAudubon Society and
in suP10rt of recommend t e to add our voice
tiona n ArizonA In fa 10ns of wilderness deslgna-
far enough. • act, perhaps they do not go

As our most immedl t
we particularly are inte~e:t~~n~ern (geographically)
Peak wilderness and h n the Baboquivari
3.245 acres of ~onti ~gree t at it shold also inclu6
acquired by trade. g ous state land that should be

Yours truly,

!'lr. and !'lrs. W. T. !'lason
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The following persons submitted comments voicing all or some of the
above listed reasons for not designating the areas wilderness:

RMP COMMENTS FOR LOWER GILA SOUTH

No Wilderness Comments:

There were 135 comments received that
voiced similar concerns about the proposed
plans described and analyzed in the draft
Lower Gila South RMP/EIS. These comments
were requesting the Bureau of Land
Management not to designate any of the
wilderness study areas wilderness for
several reasons. These reasons were:

1. Closure to vehicular use.

2. Closure would not allow the older
citizens to utilize the areas for scenic
rides, rock and gem hunting, wildlife
viewing and other related activities.

3. Many of the winter visitors to the
area aren't able to hike or enter the areas
without motorized transportation because of
handicaps or other health reasons.

4. Wilderness is just another
"bureaucratic land grab".

5. Designating the area's wilderness
would close them to future mineral
exploration and development.

6. Closing the areas to motorized
vehicular use would have an adverse
economic impact on the surrounding
communities.

7. The areas do not meet the
wilderness criteria.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
18.
19.
20.
22.
64.

70.
71.
94.
95.
96.
97.
99.

110.
111.
113.
114.
117.
118.
119.
120.
121.
122.
123.

125.
126.
127.
128.
129.
130.
146.
147.

Mr. and Mrs. Robert Allison
David P. Trenholm
A.S. Harman
Mr. and Mrs. Robert Kloster
Mr. and Mrs. Don McMurry
David Taylor
Lila and Martin Jorde
Mr. and Mrs. H.F. Waggoner
Mr. and Mrs. Richard C. Bias
Rodney and Audrey Isaacson
Mr. and Mrs. W.H. Douglas
John and Bernice Soltis

(50 others signed)
Deloris Millard
Morris L. Millard
Claud Johnson
Ellis Merritt
Alyce L. Clogle
G.D. Eaton
Norma Campbell
Paul Fisher
Koss Kirkpatrick
Homer R. Owens
Ora J. and Eugene J. Shumaker
John R. Wilson
Ellis Merritt
Helen Merritt
W.C. Saladiv
T. E. Po rows I<i
Lloyd T. Pruitt
Mr. &Mrs. Lawrence L.
Burton, Sr.
Arthur J. Heilkisar
Walter and Alice Pappin
R.D. (Bob) Cooper
W.M. Davis
Ruth M. Thompson
J.P. Herz
Clarence Gracely
Margaret Gracely

148.
149.
150.
151.
152.
153.
154.
155.
156.
157.
158.
159.
160.
161.
162.
163.
164.
165.
166.
167.
168.
169.
170.
171.
172.
173.
174.
175.
176.
177.
178.
179.
180.
181.

182.
183.
184.
185.

C.O. Hartman
Bill Christman
Donald E. McKay
Jame sF. Geo rge
David Taylor
Joe Sizlnor
Kenneth R. King
John Hef lin
G. Simard
Dan Todd
Samuel Heflin
Chester F. Hunt
J .0. Buffaler
Dorothy Christie
John and Marilyn McFate
Earl K. Johnson
Raive Munts
Karl Luthin
Hazel Vincent
Nathan F. Johnson
Bob Todd
Dave Johnson
Kendriek Holder
Clinton F. Huntoon
Gene Mrotek..
Orrill May Stedman
Elizabeth Palmer
R.R. Palmer
Dale Johnson
Fred Williams
Gene A. Ve rely
No Signature
Louis C. McHenry
Maggie Mince, John Whitson
Amelia Whitson
P.L. Baumann
Douglas Hunt
Pete Peterson
Emile Claud
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The following persons submitted comments voicing all or SOme of the
above reasons for recommending wilderness designation for all 12 WSAs:

186.
187.
188.
189.
190.
19l.
192.
193.
194.
195.
196.
197.
198.
199.
200.
20l.
202.
203.
204.
205.
206.
207.
208.
209.
210.
21l.
212.
213.
214.
215.
216.
217.
218.
219.
220.
22l.
222.
223.
224.

William 8urney
Cary Cousin
James 1. Smith
11arlene Wilson
Ted Schroedoer
Paul E. Neff
C.R. Hafford
Robert D. Hamilton
Ralph F. Griffin. Jr.
James Herring
Gary Howard
K.O. Sherwood
L.C. Miller
Randi Shumway
Susan Thompson
John Merly
Michael Thompson
Robert R. Aken
James Collins
Edward Collins
D. Tivitchell
William E. Bohrne
P.W. Thompson
Eula 8elle Bohrne
Delores K. Aker
Delores Harrington
Charles Schwab
Joyce Wright
Ernie Fetzer
John Blankenship
Daryl V. Link
P. Strough, Jr.
Opal Illingworth
William Illingworth
Arthur J. Gross
Vijare Winkers
Leslie E. Kumles
Wayne Wi nte rs
Arley Escopule

225.
226.
227.
228.
229.
230.
23l.
232.
233.
234.
235.
236.
237.
238.
239.
240.
24l.
242.
243.
244.

Bailey Escopule
Jessie Purtee
Laura Ann Woodard
Steve Henderson
Owe n Ladhe ry
Paul Cohn
Wanda Houghtelin
Les Bunde
Dean Houghteli n
George Corlery
Maynard Capewell
Harry Williamson
M.G. Bush
Thomas J. Forqueron
Ruth White
Dottie M. Williamson
Glenna C. Auld
Hondo Dunn
James Rice
James A. Goble

23.
25.
26.
27.
34.
36.
42.
44.
46.
48.
49.
52.
53.
55.
60.
62.
63.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
72.
73.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
8l.
82.
83.
86.
89.
90.
100.

Leroy Zimmerman
M.K. Daly
Rosemary Spaulding
Mr. and Mrs. J.E. Lilly
Scott Hudson
Nancy L. Russell
Majorie Woodruff
J. Salty Honeharik
Nancy Tukey
John S. Jachus
Peggy Ann Doty
Greg Barr
John Pamperin
Donovan H. Lyngholm
Mary So journer
Dara Newman-Samuels
D. Scott Samuels
~~ureen Mageau-DeCindis
Victoria M. Scheffer
Neil S. Klemek
Sue Baughlman
Mrs. George Veassis
Rebecca P. Allison
Marcia and George Colliat
Sandie and Fred Nelson
Ann S. Johnson
Lilliam A. Santomaria
Kevin J. Fernlund
Henry and Joy Schultz and
Rhoela V. Yarn
Nancy Stevenson
J. Lorenz ini
Elizabeth Pomich
Larry Langstaff
John Ba rcellos
Holly Carman
John E. Earl

10l.
103.
104.
107.
109.
112.
14l.
144.
249.
254.
26l.
265.
272.
274.
275.
277.
280.
283.
286.
287.
288.
290.
294.
296.
297.
301.

Coco Savage
Molly Coffin and Tris Coffin
Marie A. Burling
Robert A. Kerry
Linda Schnabel Stitzer
Wallace J. Gibbs
Wolf and Dorothy Pelech
Valerie Payson
Geoffry Platts
Edward H. Murphy
Joan Ridder
P.A. Nisbet
Mary C. Newtin
Donald A. Brown
Mrs. Sherry Gillingham
Mrs. Thomas Spencer
Richard A. Coxhead
L.E. Spesard
Robert W. Grange
Helene Unland-Rinjel
Jule Drown
~~urice M. Fetters
Mr. and Mrs. S. Alberto Castanedo
Edward P. Klohe
Janet K. Morrison
Mr. and Mrs. James Fitzsimmons

ALL WILDERNESS

There were 65 comments received that
requested that the Bureau recommend all 12
WSAs studied in the draft EIS for
wilderness designation. Many of the
comments stated that the increased
population of the southwest, (principally
the Tucson and Phoenix areas) as the need
to have these areas designated wilderness
to protect the areas from development and
mining disturbance. Also, there is a need
to have large open areas free of roads and
evidence of man for the people to go to for
peace of mind and away from the rush and
noise of the large metropolitan areas.
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APPENDIX 1
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN ACTION STEPS

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

The planning process described in BLM planning regulations 43 CFR part 1600, consists of
nine action steps: (1) Inventory Data and Information Collection; (2) Identification of
Issues; (3) Development of Planning Criteria; (4) Analysis of the Management Situation;
(5) Formulation of Alternatives; (6) Estimation of Effects of Alternatives;
(7) Selection of the Preferred Alternative; (8) Selection of the Resource Management
Plan; (9) Monitoring and Evaluation. The action steps are summarized below. The first
seven action steps have been completed.

APPENDIX 1

Step 1: Inventory Data and Information Collection

This step involves the collection of various kinds of issue-related resource,
environmental, social, economic, or institutional data needed for completion of the
process.

Step 2: Identification of Issues

This step is intended to identify resource management problems or conflicts that can
be resolved through the planning process.

Step 3: Development of Planning Criteria

During this step preliminary decisions a.2 made regarding the kinds of information
needed to clarify the issues, the kinds of alternatives to be developed, and the factors
to be considered in evaluating alternatives and selecting a preferred resource
management plan.

Step 4: Analysis of the Management Situation

This step calls for a deliberate assessment of the current situation. It includes a
description of current BLM management guidance, a discussion of existing problems and
opportunities for solving them, and a consolidation of existing data that is needed to
analyze and resolve the identified issues.

Step 5: Formulation of Alternatives

During this step several complete, reasonable resource management alternatives are
prepared; including one for no action and several that strive to resolve the issues
while placing emphasis either on environmental protection or resource production.

Step 6: Estimation of Effects of Alternatives

The physical, biological, economic, and social effects of implementing each
alternative are estimated in order to allow for a comparative evaluation of impacts.

Step 7: Selection of the Preferred Alternative

Based on the information generated during Step 6, the District Manager identifies a
preferred alternative. The draft RMP/EIS document is then prepared and distributed for
public review.

Step 8: Selection of the Resource Management Plan

Based on the results of public review and comment, the District Manager
a proposed resource management plan and publish it along with a final EIS.
decision is made after a thirty-day appeal period on the final EIS.

Step 9: Monitoring and Evaluation

will select
A final

This step involves the collection and analysis of long-term resource condition and
trend data to determine the effectiveness of the plan in resolving the identified
issues, and to assure that implementation of the plan is achieving the desired results.
Monitoring continues from the time the RMP is adopted until changing conditions require
a revision of the whole plan or any portion of it.

SOURCE: 43 CFR part 1600
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APPENDIX 2
EPHEMERAL ALLOTMENTS AND SECTION 15 LEASES

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Ephemeral Allotments

Allotment
Number

3002
3003
3004
3005
3024
3033
3036
3037
3043
3044
3049
3054
3057
3062
3064
3068
3077
3082

TOTAL

5001
5000
5002
5003
5024
5036
5044
5006

Allotment Name

A Lazy T
Amavisca
Arnold
Artex
Dendora Valley
Gable Peterson
Gila River Community
Gillespie
Hazen Sheppard
Jagow Kreager
Layton
Mariani
Mumme
Painted Rock
Palomas
Powers Butte
Sevey
Stout

Section 15 Grazing Leases

Amavisca
Bagwell
Bagwell
Arizona Title & Trust
C. Hill & J. Palmer
Jojoba Plantation & Prod. Inc.
K.K. Skousen (Caliente Farms)
Whitewing Ranch Co.

Federal
Acres

4,927
26,110
22,865
80,658
31,450

316
56,334
15,171
23,129
13,174
5,780
8,092
5,283

297
109,808

7,577
2,261
3,722

416,954

2,040
3,719
3,278
1,440

80
4,576
2,728

523

TOTAL
SOURCE: Lower Gila Resource Area grazing files
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18,384



APPENDIX 2A

APPENDIX 2A

Special Ephemeral Rule

Published in the Federal Register, Vol. 33. No. 238, Saturday, December 7,
1968 (Livestock Grazing Ephemeral Range: Arizona, California and Nevada).

In accordance with 43 CFR 4115.2-1 regarding special rules for grazing
districts and pursuant to the receipt of recommendations of the State Directors
for Arizona, California and Nevada and a factual shoWing of its necessity, a
special rule for range designated as ephemeral is hereby approved.

Ephemeral (annual) ranges lie within the general southwest desert region
extending primarily into southern Arizona, southern California and southern
Nevada and include portions of Mohave, Sonoran and Chihuahuan Deserts. The
region is characterized by desert type vegetation ,some of which_may be classed
as ephemeral only. Ephemeral range does not consistently produce forage, but
periodically prOVides annual vegetation suitable for livestock grazing. In
years of abundant moisture and other favorable climatic conditions a large
amount of forage may be produced. Favorable years are highly unpredictable and
the season is usually short lived. Ephemeral areas fall generally below the
3,200 foot contour and below the 8-inch precipitation isoline. A minor
percentage of the total plant composition is made up of desirable perennial
forage plants and potential to improve range condition and produce a dependable
supply of forage by applying intensive management practices is lacking.

Because of the unique characteristics of ephemeral range the following
special rule shall apply as follows:

Applicable allotments or uses shall be formally designated by the District
Manager as ephemeral range.

An annual application by qualified licensees or permittees is not required
unless grazing use is desired. On a year-to-year basis, whenever forage exists
or climatic conditions indicate the probability of an ephemeral forage crop,
livestock grazing may be authorized upon application pursuant to any management
requirements for the allotment.

Use of base property (water base) during nonforage years is not feasible or
economical and no use of base properties is required except during these periods
when ephemeral forage is available and livestock grazing occurs.

Therefore:

An annual application per 43 CFR 4ll5.2(c)(9) is not required unless grazing
use is described.

Grazing capacity per 43 CFR·~ll5.2-l(c)(3) may be based on a reasonable
potential for forage.

Substantial use of grazing privileges per 43 CFR 4115(c)(lO) is not required.

A year round operation per 43 CFR 4ll5.2(c)(l) is not required.

Substantial use of base property per 43 CFR 4ll5.2-l(c)(7) is not required.
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This special rule shall immediately apply to the Phoenix, Safford and
Arizona Strip Districts in Arizona, the Bakersfield District in California and
the Las Vegas District in Nevada upon recommendation for adoption in that
District by the respective District Advisory Board and concurrence by the State
Director.rd and Arizona Strip Districts in Arizona, the Bakersfield District in
California and the Las Vegas District in Nevada upon recommendation for adoption
in that District by the respective District Advisory Board and concurrence by
the State Director.
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APPENDIX 3
LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR DISPOSAL IN THE LOWER GILA SOUTH RMP/EIS AREA*

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

2 : Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, S~N~, S~;

3: Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, SW~, S~;

7 : E~;
8: W~;

9: Wl.·2,

10: All;
11: W~;

13: S~SW~, SW~SE~, E~SE~;

15: N~NE~, SW~NE~, W~, SW~SE~;

16 : All;
17: W~.

TOTAL:

2 : Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, S~N~, S~;

3: Lot 4, SW~NW~, S~;

4 : Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, S~N~, S~;

7 : Lots 1, 2, NE~, E~NW~;

9: SW~NW~, S~;
10: All;
11: All;
14 : N~;

15: W~;

18: Lots 3, 4, E~SW~;

19: Lots 1, 2, E~NW~;

21 : N~;

26: N~;

Township and Range

T. 5 S., R. 2 E.,

T. 4 S., R. 1 E.,

T. 5S., R.1E.,

T. 6 S., R. 1 E.,

Section

5 :
6:

7 :

8 :
9 :

1:

3 :
9 :

10:
11:
12:
13:
19:
31:
34 :
35:

Subdivision

Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, S~N~, S~;

Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,
S~NE~, SE~NW~, E~SW~, SW~;

Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, E~W~, E~;

E~;

All.
TOTAL:

Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7
SE~NE~, S~NW~, SW~, W~SE~;

Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, S~N~, S~;

All;
W~;

All;
Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, W~E~, W~;

m~~NE~;

W~;

E~;

E~;

W~.

TOTAL:
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Acres

669.00

664.01
629.76
320.00
640.00

2,922.77

665.46
639.32
640.00
320.00
640.00
665.56

40.00
320.00
320.00
320.00
320.00

4,890.34

640.16
639.92
320.00
320.00
320.00
640.00
640.00
200.00
480.00
640.00
320.00

5,160.08

638.40
399.60
638.60
312.43
360.00
640.00
640.00
320.00
320.00
152.88
153.02
320.00
320.00



APPENDICES

APPENDIX 3 (Continued)
LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR DISPOSAL IN THE LOWER GILA SOUTH RMP/EIS AREA*

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 6 S., R. 1 E. , 27: S~; 320.00
(Continued) 28: W~NW~, E~SE~; 160.00

29: W~; 320.00
31: Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, E~, EW~; 626.84
32: All; 640.00
33: NW~; 160.00
35: E~SW~, SE~. 240.00

TOTAL: 7,681. 77

T. 7 S., R. 1 E., 2 : Lo ts 1, 2, 3, 4, S~N~, S~; 640.56
3: Lots 1, 2, 3, sWM,

SE~NW~, SE~; 320.14
5 : Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, S~N~; 319.16
6 : Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, S~NE~,

SE~NW~. 313.04
TOTAL: 1,592.90

T. 2 S., R. 1 W., 25: N~, SW~; 480.00
26: N~, SE~; 480.00
27: E~; 320.00
34: NE~; 160.00
35: All. 640.00

TOTAL: 2,080.00

T. 3 S., R. 1 W., 1: SE~; 160.00
3: SE~; 160.00
4 : SE~; 160.00

11: W~, SE~; 480.00
12: All; 640.00
13: All; 640.00
14 : NE~; 160.00
21: wW~; 160.00
22: EJ. . 320.002,

23: S~; 320.00
24: All; 640.00
25: All; 640.00
26: All; 640.00
27: W~; 320.00
28: wW~; 160.00
33: NW~, SE~; 320.00
34: SW~; 160.00
35: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL: 7,360.00
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APPENDIX 3

APPENDIX 3 (Continued)
LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR DISPOSAL IN THE LOWER GILA SOUTH RMP/EIS AREA*

Township and Range
T. 1 S., R. 2 W.,

Section
1 :

2 :
3:

10:
11:
12:

13:

14:
15:
22:
23:
24:
25:
26:

27:
28:
30:
31:

32:
33:
34:
35:
36:

Subdivision
Lots 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11,

12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17,
18, 19, 20;

Lot 3, S~NW~;

SE~NE~;

All;
All;
Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,
8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13,
14, 15, 16;

Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,
8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13,
14, 15, 16;

All;
All;
E~, E~NW~, SW~;

All;
All;
NW~, S~;

Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,
8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13,
14, 15, 16;

All;
S~;

Lot 1;
Lots 1, 3, 4, N~NE~, NE~NW~,

W~SW~;

S~N~, SW~SW~, SE~;

NE~;

NWt, N~SWt, SEtSEt, SEt;
All;
AIL

TOTAL:

Acres

610.74
120.01

40.00
640.00
640.00

602.17

603.09
640.00
640.00
560.00
640.00
640.00
480.00

639.36
640.00
320.00

39.87

319.78
360.00
160.00
440.00
640.00
640.00

11,055.02

T. 2 S., R. 2 W., 5 :
6:

18:
28:

33:

Lots 1, 2, SEtNEt;
N~SE~;

Lots 1, 2, E~NWt;

NWtNEtNEt, N~SWtNE~NEt,

S~NE~SWtNEt, N~SE~SWtNE~,

S~SWtSWtNEt, N~NEtNEtNWt,

NWtNE~NWt, SE~SE~NWt, W~W~SWt,

SWtNE~SW~, NWtSE~SW~, S~SEtSWt,

N~NEtSEt, SWtNE~SE~, S~NEtNWtSEt

S~SE~NW~SE~, S~NE~SW~SEt,

SEtSWtSE~, S~SWtSW~SEt;

NW~NE~NEt, W~NEt, W~SEtNEt,

S~NE~SE~NE~, SEtSEtNE~,

N~NEtNWt, SEtNE~NW~, SWtNWtNWt,
E~SE~NW~, NEtSWt, E~NWtSWt,

SWtNWtSW~, S~SWt.

TOTAL:
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117.29
80.00

153.47

195.00

325.00
870.76



APPENDICES

APPENDIX 3 (Continued)
LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR DISPOSAL IN THE LOWER GILA SOUTH RMP!EIS AREA*

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 1 S., R. 3 W., 24: SMNWt, SWtSWt, E~SWt; 160.00
25: NEtNEt, W~NEt, W~, W~SEt. 520.00

TOTAL: 680.00

T. 1 S., R. 4 W., 35: Lots 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,
9, 10, SWtNEtNEt. 145.46

TOTAL: 145.46

T. 3 S., R. 4 W., 27: NEt. 160.00
TOTAL: 160.00

T. 4 S., R. 4 W., 3 : SEt; 160.00
6 Lots 4,5; 75.82
7 : Lots 1,2,3,4, E~W~; 314.20
8: SEt; 160.00

18: Lots 13, 14, 15, 16, 17,
18, 19, 20, 21, n; 418.11

21: NWtNWt; 40.00
22: E~W~; 160.00
27: EW~. 160.00

TOTAL: 1,488.13

T. 5 S., R. 4 W., 6 : Lots 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,
W~SEt; 401. 92

7 : Lots 3, 4, 5, 6. 166.90
TOTAL: 568.82

T. 6 S., R. 4 W., 19: Lots 3,4, E~, E~SWt; 473.39
31 : Lots 1,2, NEt, E~NW. 313.81

TOTAL: 787.20

T. 1 S., R. 5 W., 35: N~; 320.00
36: N~. 320.00

TOTAL 640.00

T. 2 S., R. 5 W., 3: SEtSEt; 40.00
28: W~SWt; 80.00
33: W~W~. 160.00

TOTAL: 280.00

T. 1 S., R. 6 W., 31: W~. 320.00
TOTAL: 320.00
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APPENDIX 3

APPENDIX 3 (Continued)
LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR DISPOSAL IN THE LOWER GILA SOUTH RMP/EIS AREA*

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 1 S., R. 7 W., 19: E~SW~, SE~; 240.00

20: S~S~; 160.00
21: SW~SW~; 40.00

26: S~; 320.00
27: All; 640.00

28: NW~, N~SW~, SW~SW~, E~SE~; 360.00
29: All; 640.00
30: NE~, E~NW~, N~SE~, SE~SE~; 360.00

31: Lots 3, 4' 72.58,
33: NE~NE~, S~NE~, N~S~. 280.00

TOTAL: 3,112.58

T. 6 S., R. 7 W., 15: SWlt;; 160.00

23: NW~SW~, S~SW~; 120.00

33: E~SW~, SE~SW~, SE~. 280.00
TOTAL: 560.00

T. 12 S., R. 5 W., 7 : E~E~; 160.00

18: E~E~; 160.00

19: NE~NE~, S~NE~, E~SW~, SE~. 360.00
TOTAL: 680.00

T. 13 S. , R. 5 W.* 25: N~NE~. 80.00
TOTAL: 80.00

T. 12 S. , R. 6 W.* 11: N~, SW~, E~SE~; 560.00
12: NW~. 160.00

TOTAL: 720.00

T. 1 S., R. 8 W., 20: NE~E~, SE~SE~; 80.00
21: SW~, S~SE~; 240.00
22: E~, E~NW~; 400.00
23: SE~. 160.00

TOTAL: 880.00

T. 1 S., R. 9 W., 7 : Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, E~W~; 302.96
14: NE~, S~NW~; 240.00
16: E~SE~. 80.00

TOTAL: 622.96

T. 1 N. , R. 10 W., 13: SW~, N~SE~. 240.00
TOTAL: 240.00

T. 5 S., R. 10 W., 1 : Lots 1, 2, S~NE~; 80.04
11: N~NW~; 80.00

18: Lot 1, W~NW~, SE~NW~, N~SE~,

SE~SE~. 239.00
TOTAL: 399.04
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APPENDIX 3 (Continued)
LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR DISPOSAL IN THE LOWER GILA SOUTH RMP!EIS AREA*

Township and Range

T. 5 S., R. 11 W"

Section

33:

Subdivision

N\SE\.
TOTAL:

Acres

80.00
80.00

*The following areas have public lands that cannot be described
by aliquot parts and need cadastral survey work prior to disposal:

T. 13 S., R. 5 W., Sec. 25.
T. 12 S., R. 6 W., Sees. 10, 22, 27.

T. 6 s., R. 11 w.,

T. 7 S., R. 11 W.,

T. 3 N., R. 12 W.,

T. 6 S., R. 12 W.,

T. 7 S., R. 12 W.,

1:
10:
23:
24:
27:
29:

6 :

7 :

8:
10:
15:
30:
31:

27:

4 :
5 :
9 :

10:
26:

4:
5 :

6
25:
33:
34:

S\SE\;
N\NW\;
W\SE\, NE\NE\SE\, E\SE\SE\;
S\NW\;
E\NE\, SE\;
W\NE\NW\, W\NW\, SE\NW\.

TOTAL:

Lots 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,
S\NE\, SE\NW\, E\SW\;

Lots 1, 2, 3, NEt, E\NWt,
NEtSW\, NWtSE\, W\NE\SE\;

NWt;
S\SWt;
SE\;
E\SWt;
Lots 3,4, E\SWt, E~SE\.

TOTAL:

TOTAL:

Lots 3, 4, S\NWt;
Lots 1, 2, S\NE\;
NW\;
N\;
NEt, N~NWt, NW~SE~.

TOTAL:

NWtSW~SE~;

Lot 4, N\SW~NW~, N~NW~SW~,

E\SE~NW~SW~, NE~SW~, N\SE\SW~,

SW~SE~SW~, NE~SE~, E\NW~SE~,

E\W\NW~SE~, NE~SW~SE~,

NW~SE~SE~;

SE~NW~, NE~SW~;

w\sM;
SE~NE~SE~, E\SE~SE~, E\W\SE~SE~;

W~NE~NE~, NW~NE~, S~N\, S~.

TOTAL:
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80.00
80.00

110.00
80.00

240.00
140.00
730.00

462.59

448.94
160.00

80.00
160.00

80.00
197.11

1,588.64

320.00
320.00

163.21
163.85
160.00
320.00
280.00

1,087.06

10.00

245.29
80.00
80.00
40.00

540.00
995.29



APPENDIX 3

APPENDIX 3 (Continued)
LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR DISPOSAL IN THE LOWER GILA SOUTH RMP/EIS AREA*

Township and Range

T. 6 S., R. 13 W.,

T. 7 S., R. 13 W.,

T. 6 S., R. 14 W.,

T. 7 S., R. 14 W.,

T. 4 N., R. 15W.,

T. 3 N., R. 15 W.,

T. 6 N., R. 16 W.,

Section

17:
18:
19 :
27:
28:

1

3:
4:
7 :
8:
9:

34
35:

3 :

4:
5:

13:
14 :
15:
20:
24:

30:
31:
32:
36:

2 :

6 :

7 :

Subdivision

NElt;SWlt;, s~swlt;;

SElt;SElt;;
S~SElt;;

N~NWlt;;

N~N~.
TOTAL:

Lot 2, W~NE~SWlt;, SElt;NElt;SWlt;,
w~swlt;, SElt;SWlt;, S~N~SElt;;

Lot 1, S~NE~, SElt;NWlt;, S~;

SElt;SWlt;, NElt;SElt;, S~SE~;

Lot 4, SElt;SWlt;, NE~SElt;, S~SElt;;

S~NE~, S~S~;
N~N~NElt;NE~, W~NE~, NW~, W~SW\,

W~E~SW~.

S~;

N~, swlt;, NW~SElt;.
TOTAL:

Lots 1,2,3,4, SW~E~, S~NW~,

NWlt;SWlt;;
Lots 1,2,3,4, S~N~, S~;

Lots 1,2,3,4, S~N~, N~S~;

All;
SElt;NElt;, S~;

SE~;

SElt;;
N~NWlt;.

TOTAL:

Lots 3, 4, E~SW~;

Lots I, 2, 3, 4, E~, E~W~;

All;
W~.

TOTAL:

Lots I, 2, 3, 4, S~N~, N~SWlt;,

SW~SWlt;.

TOTAL

Everything south of highway:
Needs cadastral survey
Approx. 480.00 acres;

Lots I, 2, 3, NElt;, E~NWlt;,

NE~SW~, E~SElt;;
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Acres

120.00
40.00
80.00
80.00

160.00
480.00

229.93
479.74
160.00
196.60
400.00

370.00
1,836.27

320.00
520.00
840.00

318.68
640.08
480.02
640.00
360.00
160.00
160.00

80.00
2,838.78

154.56
629.20
640.00
320.00

1,743.76

439.20
439.20

480.00~

486.34



APPENDICES

APPENDIX 3 (Continued)
LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR DISPOSAL IN THE LOWER GILA SOUTH RMP!EIS AREA*

Township and Range

T. 6 N., R. 16 W.,
(Continued)

T. 5 N., R. 16 W.,

T. 4 N., R. 16 W.,

T. 7 N., R. 17 W.,

Section

8:

29:
32:

4:
5 :
9 :

10:

14 :
24:

36:

Subdivision

Everything south of highway:
needs cadastral survey
Approx. 320.00 acres;

W~;

W~.

TOTAL:

Lots 1, 2, S~NE~, S~;

Lots 3, 4, S~NW~, S~;

NE~;

NW~.

TOTAL:

TOTAL:

Everything southwest of highway:
needs cadastral survey:
Approx. 320.00 acres.

TOTAL:

Acres

320.00~
320.00
320.00

1,926.34±

478.67
480.92
160.00
160.00

1,279.59

320.00
320.00
640.00

320.00~

320.00±'

GRAND TOTALS 73,122.76

* Lands proposed for disposal will be the same for all alternatives except
the No Action alternative. Under the No Action alternative no lands are
recommended for disposal.

SOURCE: Phoenix District maps and files
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APPENDIX 4
LANDS SUITABLE FOR ACQUISITION FOR MULTIPLE USE MANAGEMENT*

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

APPENDIX 3

Township and Range

T. 4 S., R. 1 W.,

T. 3 S., R. 2 W.,

T.13S., R. 6W.,

T. 5 S., R. 8 W.,

T. 4 S., R. 9 W.,

T. 5 S., R. 9 W.,

T. 6 S., R. 9 W.,

T. 1 S., R. 10 W.,

T. 2 N., R. 11 W.

T. 1 S., R. 11 W.,

T. 2 S., R. 12 W.,

Section

34:
35:

4:
5:

36:

36:

2:
4:
9:

10:
32:
36:

32:

4:
5:

16:
19:
30:

32:
36 :

1:
2:
3:
4:
5 :

24:
25:
26 :

16 :
17:
20:
21 :

Subdivision

SE~;

NW~.

EJ..i, SW~;

SW~.

All.

Lots 1,2,3,4, NW~NW~, SJ..iNW~,

NJ..iSJ..i.

All;
sJ..i;
All;
NW~E~, SJ..iNE~, wJ..i, SE~;

Lots 1,2,3,4, NJ..i, NJ..iSJ..i;
NE~NE~.

All.

SW~NW~, NW~SW~;

Lots 1,2,3,4, SJ..iN~, N~SJ..i,

SE~SW~.

NE~, EJ..iNW~, NE~SW~, NJ..iSE~;

Lots 3,4, EJ..iSW~, SE~;

Lots 1,2,3, NE~, EJ..iNW~,

NE~SW~, NJ..iSE~.

NJ..i, SW~, NW~SE~;

NJ..i, SW~, WJ..iSE~.

SW~;

SE~;

Lots 1,2,3,4, SJ..iN~, sJ..i;
Lots 1,2,3,4, SINJ..i, sJ..i;
Lots 1,2,3,4, SJ..iNJ..i, S~;

SE~;

NJ..i, NJ..iSJ..i;
SJ..iN~, N~S~.

NW~, sJ..i;
All;
NE~;

NW~NW~, S~NW~, SW~.
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Acres

160.00
160.00

480.00
160.00

640.00

448.48

640.00
320.00
640.00
600.00
655.84
40.00

640.00

80.00

491.28

80,00
312.70

469.16

520.00
540.00

160.00
160.00
601.60
601.36
601.12
160.00
480.00
320.00

480.00
640.00
160.00
280.00



APPENDICES

APPENDIX 4 (Continued)
LANDS SUITABLE FOR ACQUISITION FOR MULTIPLE USE MANAGEMENT*

Township and Range

T. 4 S., R. 12 W.,

T. 3 N., R. 13 W.,

T. 1 N., R. 13 W.,

T. 4 S" R. 13 W"

T. 6 S., R. 11 W.,

Section

23:
26:
35:

36:

2:
16:
36:

14:
21:
23:
24:
26:
27:
28:

3:

9 :

10:
16:
15:
11:

Subdivision

E~, EW~;

E~;

Lots 2,3,4, NE~, E~NW~, NE~SW~,

N~SE~.

E~SE~.

Lot 1;
N~, SW~;

N~.

All;
S~;

All;
All;
All;
All;
All.

N~SW~, SW~SW~, SE~SW~,

NW~SE~;

SW~NE~, E~NE~SW~,

E~SW~SW~;

NE~, S~NW~, S~;

N~;

N~;

E~SW~.

TOTAL

Acres

480.00
320.00

484.98

80.00

39.90
480.00
320.00

640.00
320.00
640.00
640.00
640.00
640.00
640.00

200.00

80.00
560.00
320.00
320.00

80.00

20,642.42

* Lands proposed for acquisition will be the same for all alternatives except
the No Action alternative. Under the No Action alternative no lands are
recommended for acquisition.

SOURCE: Phoenix District maps and files
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APPENDIX 5

APPENDIX 5
LANDS IDENTIFIED BY ALTERNATIVE FOR ACQUISITION TO BENEFIT WILDLIFE

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres Status* Habita t**
Proposed Action

T. 7 S., R. 14 W., 16 S~; 320.0 S Tamarisk
32 SW~. 160.0 S Mesquite

T. 6 S. , R. 12 W. , 32 S~. 320.0 S Mesquite

T. 6 S. , R. 11 W. , 17 NE~; 160.0 P Prime Mesquite
16 NW~NW~; 40.0 S Prime .Mesquite

9 SW~SW~; 40.0 P Prime Mesquite
9 N~SW~; 80.0 P Prime Mesquite
9 S~NW~; 80.0 P Prime Mesquite
9 sWWM; 40.0 P Prime Mesquite
3 SW~; 160.0 P Prime Mesquite
3 N~SE~; 80.0 P Prime Mesquite
2 All. 640.0 P Prime Mesquite

T. 5 S., R. 11 W., 36 All; 640.0 S Tamarisk
35 All. 640.0 P,S Tamarisk

T. 5 S., R. 10 W., 27 NE~; 160.0 S Tamarisk
26 N~N~; 160.0 S Mesquite
25 NW~NW~; 40.0 S Mesquite
24 All. 640.0 S,P Mesquite

T. 4 S. , R. 8 W. , 32 All. 640.0 S Tamarisk/Mesquite

T. 5 S. , R. 8 W. , 5 NE~SE~; 40.0 S Mesquite
4 N~SW~; 80.0 S Mesquite
4 NW~SE~. 40.0 S Mesquite

T. 1 S., R. 5 W., 27 NE~SW~; 40.0 S Tamarisk
27 NW~SM; 40.0 S Tamarisk
26 S~N~; 160.0 S Tamarisk
25 S~N~; 160.0 S Tamarisk
25 NE~NE~. 40.0 S Tamarisk

T. 1 S., R. 4 W., 14 NE~SE~; 40.0 S Tamarisk
13 WW~SW~. 40.0 S Tamarisk

T. 1 S., R. 3 W., 18 N~N~; 160.0 S Tamarisk
16 All. 640.0 S Tamarisk

T. 1 N. , R. 2 W. , 36 All. 640.0 S Tamarisk

T. 1 N. , R. 1 W. , 31 N~N~; 160.0 S Tamarisk
36 S~. 320.0 S Tamarisk
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX 5 (Continued)
LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION TO BENEFIT WILDLIFE*

Townshi p and Range Section Subdivision Acres Status* Habitat**
Proposed Action (Continued)

T. 2 S. , R. 5 W., 2 All. 640.0 S Saguaro Paloverde

T. 5 N. , R. 17 W•• 16 S\; 320.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 swlswl. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 5 N. , R. 18 W. , 36 SElsEl. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 4 N., R. 18 W" 36 N\; 320.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
36 SMSEl. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 3 N., R. 18 W" 2 N\NWl; 80.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
2 NEl; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
2 swlswl. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 2 N., R. 11 W., 32 NWl; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 NEl; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 sWl; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 NWlsEl. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 3 S. , R. 1 E. , 2 All. 640.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 9 S. , R. 1 E. , 2 All. 640.0 S Vekol grassland

No Action

No land is proposed for acquisition under this alternative.

Resource Production

T. 5 N., R. 17 W., 16 S\; 320.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 swlsWl. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 5 N. , R. 18 W., 36 SElSE~ • 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 4 N. , R. 18 W. , 36 N\; 320.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
36 SElSEl. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 3 N., R. 18 W., 2 N\NW~; 80.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
2 NE~; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
2 swlswl. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 2 N., R. 11 W., 32 NWl; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 NEl; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 sWl; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 NWlSE~. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 3 S" R. 1 E., 2 All. 640.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
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APPENDIX 5 (Continued)
LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION TO BENEFIT WILDLIFE*

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres Status* Habitat**
Resource Protection

T. 7 S., R. 14 W., 16 S~; 320.0 S Tamarisk
32 SWt· 160.0 S Mesquite

T. 6 S., R. 13 W., 15 E!z; 320.0 P Tamarisk
22 S!zSEt; 80.0 P Mesquite
23 SJ",· 320.0 P Mesquite2,

27 N~NEt; 80.0 P Mesquite
29 S~; 320.0 P Mesquite
30 S!zSEt; 80.0 P Mesquite
31 N~; 320.0 P Mesquite
31 N~SWt. 80.0 P Tamarisk

T. 6 S., R. 12 W., 32 S~; 320.0 S Mesquite
33 S~; 320.0 P Mesquite
33 S~N~; 160.0 P Mesquite
26 NEt; 160.0 P Mesquite
26 NEtSWt; 40.0 P Mesquite
25 N~. 320.0 P Mesquite

T. 6 S., R. 11 W., 19 N~; 320.0 P Mesquite
19 NEtSWt. 40.0 P Mesquite

T. 6 S., R. 11 W., 17 NEt; 160.0 P Prime Mesquite
16 NWtNWt; 40.0 S Prime Mesquite

9 SWtSWt; 40.0 P Prime Mesquite
9 N~SWt; 80.0 P Prime Mesquite
9 S~NWt; 80.0 P Prime Mesquite
9 SWWEt; 40.0 P Prime Mesquite
3 SWt; 160.0 P Prime Mesquite
3 N!zSEt; 80.0 P Prime Mesquite
2 All. 640.0 P Prime Mesquite

T. 5 S., R.IIW., 36 All; 640.0 S Tamarisk
35 All; 640.0 P,S Tamarisk
25 N~; 320.0 P Mesquite
25 N!zS!z; 160.0 P Mesquite
25 SWtSWt. 40.0 P Mesquite

T. 5 S., R. 10 W., 30 N~; 320.0 p Mesquite
30 N~SWt. 80.0 P Mesquite

T. 6 S., R. 11 W., 1 N~; 320.0 P Mesquite
1 N~S~. 160.0 P Mesquite

T. 6. S., R. 10 W., 6 NWt. 160.0 P Mesquite
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APPENDIX 5 (Continued)
LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION TO BENEFIT WILDLIFE*

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres Status* Habitat**
Resource Protection (Continued)

T. 5 S., R. 10 W., 28 E~SWt; 80.0 P Mesquite
28 SWtSWt; 40.0 P Mesquite
27 NEt; 160.0 S Tamarisk
23 E~; 320.0 S,P Tamarisk/Mesquite
26 N~N~; 160.0 S Mesquite
25 NWtNWt; 40.0 S Mesquite
24 All. 640.0 S,P Mesquite

T. 4 S. , R. 8 W. , 32 All. 640.0 S Tamarisk/Mesquite

T. 5 S. , R. 8 W. , 5 NEtSEt; 40.0 S Mesquite
4 N~SWt; 80.0 S Mesquite
4 NWtSEt. 40.0 S Mesquite

T. 1 S., R. 5 W., 27 NEtSWt; 40.0 S Tamarisk
27 NWtSEt; 40.0 S Tamarisk
26 S~N~; 160.0 S Tamarisk
25 S~N~; 160.0 S Tamarisk
25 NEtNEt. 40.0 S Tamarisk

T. 1 S., R. 4 W., 14 NEtSEt; 40.0 S Tamarisk
13 W~W~SWt. 40.0 S Tamarisk

T. 1 S., R. 3 W., 18 N~N~; 160.0 S Tamarisk
16 All. 640.0 S Tamarisk

T. 1 N. , R. 2 W. , 36 All. 640.0 S Tamarisk

T. 1 N. , R. 1 W. , 31 N~N~; 160.0 S Tamarisk
36 S~. 320.0 S Tamarisk

T. 2 S. , R. 5 W., 2 All. 640.0 S Saguaro Paloverde

T. 5 N. , R. 17 W., 16 S~; 320.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 SWtSWt. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 5 N. , R. 18 W. , 36 SEtSEt. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 4 N. , R. 18 W. , 36 N~; 320.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
36 SEtSEt. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 3 N., R. 18 W. , 2 N~NWt; 80.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
2 NEt; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
2 SWtSWt. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
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APPENDIX 5

APPENDIX 5 (Continued)
LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION TO BENEFIT WILDLIFE*

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres Status* Habitat**
Resource Protection (Continued)

T. 2 N.) R. 11 W') 32 molt; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 NEt; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 SWt; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 NWtSEt. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 3 S. ) R. 1 E. ) 2 All. 640.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 9 S. ) R. 1 E. ) 2 All. 640.0 S Vekol grassland

Environmental Protection

T. 7 S') R. 14 W') 16 SJ..z; 320.0 S Tamarisk
32 SWt. 160.0 S Mesquite

T. 6 S.) R. 13 W.) 15 EJ..z; 320.0 P Tamarisk
22 S\SEt; 80.0 P Mesquite
23 S\; 320.0 P Mesquite
27 N\NEt; 80.0 P Mesquite
29 S\; 320.0 P Mesquite
30 S\SEt; 80.0 P Mesquite
31 N\; 320.0 P Mesquite
31 NJ..zSWt. 80.0 P Tamarisk

T. 6 S') R. 12 W') 15 E\SWt; 80.0 P Tamarisk
32 SJ..z; 320.0 S Mesquite
33 S\; 320.0 P Mesquite
33 S\N\; 160.0 P Mesquite
26 NEt; 160.0 P Mesquite
26 NEtSWt; 40.0 P Mesquite
25 NJ..z. 320.0 P Mesquite

T. 6 S') R.llW.) 19 N\; 320.0 P Mesquite
19 NEtSWt; 40.0 P Mesquite

8 E\SEt; 80.0 P Tamarisk
17 NEt; 160.0 P Prime Mesquite
16 NWtNWt; 40.0 S Prime Mesquite

9 SWtSWt; 40.0 P Prime Mesquite
9 N\SWt; 80.0 P Prime Mesquite
9 S\NWt; 80.0 P Prime Mesquite
9 SWtNEt; 40.0 P Prime Mesquite
3 SWt; 160.0 P Prime Mesquite
3 N\SEt; 80.0 P Prime Mesquite
2 All. 640.0 P Prime Mesquite
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APPENDIX 5 (Continued)
LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION TO BENEFIT WILDLIFE*

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres Status* Habitat**
Environmental Protection (Continued)

T. 5 S., R. 11 W., 36 All; 640.0 S Tamarisk
35 All; 640.0 P,S Tamarisk
25 N~; 320.0 P Mesquite
25 N~S~; 160.0 P Mesquite
25 SW~SW~. 40.0 P Mesquite

T. 5 S., R. 10 W., 30 N~; 320.0 P Mesquite
30 N~SW~. 80.0 P Mesquite

T. 6 S., R. 11 W., 1 N~; 320.0 P Mesquite
1 N~S~. 160.0 P Mesquite

T. 6 S. , R. 10 W. , 6 NW~. 160.0 P Mesquite

T. 5 S. , R. 10 W. , 28 E~SW~; 80.0 P Mesquite
28 SW~SW~; 40.0 P Mesquite
27 W~; 320.0 P Tamarisk/Mesquite
27 NE~; 160.0 S Tamarisk
23 E~; 320.0 S,P Tamarisk/Mesquite
23 SW~; 160.0 S Tamarisk/Mesquite
23 E~NW~; 80.0 S Tamarisk
23 SW~NW~; 40.0 S Tamarisk
26 N~N~; 160.0 S Mesquite
25 NW~NW~; 40.0 S Mesquite
24 All. 640.0 S,P Mesquite

T. 4 S. , R. 8 w. , 32 All. 640.0 S Tamarisk/Mesquite

T. 5 S. , R. 8 w. , 5 NE~SE~; 40.0 S Mesquite
4 N~SW~; 80.0 S Mesquite
4 NW~SE~. 40.0 S Mesquite

T. 1 S., R. 5 W., 27 NE~SW~; 40.0 S Tamarisk
27 NW~SE~; 40.0 S Tamarisk
26 S~N~; 160.0 S Tamarisk
25 S~N~; 160.0 S Tamarisk
25 NEWE~. 40.0 S Tamarisk

T. 1 S., R. 4 W., 19 S~SW~; 80.0 P Tamarisk
22 NW~NW~; 40.0 P Tamarisk
14 S~S~; 160.0 P Tamarisk
14 N~SW~; 80.0 P Tamarisk
14 NW~SE~; 40.0 P Tamarisk
14 NE~SE~; 40.0 S Tamarisk
13 wW~SW~; 40.0 S Tamarisk
24 N~. 320.0 P Tamarisk

T. 1 S., R. 3 W., 18 S~NW~; 80.0 P Tamarisk
18 N~N~; 160.0 S Tamarisk
17 NE~SW~; 40.0 P Tamarisk
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APPENDIX 5

APPENDIX 5 (Continued)
LANDS IDENTIFIED FOR ACQUISITION TO BENEFIT WILDLIFE*

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres Status* Habitat**
Environmental Protection (Continued)

T. 1 S., R. 3 W., 17 Sl.:lNW~; 80.0 P Tamarisk
( Continued) 16 All; 640.0 S Tamarisk

15 N~NW~; 80.0 P Tamarisk
15 SW~SW~. 40.0 P Tamarisk

T. 1 S., R. 2 W., 7 N~S~; 160.0 P Tamarisk
5 NE~SE~; 40.0 P Tamarisk

35 S~SE~; 80.0 P Tamarisk
35 SE~SW~; 40.0 P Tamarisk
36 All. 640.0 S Tamarisk

T. 1 N., R. 1 W., 31 N~N~; 160.0 S Tamarisk
34 N~SWt; 80.0 P Tamarisk
36 S~. 320.0 S Tamarisk

T. 2 S. , R. 5 W., 2 All. 640.0 S Saguaro Paloverde

T. 5 N. , R. 17 W., 16 S~; 320.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 SW~SW~. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 5 N. , R. 18 W. , 36 SE~SE~. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 4 N. , R. 18 W. , 36 N~; 320.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
36 SE~SE~. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 3 N., R. 18 W., 2 N~NW~; 80.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
2 NE~; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
2 SWtSW~. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 2 N., R.llW., 32 NW~; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 NE~; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 SW~; 160.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise
32 NW~sM. 40.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 3 S. , R. 1 E. , 2 All. 640.0 S Bighorn/Tortoise

T. 9 S. , R. 1 E. , 2 All. 640.0 S Vekol grassland

* S = State Land; P = Private Land
** Prime Mesquite - Mature mesquite trees arranged in a tight canopy; excellent dove,

quail, and rabbit habitat.
Mesquite - Mesquite trees arranged in an open canopy; good dove, quail, and rabbit
habitat.

Tamarisk - Tight canopy of saltcedar; good whitewing habitat.
Saguaro-Paloverde - Desert habitat containing saguaro cactus and paloverde as

dominant plant species ••
Bighorn Sheep/Desert Tortoise - Saguaro-paloverde habitat crucial for bighorn or
desert tortoise.

Vekol Grassland - A unique grassland habitat in south Vekol Valley.
SOURCE: Phoenix District Files
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APPENDIX 6
LANDS SUITABLE FOR SPLIT-ESTATE ACQUISITION TO BENEFIT WILDERNESS

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

Proposed Action

WSA 2-128

T. 2 N. , R. 11 W. , 32: S1..lSEt, NEtSEt; 120.00

T. 1 S. , R. 11 W. , 2 : All but SEt. 441. 00

TOTAL: 561. 00

No Action

No split-estate lands proposed for acquisition.

Resource Protection

WSA 2-127

T. 1 N. , R. 14 W.

WSA 2-128

T. 2 N. , R. 11 W. ,

T. 1 N. , R. 10 W. ,

T. 1 S. , R. 11 W.

T. 1 S. , R. 10 W.,

WSA 2-157

T. 3 S. , R. 3 S. ,

T. 3 S. , R. 4 W. ,

36:

32:

36 :

2:

2:

32:

36:

N1..l, SWt, NEtSEt.

w1..l, W1..lSEt;

All but SEt;

All.

All;

All.
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TOTAL:

520.00

120.00

400.00

441.00

640.00

640.00

640.00

3,401. 00



APPENDIX 6

APPENDIX 6 (Continued)
LANDS SUITABLE FOR SPLIT-ESTATE ACQUISITION

TO BENEFIT WILDERNESS

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

Environmental Protection

WSA 2-125

T. 3 N. , R. 18 W., 36: N!t.i; 320.00

T. 3 N. , R. 15 W., 32: SW~, SW~NW~. 200.00

WSA 2-126

T. 1 N., R. 14 W., 16: All; 640.00
32: All but NW~NWL 600.00

WSA 2-127

T.IN.,R. 14 W., 2: All; 640.00
36: N\, SW~ and NE~SE~. 520.00

T. 2 N., R. 14 W., 36: SE~, N~SW~. 240.00

WSA 2-128

T. 2 N., R. 11 W., 16: SW~, SW~NW~, S~SE~,

NW~SE~; 320.00
32: E~SE~ and SW~SE~; 120.00
36: E~SE~. 80.00

T. 2 N. , R. 10 W. 32: All but N~NE~. 560.00

T. 1 N. , R. 10 W. 36: W~, W~SE~. 400.00

T. 1 S. , R. 11 W. 2: All but SE~. 441.00

T. 1 S. , R. 10 W. 2: AIL 640.00

WSA 2-129

T. 2 S., R. 11 W. 32: SE~SE~. 40.00

WSA 2-138

T. 2 S., R. 7 W. 32: All; 640.00
36: AIL 640.00
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APPENDIX 6 (Continued)
LANDS SUITABLE FOR SPLIT-ESTATE ACQUISITION

TO BENEFIT WILDERNESS

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

WSA 2-157

Environmental Protection (Continued)

36: S~, S~N~. 480.00

2 : All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

36: All. 640.00

16 : All; 640.00
32: All. 640.00

36: All. 640.00

T. 2 S., R. 3 W.

T. 3 S., R. 3 W.

T. 3 S. , R. 4 W.

T. 3 S. , R. 2 W.

T. 4 S., R. 4 W.

WSA 2-163

T. 5 S. , R. 3 W.

T. 6 S. , R. 3 W.

WSA 2-172

T. 7 S. , R. 1 Eo

T. 8 S. , R. 1 E.

36:

2 :

36:

2 :

All.

All.

All.

TOTAL:

640.00

160.00

640.00

640.00

14,081. 00

SOURCE: Phoenix District files
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APPENDIX 7
LANDS SUITABLE FOR SURFACE AND

MINERAL ACQUISITIONS TO BENEFIT WILDERNESS
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

APPENDIX 7

Township and Range Section Subdivision

Proposed Action

Acres

WSA 2-128

T. 2 N. , R. 11 W" 32: N~, SW~, NW~SE~.

T. 1 S. , R. 11 W" 1: SW~;

2: SE~;

3 : All;
4 : All;
5 : All.

No Action and Resource Production

No surface or mineral acquisitions.

TOTAL:

520.00

160.00
160.00
60l.00
601. 00
601.00

2,643.00

Resource Protection

WSA 2-127

T. 1 N. , R. 14 W., 36: S~SE~, NW~SE~; 120.00

T. 1 N., R. 13 W. , 36: N~. 320.00

WSA 1-128

T. 2 N. , R. 11 W., 32 N~, SW~, NW~SE~. 520.00

T. 1 S. , R. 11 W., 1 SW~; 160.00
2 SE~; 160.00
3 All; 60l. 00
4 All; 601. 00
5 All. 60l.00

TOTAL: 3,083.00
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APPENDIX 7 (Continued)
LANDS SUITABLE FOR SURFACE AND

MINERAL ACQUISITIONS TO BENEFIT WILDERNESS

Township and Range

WSA 2-126A

Section Subdivision

Environmental Protection

Acres

T. 1 N., R. 14 W., 32: NW~NW~. 40.00

WSA 1-127

T. 2 N. , R. 14 W., 36: NJ.,j, SJ.,jSW~. 400.00

T. 1 N. , R. 13 W., 2 NE~E~; 40.00
16: NJ.,jSW~; 480.00
36: NJ.,j. 320.00

T. 1 N., R. 14 W., 36: NW~SE~, SJ.,jSE~. 120.00

WSA 2-128

T. 2 N., R. 10 W., 30 SW~, S~SE~; 200.00
33: SW~. 160.00

T. 2 N., R. 11 W., 32: NJ.,j, SW~, NW~SE~; 520.00
36: All but EJ.,jSE~. 560.00

T. 2 N. , R. 12 W. , 2: SW~SW~. 40.00

T. 1 S. , R. 11 W. 1: SW~; 160.00
2: SE~; 160.00
3 : All; 640.00
4: All; 640.00
5: All. 640.00

T. 1 S. , R. 10 W., 19: SJ.,j; 320.00
30: NW~NW~. 40.00

T. 1 S., R. 11 W. 24: SE~; 160.00
25: NJ.,j, W~SW~; 400.00
26: sWJ.,j, N~S~. 320.00

WSA 2-157

T. 3 S" R. 2 W., 5 SW~. 160.00

TOTAL: 6,396.00

SOURCE: Phoenix District files
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APPENDIX 8
LANDS SUITABLE FOR ACQUISITION FOR BOTANICAL PROTECTION

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

APPENDIX 8

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 13 S. , R. 5 W., 36: All. 640.00

T. 13 S., R. 6 W. , 36: All. 640.00

T. 3 S. , R. IE. , 2: All. 640.00

T. 2 N. , R. 11 W., 32: NEt, NWt, SWt, NWtSEt. 520.00

TOTAL 2,440.00

Proposed Action

2,440

No Action

o

Resource
Production

o

Resource
Protection

2,440

Environmental
Protection

2,440

SOURCE: Phoenix District files
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APPENDIX 9
FEDERAL SURFACE (NON-FEDERAL MINERALS)

(Mineral Estate Acres Proposed for Acquisition)
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 1 S. , R. 3 W., 32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,280.00

T. 2 S., R. 3 W., 2 All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 2,560.00

T. 3 S., R. 3 W., 2 : All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL: 2,560.00

T. 5 S., R. 3 W., Sec. 16: SW~, N~SE~, SE~SE~; 280.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL: 1,560.00

T. 6 S., R. 3 W., Sec. 2: E~NE~; 80.00
36 : All. 640.00

TOTAL: 720.00

T. 7 S., R. 3 W., Sec. 2 : E~NE~; 80.00
16: SE~; 160.00
32: SE~, SE~SW~. 200.00

TOTAL: 440.00

T. 1 S., R. 4 W., 32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,280.00

To 4 S., R. 4 W., Sec. 2 : All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,280.00

T. 5 S., R. 4 W., Sec. 16: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,280.00

T. 6 S., R. 4 W., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
28: NW~SE~; 320.00
32: All; 640.00
34: N~; 320.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 3,200.00
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APPENDIX 9 (Continued)
FEDERAL SURFACE (NON-FEDERAL MINERALS)

(Mineral Estate Acres Proposed for Acquisition)

APPENDIX 9

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 7 S., R. 4 W., Sec. 2: NW~SE~; 320.00
16: N~, N~S~. 480.00

TOTAL 800.00

T. 12 S., R. 4 W., Sec. 16: All. 640.00
TOTAL 640.00

T. 3 S., R. 4 W., Sec. 2: SW~, S~NW~; 240.00
32: W~; 320.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,200.00

T. 1 S., R. 5 W., Sec. 3: S~N~; 160.00
36: W~NE~. 480.00

TOTAL 640.00

T. 6 S., R. 5 W., Sec. 16: All. 640.00
TOTAL 640.00

T. 11 S., R. 5 W., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 2,560.00

T. 12 S., R. 5 W., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 2,560.00

T. 14 S., R. 5 W., Sec. 2 : S~, NW~, E~NM; 560.00
16: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,200.00

T. 6 S., R. 6 W., Sec. 36: E~SE~. 80.00
TOTAL 80.00

T. 7 S., R. 6 W., Sec. 2 : All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 2,560.00
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APPENDIX 9 (Continued)
FEDERAL SURFACE (NON-FEDERAL MINERALS)

(Mineral Estate Acres Proposed for Acquisition)

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 11 S., R. 6 W., Sec. 2 : All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 2,560.00

T. 12 S., R. 6 W., Sec. 2 : All; 640.00
16: All; 630.00
36 : S~, S~NE~, NE~NE~. 440.00

TOTAL 1,710.00

T. 13 S., R. 6 W., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,920.00

T. 14 S., R. 6 W., Sec. 32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,280.00

T. 1 N., R. 7 W., Sec. 2: W~, WWE~, W~NE~SE~; 420.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: N~, sM. 480.00

TOTAL 2,180.00

T. 2 S., R. 7 W., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 2,560.00

T. 4 S., R. 7 W., Sec. 32: SE~. 160.00
TOTAL 160.00

T. 6 S., R. 7 W., Sec. 32: S~SW~, NW~SW~. 120.00
TOTAL 120.00

T. 7 S., R. 7 W., Sec. 32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,280.00

T. 1 N., R. 8 W., Sec. 16 : S~, NE~, E~NW~. 560.00
TOTAL 560.00

T. 1 S., R. 8 W., Sec. 36: All. 640.00
TOTAL 640.00
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APPENDIX 9 (Continued)
FEDERAL SURFACE (NON-FEDERAL MINERALS)

(Mineral Estate Acres Proposed for Acquisition)

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 6 S., R. 8 W., Sec. 16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,920.00

T. 7 S., R. 8 W., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 2,560.00

T. 1 S., R. 9 W., Sec. 16: E~SEt; 80.00
32 All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,360.00

T. 5 S., R. 9 W., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
10: N~SWlt;; 80.00
16: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 2,000.00

T. 6 S., R. 9 W., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
9: S~SElt;; 80.00

16: All; 640.00
22: swlt;, NElt;. 40.00

TOTAL 1,400.00

T. 7 S., R. 9 W., Sec. 2 : All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 2,560.00

T. 2 N., R. 10 W., Sec. 2 : All; 640.00
32: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,280.00

T. 1 N., R. 10 W., Sec. 36 All. 640.00
TOTAL 640.00

T. 1 S., R. 10 W., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
16: W~, NElt;, E~SElt;; 560.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 2,480.00

T. 4 S., R. 10 W., Sec. 13: All; 640.00
12: SElt;, E~SWlt;. 240.00

TOTAL 880.00
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APPENDIX 9 (Continued)
FEDERAL SURFACE (NON-FEDERAL MINERALS)

(Mineral Estate Acres Proposed for Acquisition)

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 6 S., R.IOW., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: N~; 320.00
36: N~SE~. 80.00

TOTAL 1,680.00

T. 3 N., R. 11 W., Sec. 2: AIL 640.00
TOTAL 640.00

T. 2 N., R. 11 W., Sec. 16: All; 640.00
32: S~SE~, NE~SE~; 120.00
36 : E~SE~. 80.00

TOTAL 840.00

T. 1 S., R. 11 W., Sec. 2 : N~, SW~. 480.00
TOTAL 480.00

T. 4 S., R. 11 W., Sec. 29: NE~. 160.00
TOTAL 160.00

T. 7 S., R. 11 W., Sec. 15: SE~. 160.00
TOTAL 160.00

T. 3 N., R. 12 W., Sec. 2 : All; 640.00
12: N~; 320.00
16 : All; 640.00
27: SW~; 160.00
32: All; 640.00
36: AIL 640.00

TOTAL 3,040.00

T. 2 S., R. 12 W., Sec. 36 S~NW~, NW~NW~. 120.00
TOTAL 120.00

To 4 S., R. 12 W., Sec. 2 : All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 2,560.00

T. 5 S., R. 12 W., Sec. 2 : N~, SW~, w~sH, NE~SE~. 600.00
TOTAL 600.00

T. 6 S., R. 12 W., Sec. 15: W~SW~. 80.00
TOTAL 80.00
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APPENDIX 9 (Continued)
FEDERAL SURFACE (NON-FEDERAL MINERALS)

(Mineral Estate Acres Proposed for Acquisition)

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 4 S., R. 13 W., Sec. 2 : All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: All. 640.00

TOTAL 2,560.00

T. 3 N., R. 14 W., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
32: S~. 320.00

TOTAL 960.00

T. 2 N., R. 14 W., Sec. 2 : All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00

32: All; 640.00
36: N~S~, S~SE~. 240.00

TOTAL 2,160.00

T. 1 N., R. 14 W., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: S~, NE~, NE~NW~; 520.00
36: N~, SW~, NE~SE~. 520.00

TOTAL 2,320.00

T. 8 S., R. 14 W., Sec. 35: E~SE~SE~; 20.00
36: N~NE~. 80.00

TOTAL 100.00

T. 4 N., R. 15 W., Sec. 32: All; 640.00
36: W~. 320.00

TOTAL 960.00

T. 3 N., R. 15 W., Sec. 2: W~, NE~, SW~NE~SW~; 490.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,770.00

T. 6 N., R. 16 W., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
32: W~. 320.00

TOTAL 960.00

T. 5 N., R. 16 W., Sec. 2: NE~E~; 40.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,320.00

T. 4 N., R. 16 W., Sec. 2 : All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All. 640.00

TOTAL 1,920.00
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APPENDIX 9 (Continued)
FEDERAL SURFACE (NON-FEDERAL MINERALS)

(Mineral Estate Acres Proposed for Acquisition)

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 7 N., R. 17 W., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: AIL 640.00

TOTAL 1,920.00

T. 6 N., R. 17 W., Sec. 2: All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: S~; 320.00
36: AlL 640.00

TOTAL 2,240.00

T. 4 N., R. 18 W., Sec. 2 : All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: N~SEt, SWtSEt. 120.00

TOTAL 2,040.00

T. 3 N., R. 18 W., Sec. 16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36 : N~. 320.00

TOTAL 1,600.00

T. 2 S., R. 1 W., Sec. 2: AIL 640.00
TOTAL 640.00

T. 3 S., R. 1 W., Sec. 27 : W~; 320.00
32: All; 640.00
36 : AlL 640.00

TOTAL 1,600.00

T. 4 S., R. 1 W., Sec. 2 : All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: AlL 640.00

TOTAL 2,560.00

T. 1 S. , R. 2 W., Sec. 4: SWtNWt; 40.00
32: N~, SEt; 480.00
36: AlL 640.00

TOTAL 1,160.00

T. 3 S., R. 2 W., Sec. 2 : All; 640.00
16: All; 640.00
32: All; 640.00
36: AIL 640.00

TOTAL 2,560.00

SOURCE: Phoenix District maps and files
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APPENDIX 10
FEDERAL MINERALS (NON-FEDERAL SURFACE)

(Mineral Estate Acres Proposed for Disposal)
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Township and Range Section Subdivision

T. 1 S., R. 2 W., Sec. 21: W~NE~, SE~, N~SW~, S~NW~, SE~SW~;

30: N~NW~NWi, NW~E~, NW~.

TOTAL

T. 1 S., R. 3 W., 8 W~SE~, NE~SE~;

9: NE~, SWiNE~, SE~NW~, N~SW~, NW~SE~.

TOTAL

APPENDIX 10

Acres

440.00
220.00
660.00

120.00
360.00
480.00

T. 1 S., R. 4 W., 34:
35:

T. 4 S., R. 4 W., Sec. 18:

T. 5 S., R. 4 W., Sec. 26:
28:
33:

T. 6 S., R. 4 W., Sec. 4:

T. 3 S., R. 4 W., Sec. 18:
19:
30:
11:

T. 3 S., R. 5 W., Sec. 2:
11:
13:

T. 11 S., R• 5 W., Sec. 19:
30:

T. 12 S., R. 5 W., Sec. 18:
19:

All;
All.

TOTAL

TOTAL

W~;

S~, NE~;

N~NWi.

TOTAL

TOTAL

SW~;

SW~NW~;

W~NE~;

SWiNW~NW~SW~, NWiNE~NW~SWi,

NWisEiNWiswi, SWiSE~NW~SW~,

NW~NW~SW~NW~, Lots 88, 87, 51,
80, 16, 48, 65, 20, 21, 28, 18,
23, 19, 22, 73, 43, 44, 72, 79,
89, 90, 91, 17, 24, 29, 7l.

TOTAL

All;
SE~SE~;

N~N~, SE~NE~.

TOTAL

SW~, S~NW~;

W~.

TOTAL

TOTAL
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640.00
640.00

1,280.00

160.00
160.00

320.00
480.00
80.00

880.00

240.00
240.00

160.00
40.00
80.00

77.50
357.50

640.00
40.00

200.00
880.00

240.00
320.00
560.00

160.00
200.00
360.00
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APPENDIX 10 (Continued)
FEDERAL MINERALS (NON-FEDERAL SURFACE)

(Mineral Estate Acres Proposed for Disposal)

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 14 S., R. 5 W., Sec. 1: E~.

TOTAL
320.00
320.00

T. 13 S., R. 5 W., Sec. 25: N~NW~SW~SW~, NW~SE~NE~SW~,

SW~NE~NE~SW~, S~S~lli4~NE~SWt,

NW~SE~SE~NWt, N~SW~SEtSW~,

N~SE~SE~SWt, S~SWtSEtSWt,

S~SEtSEtSWt, N~NEtSEtNWt,

N~NEtSEtSWt, S~NEtSEtNWt,

NW~SEtNWtSWt, NEtSEtNWtSW~,

N~SWtSWtSWt, S~NEtSEtSWt,

SWtSEtSEtNW~, SE~NE~NE~SW~,

N~NW~SEtNWt, N~NE~SWtNW~,

S~SEtNW~NWt, N~SEtSW~NW~,

S~NWtNW~NWt, N~SW~NW~NW~,

SW~E~NW~SWt, E~SW~NE~NW~,

S~NW~NW~SWt, N~SWtNW~SW~,

S~SWtNW~SW~, N~SEtNWtNW~,

SW~SE~E~SW~, S~NE~SW~SWt,

N~NE~SW~SW~, S~NWtSEtNW~,

S~SE~SWtNW~, SW~SE~NW~SWt,

W~SWtNE~NWt, NE~SW~NE~SW~,

SEtSWtNE~SW~, N~NW~~w~NW~,

S~SW~SW~SW~, N~NW~NWtSW~

W~NE~NWtNW~, S~NW~SE~SW~,

NW~SW~E~SW~, S~SW~SWtNW~

N~SEtNE~NW~, N~NW~SWtNW~,

NE~SE~SE~NW~, NE~E~NW~SWt,

NW~EtNW~SW~, S~SE~SW~SW~,

N~NE~E~NW~, S~NW~NEtNWt,

S~SE~NE~NW~, S~SWtNWtNWt,

S~NE~SW~NW~, N~SWtSWtNWt,

N~SEtSW~SW~, NE~NEtNE~SWt,

S~NW~SWtNWt, N~NWtNEtNWt,
S~NEtNE~NWt, S~NWtSWtSWt,

NW~SE~NW~SW~, NE~SE~NW~SW~,

NEtSW~NE~SWt, SE~SW~NE~SWt.

TOTAL
285.00
285.00

T. 1 S., R. 6 W., Sec. 5:
6 :
7 :

T. 11 S., R. 6 W., Sec. 3:
10:
24:
23:
26:

SWt;
SEt;
NEt, E~NW~, N~SEt.

SW~, W~SEt;

NWt, W~NEt;

E~SE~;

E~;

N~;
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TOTAL

160.00
160.00
320.00
640.00

240.00
240.00
80.00

320.00
320.00



APPENDIX 10 (Continued)
FEDERAL MINERALS (NON-FEDERAL SURFACE)

(Mineral Estate Acres Proposed for Disposal)

APPENDIX 10

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 11 S., R. 6 W., Sec. 27: NE~;

(Continued) 34: Lots 18, 4, 31, 27, 19, 30, 28,
11, 16, 17, 24, 9, 32, 25, 29,
20, 26, 1, 6, 7, 2, 10, 15, 12,
3, 5, 8, 13, 21, 23, 14.

TOTAL

T. 12 S., R. 6 W., Sec. 3: Lots 11, 22, 56, 7, 55, 32, 42, 48,
59, 62, 36, 39, 43, 20, 14, 35,
30, 61, 69, 64, 65, 46, 67, 63,
40, 15, 68, 19, 12, 18, 27, 28,
26, 53, 60, 58, 38, 24, 37, 44,
47, 49, 6, 51, 5, 45, 23, 52, 16,
17, 10, 29, 21, 41, 9, 33, 31, 54,
57, 8, 13, 25, 34, 50, 66.

T. 12 S., R. 6 W., Sec. 10: Lo t s 46, 9, 30, 14, 34, 2, 37, 11,
40,45,28,24,15,25,38,17,36,
42, 35, 29, 31, 32, 8, 23, 18, 20,
39, 10, 41, 27, 44, 3, 16, 1, 19,
21, 22, 6, 13, 26, 7, 43, 4, 5, 12,
33, S~SE~SW~NE~, SE~SE~NE~SW~,

W~SW~SW~NW~SE~, W~SW~NW~SW~,

SE~SW~NW~SE~, E~SW~SW~NW~SE~,

W~SW~SW~NW~, E~NW~SW~SW~NE~,

NE~SW~SW~E~, E~NE~NW~NW~,

E~NW~NW~SW~, W~SE~NW~SW~,

N~SE~SE~E~, S~NW~NE~NE~,

SE~SE~SE~NW~, W~SW~SWtSWtNEt,

NE~EtNEtSWt, W~NWtNWtNWtSEt,

SEtSWtSW~Et, E~SWtSWtSWtNEt,

N~NEtSWtNEt, S~NEtSWtNEt,

SEtNWtSWtNEt, E~SWtNWtSWtNE~,

N~NW~NE~NE~, N~SW~NE~NE~,

NE~EtSE~NW~, W~NWtNWtSWtNE~,

SE~E~SEtNWt, W~SWtNW~SWtNE~,

W~NWtNW~SWt, N~SEtSWtNEt,

SEtNWtNWtSEt, E~SWtNWtNWtSE~,

E~SEtNW~SWt, E~SWtNWtSWt,

W~NEtSWtNWt, E~SWtSWtNWt,

W~NWtSW~NWt, E~NW~SWtNWt,

S~SWtNE~NEt, N~SEtNWtSEt,

S~NEtNWtSEt, NEtSWtNWtSEt,
E~NWtSW~NWtSEt, S~SEtNWtSEt,

SE~E~EtSW~, W~SWtNWtNWtSEt,

W~SEtSWtNWt, E~SEtSWtNWt,

NEtSEtNEtSWt, W~NWtSW~NWtSEt,

E~NWtNW~SW~, W~SE~NW~SWt,

E~NEtNWtNWt, N~SE~SEtNEt,

W~NEtNW~NWt, W~SW~SWtNWt.

TOTAL
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155.00
1,515.00

320.31

273.21
593.52
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APPENDIX 10 (Continued)
FEDERAL MINERALS (NON-FEDERAL SURFACE)

(Mineral Estate Acres Proposed for Disposal)

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 12 S., R• 6 W., Se c. 14:
15:
16:

17:

T. 14 S., R. 6 W., Sec. 24:

T. 4S., R. 8W., Sec. 17:

T. 5 S., R. 8 W., Sec. 2:

T. 1 N., R. 9 W., Sec. 4:

T. 4 S., R. 10 W., Sec. 18:

T. 3 N., R. 11 N., Sec. 19:

T. 6 S., R. 11 W., Sec. 25:

T. 7 S., R. 11 W., Sec. 27:
28:

T. 4 N., R. 15 W., Sec. 18:
7 :

21:
22:
23:
15:
14:
26:
27:

T. 6 N., R. 16 W., Sec. 8:
9:

10:
11:
16:
17:

W!o.zSW~NW~;

W!o.zNWlt;;
SElt;NWlt;SW~Elt;, NElt;SWlt;SW~NE~,

SWlt;NElt;SWlt;NEt, NWlt;SElt;SWtNEt;
W!o.zNW~EtSEt.

TOTAL

TOTAL

TOTAL

NEt.
TOTAL

TOTAL

NEt.
TOTAL

TOTAL

TOTAL

All;
SElt;, N!o.zN!o.z.

TOTAL

All;
W!o.z;
W!o.z;
N!o.z;

NWlt;;
E!o.z, NElt;;
W!o.z, NEt;
N!o.z;

N~.

TOTAL

SWtSWt;
N!o.z, SE~, NE~NWt;

All;
All;
All;
W!o.z;
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20.00
80.00

10.00
5.00

115.00

320.00
320.00

80.00
80.00

160.00
160.00

40.00
40.00

160.00
160.00

320.00
320.00

320.00
320.00

640.00
320.00
960.00

640.00
320.00
320.00
320.00
160.00
480.00
480.00
320.00
320.00

3,360.00

40.00
520.00
640.00
640.00
640.00
320.00



APPENDIX 10 (Continued)
FEDERAL MINERALS (NON-FEDERAL SURFACE)

(Mineral Estate Acres Proposed for Disposal)

APPENDIX 10

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acres

T. 6 N., R. 16 W., Sec. 18:
29:
32:
33:
34:

T. 5 N., R. 16 W., Sec. 1:
3:

11:
22:
23:
25:
27:
35:

T. 7 N., R• 1 7 W., Sec. 22:

SMSE~;

E~;

E~;

N~;

S~.
TOTAL

N~;

SE~, SE~SW~, W~NW~, NE~NW~;

N~;

E1.,z;

S~, S~N~;

E~;

All;
All.

TOTAL

TOTAL

40.00
320.00
320.00
320.00
320.00

4,120.00

320.00
320.00
320.00
320.00
480.00
320.00
640.00
640.00

3,360.00

330.00
330.00

SOURCE: Phoenix District maps and files
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APPENDIX 11 0
STOCKING RATES (AUMS) BY ALTERNATIVE m

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona (J)

A11otment* Proposed Action No Action Resource Production Resource Protection Environmental Protection
Number Name S.T. L. T. ** S.T. L.T. S.T. L.T. S.T. L.T. S.T. L.T.
3007 Be10at 3,492 3,842 3,492 3,492 3,296 4,038 2,084 2,084 0 0
3009 Bighorn 6,240 6,490 6,240 6,240 5,915 6,815 3,355 3,355 0 0
3013 Cameron 2,526 2,626 2,526 2,526 2,283 2,869 981 981 0 0
3016 Childs 3,802 3,802 3,802 3,802 3,398 4,800 1,729 1,729 0 0
3017 Clem 3,216 3,216 3,216 3,216 2,785 3,216 879 879 0 0
3018 Conley 4,158 4,158 4,158 4,158 3,958 4,358 1,786 1,786 0 0
3020 Coyote Flat 456 456 456 456 388 456 388 388 0 0
3022 Crowder-Weisser 15,758 15,758 15,758 15,758 13,520 15,758 8,768 8,768 0 0
3028 Eagle Tail 2,100 2,310 2,100 2,100 1,894 2,516 521 521 0 0
3032 Gab1e-Ming 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200 3,519 4,200 1,360 1,360 0 0
3035 Gila Bend Indians 583 583 583 583 509 583 509 509 0 0
3039 Hansen 921 921 921 921 746 921 620 620 0 0
3042 Hazen 1,440 1,526 1,440 1,440 1,238 1,728 542 542 0 0
3046 Kirian 387 387 387 387 352 387 306 306 0 0
3047 Ranegras Plain 1,862 1,937 1,862 1,862 1,713 1,937 1,713 1,713 0 0
3053 Lower Veko1 1,165 1,165 1,165 1,165 1,095 1,165 813 813 0 0

I 3076 Sentinel 361 378 361 361 303 437 214 214 0 0IV
-..I 3080 South Veko1 1,863 2,049 1,863 1,863 1,738 2,174 1,182 1,182 0 09' 3083 Table Top 1,710 1,778 1,710 1,710 1,659 1,829 1,038 1,038 0 0

3085 Vekol 840 874 840 840 798 916 452 452 0 0
3086 Ward 1,476 1,476 1,476 1,476 1,299 1,476 878 878 0 0
3091 Why 456 456 456 456 397 456 284 284 0 0

TOTALS 59,012 60,388 59,012 59,012 52,803 63,035 30,402 30,402 0 0

Allotment Statistics

22 Perennial-Ephemeral
Allotments 59,012 60,388 59,012 59,012 52,803 63,035 30,402 30,402 0 0

18 Ephemeral Allotments
(Custodial) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8 Perennial-Ephemeral
Leases 1,512 1,512 1,512 1,512 1,512 1,512 1,512 1,512 0 0

48 Total Allotments 60,524 61,900 60,524 60,524 54,315 64,547 31,914. 31,914 0 0
% Reduction 0 +2% 0 0 -10% +6% -47% -47% -100% -100%

* Perennial-Ephemeral allotments only.
** S.T. : Short Term; L.T. : Long Term.
SOURCE: Lower Gila Resource Area grazing files
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APPENDIX 12
GRAZING ALLOTMENT CATEGORIES

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Maintain Category Criteria

• Present range condition is satisfactory.
• Allotments have moderate or high resource production potential and are

producing near their potential (or trend is moving in that direction).
• No serious resource-use conflicts/controversy exist.
• Opportunities may exist for positive economic return from public

investments.
• Present management appears satisfactory.
• Other criteria appropriate to EIS area.

Improve Category Criteria

• Present range condition is unsatisfactory.
• Allotments have moderate to high resource production potential and are

producing at low to moderate levels.
• Serious resource-use conflicts/controversy exists.
• Opportunities exist for positive economic return from public investments.
• Present management appears unsatisfactory.
• Other criteria appropriate to EIS area.

Custodial Category Criteria

• Present range .condition is not a factor.
• Allotments have low resource production potential and are producing near

their potential.
• Limited resource-use conflicts/controversy may exist.
• Opportunities for positive economic return on public investment do not

exist or are constrained by technological or economic factors.
• Present management appears satisfactory or is the only logical practice

under existing resource conditions.
• Other criteria appropriate to EIS area.

SOURCE: Grazing Policy (IM-82-292)
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APPENDIX 13
RANGE DEVELOPMENT TYPES

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Following is a discussion of typical design features and construction
practices for range improvements and treatments proposed in this plan. There
are many special design features that are not specifically discussed in this
appendix. These design features will be developed, if needed, for individual
projects at the time an environmental assessment is written.

Structural Improvements

Fences. All fences would be built to BLM manual specifications. Normally
fences would be constructed to provide exterior allotment boundaries, divide
allotments into pastures, protect streams, and control livestock. Most fences
would be three-wire or four-wire with steel posts spaced 16-1/2 feet apart
with intermediate wire stays. Existing fences that create wildlife movement
problems would be modified. Proposed fence lines would usually not be bladed
or scraped. Gates or cattleguards would be installed where fences cross
existing roads.

Reservoirs. Reservoir sites would
watershed and hydrologic information.
regulations would be followed.

be selected based on available
All applicable state laws and

Wells. Well sites would be selected based on geologic reports that
predict the depth to reliable aquifers. The typical well site would consist
of a windmill or jack-pump with motor, a large storage tank, and a water
trough. All applicable state laws and regulations that apply to ground water
would be observed.

SOURCE: Yuma RMP/EIS, 1985
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APPENDIX 14
VEGETATION METHODOLOGY

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Inventory Criteria

The Phoenix District completed a rangeland survey of the Lower Gila South RMP/EIS
area from 1980-1981, using BLM's rangeland inventory method for mapping and the Soil
Conservation Service (SCS) method for determining condition and trend.

BLM resource specialists used recent natural-color aerial photographs, topographic
maps, soil survey information, and a helicopter to map preliminary range sites or
complexes of range sites. SCS provided technical range site guides for the planning
area, and the Arizona State Land Department inventoried state lands concurrently, using
the range site concept.

Determination of Rangeland Condition and Apparent Trend*

Rangeland Condition. The rangeland condition of areas within a range site was
determined by comparing the present plant community to the climax plant community, as
shown by the technical guide for the site. For the existing plant community,
specialists counted no more than the maximum weight (or percentage of total production)
shown on the guide for any species in the climax plant community.

The amount of all climax species not exceeding that shown on the guide was totaled
to show the relative ecological rating or numerical evaluation of the stand. The rating
will range from 0 to 100, depending on how closely the plant community resembles the
climax plant community for the range site.

the following four classes were used to express the degree to which the present
plant community composition reflects climax composition.

Range Condition Class

Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor

Percentage of Present Plant Community
that is Climax for the Range Site

76-100
51-75
26-50

0-25

Guides based on the weight of species in the climax plant community truly express
ecological condition. A condition rating based on the percentage of composition alone
may be adjusted if the total production is less than that characteristic for the
condition class. For example, a rating determined by counting the percentage of each
climax species may show that the existing plant community is in near-climax condition
but that the production of these species is less than expected for near-climax
condition. The condition rating can then be lowered, considering current growing
condition.

Apparent Trend. The present ecological rangeland condition rating alone does not
tell whether the plant community is improving or deteriorating in relation to its
potential. Trend is a separate means needed for assessing what is happening to the
plant community. Existing rangeland condition results from a sustained trend over
time. Trend should be known when planning the use, management, and treatment for
maintaining or improving rangeland. The following vegetation and soil characteristics,
showing apparent trend in rangeland condition, were evaluated in the field during the
rangeland survey: plant composition; seedling and young plant abundance; plant
residues; plant vigor; and solid surface factors such as bare ground, soil crusting,
stone cover, compaction, plant hummocking, and soil movement.

SOURCE: SCS Rangeland Handbook
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APPENDIX 15
RANGELAND CONDITION AND APPARENT TREND
(Perennial-Ephemeral Allotments Only)

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Allotment Federal Condition (%) Apparent Trend (%)
Number Name Acres Preference Poor Fair Good Excellent Up Static Down

3007 Be10at 125,936 3,492 2 24 63 11 37 61 2
3009 Bighorn 146,336 6,240 1 24 59 16 0 100 0
3013 Cameron 55,926 2,526 7 34 59 0 0 97 3
3016 Childs 99,326 3,802 10 33 46 11 0 100 0
3017 Clem 82,252 3,216 17 33 50 0 0 100 0
3018 Conley 91,586 4,158 2 20 66 12 19 73 8
3020 Coyote Flat 10,789 456 10 54 36 0 0 100 0
3022 Crowder-Weisser 234,645 15,758 21 29 43 7 3 89 8
3028 Eagle Tail 188,230 2,100 18 13 60 9 17 83 0
3032 Gab1e-Ming 121,421 4,200 8 65 13 14 0 100 0
3035 Gila Bend Indians 18,460 583 6 51 33 10 10 80 10
3039 Hansen 18,968 921 27 41 32 0 0 81 19
3042 Hazen 42,484 1,440 15 40 45 0 0 100 0
3046 Kirian 17,094 387 0 44 33 23 14 86 0
3047 Ranegras Plain 128,466 1,862 6 27 66 1 6 94 0
3053 Lower Veko1 21,892 1,165 4 24 59 13 17 83 0
3076 Sentinel 18,564 361 4 70 26 0 2 97 1
3080 South Veko1 49,349 1,863 3 31 34 32 1 96 3
3083 Table Top 35,940 1,710 1 11 85 3 6 90 4
3085 Veko1 20,848 840 0 23 28 49 6 94 0
3086 Ward 34,893 1,476 5 48 42 5 0 86 14
3091 Why 10,489 456 12 41 47 0 0 100 0

TOTAL 1,573,894
SOURCE: Lower Gila Resource Area grazing files
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APPENDIX 16
DIVERSITY IN THE NATIONAL WILDERNESS PRESERVATION SYSTEM

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

AREAS WITH SOLITUDE OR PRIMITIVE RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES*

Administering**
SMSA Status No. Acres States Agency

Phoenix, Designated 37 2,064,835 AZ, CA, NM FS, NPS, BLM
Arizona Endorsed 4 1,318,710 AZ BLM, FS, FWS

Study 72 3,143,139 AZ, CA, NM BLM, FS, NPS

Tucson, Designated 33 2,038,095 AZ, NM FS, NPS, BLM
Arizona Endorsed 3 1,316,200 AZ BLM, FS, FWS

Study 61 1,525,640 AZ, NM BLM, FS

Las Vegas, Existing 15 1,309,288 AZ, CA FS, NPS, CAL, BLM
Nevada Endorsed 25 4,679,481 AZ, CA, NV, UT FS, NPS, FWS

Study 253 10,607,984 AZ, CA, NV, UT BLM, FS, NPS, CAL

Riverside, Designated 30 1,958,821 CA FS, NPS, BLM, CAL
California Endorsed 28 5,033,801 AZ, CA, NV FS, NPS, FWS

Study 280 9,832,014 AZ, CA, NV FS, NPS, FWS,
BLM, CAL

San Diego,
California

Existing 8 795,960 CA FS, NPS, CAL
Endorsed 18 1,520,660 AZ, CA, FS, NPS, FWS
Study 200 7,463,251 AZ, CA, NV, BLM, FS, NPS, CAL

* Within a day's drive of Phoenix, Tucson, Las Vegas, Riverside, and San Diego SMSAs.
** BLM = Bureau of Land Management; FS = Forest Service; FWS = Fish and Wildlife

Service; NPS = National Park Service; CAL = State of California
SOURCE: BLM, Profile 2, Wilderness Diversity Computer Reports, Phoenix District files
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APPENDIX 16 (Continued)
DIVERSITY IN THE NATIONAL WILDERNESS PRESERVATION SYSTEM

DESIGNATED WILDERNESS IN ARIZONA

Wilderness Areas

Apache Creek
Cedar Bench
Chiricahua
Bear Wallow
Castle Creek
Escudilla
Fossil Springs
Four Peaks
Galiuro
Granite Mountain
Hellsga te
Juniper Mesa
Kachina Peaks
Kendrick Mountain
Mazatzal
Miller Peak
Mt. Wrightson
Mount Baldy
Munds Mountain
Pajarita
Pine Mountain
Pusch Ridge
Red Rock-Secret Mountain
Rincon Mountain
Saddle Mountain
Salome
Salt River Canyon
Santa Teresa
Sierra Ancha
Strawberry Crater
Superstition
Sycamore Canyon
West Clear Creek
Wet Beaver
Wood chute Wilderness
Kanab Creek

Aravaipa Canyon
Beaver Dam Mountains
Cottonwood Point
Grand Wash Cliffs
Mt. Logan
Mt. Trumbull
Paiute
Paria Canyon-Vermillion Cliffs
Chiricahua National Monument
Organ Pipe National Monument
Petrified Forest
Sahuaro National Monument

TOTAL

Ac reage

5,420
14,950
87,700
11,080
26,030

5,200
11,550
53,500
76,317

9,800
36,780

7,600
18,200

6,510
251,707

20,190
25,260

6,975
18,150

7,420
20,478
56,510
43,950
38,590
40,600
18,950
32,800
26,780
20,850
10,140

159,756
55,942
13,600

6,700
5,600

77 ,100

6,670
19,600

6,500
36,300
14,600

7,900
84,700

110,000
10,290

299,600
50,260

71,400
2,046,505

Managing Agency

u.S. Forest Service
u.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Forest Service/

Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Land Management
National Park Service
National Park Service
National Park Service
National Park Service

ADMINISTRATIVELY ENDORSED WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS IN ARIZONA

Wilderness Areas Acreage Managing Agency

Diversity Computer Reports, Phoenix District

Imperial National Wildlife Refuge
Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge
Havasu National Wildlife Refuge
Kofa

TOTAL
SOURCE: BLM, Profile 2, Wilderness

files

1,600
744,000

2,510
570,600

1,318,710
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U.S.
U.S.
U.S.

Fish
Fish
Fish
Fish
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Wildlife
Wildlife
Wildlife
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Service
Service
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Service



APPENDIX 17

APPENDIX 17
CULTURAL RESOURCE SITES IN THE LOWER GILA SOUTH AREA
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Prehistoric Archaeological Sites

Hohokam/Patayan

Tempora ry Camps

Trail Camps

Hunting and
Gathering Camp

Rock Shelters

Clea red Circle s

Rock Circles

Litchic Source/
Quarry

Roasting Pit

Rock Cairn

Milling Station

Knapping Station

Usually a permanent habitation area for several
families over an extended period of time

Temporary habitation area

Very temporary camps used for a night or two while
migrating to other areas

Temporary camp used for a few weeks as a base camp for
hunting and gathering activities

Same as above except found within rock shelters

Cleared and/or smoothed depression areas on desert
pavement terraces; usually used for sleeping

Usually a cleared area with rocks around the edge.
Rocks thought to have served as anchors for temporary
brush huts

A source area for raw lithic materials used for tool
manufacture, or for minerals used for paints

A concentration of thermally affected rocks usually
with ash in the soil (occasionally these will be a
cremation site)

A trail marker, monument or "shrine" resulting from
stones placed in a cluster or pile

A food preparation area where one or more grinding
stones (metates, mortars, or pestles) are present

Locus where cores or raw lithic materials were reduced
to blanks, preforms, or tools, evidenced by a
concentration of large chunks or large flakes of the
same material
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APPENDIX 17 (Continued)
CULTURAL RESOURCE SITES IN THE LOWER GILA SOUTH AREA

Prehistoric Archaeological Sites (cont)

Lithic Scatter

Ceramic Scatter

Hunting Blind

Burial/Cremation

Trails

Aboriginal Art

Petroglyphs

Pictographs

Intaglios

Rock Alignments

Isolated Artifacts

Mine

Mill

Town

Home or Cabin

A location used to manufacture a lithic tool, as
evidenced by a scatter of lithic flakes or cores

A location with scattered broken pottery sherds, may
be the result of the breakage of a single vessel

A semi-walled locality, usually on hilly or mountain
slopes, used to hunt primarily bighorn sheep and deer

Evidence of human burial or cremation. The latter
usually contain ash and pieces of human bone

Aboriginal footpaths used to travel from area to area
primarily identified by association with
artifacts/features

Geometric, zoomorphic or anthropomorphic design
created by aboriginal peoples

Designs pecked, rubbed or scratched on a rock

Designs painted on rock

Large designs created on desert pavement by removal of
surface gravel

Large designs created by the alignment of rocks and
gravel

Artifacts (pottery sherds, lithic tools, etc.) found
without association to an identifiable site

Historic Archaeological Sites

Evidence of ore removal for mineral extraction, i.e.,
pIts, holes, shafts, adits, tailings, etc.

Structures (or remains of) associated with processing
minerals

Aggregation of structures and other physical remains
of a multifamily occupation in historic periods

Single structure and associated physical remains of a
single person or family occupancy
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APPENDIX 17 (Continued)
CULTURAL RESOURCE SITES IN THE LOWER GILA SOUTH AREA

Historic Archaeological Sites

Historic Campsite

Road or Trail

Military

Trash Dump

Grave

Ceremonial Sites

Sacred Areas

Evidence of temporary occupation by one or more
families. Usually associated with temporary mining or
river-related activities

Evidence of historic use as a wagon or pack train route

Site of a military camp or other activity, primarily
remnants of General Patton's World War II manuevers

Historic refuse area associated with any of the above

One or more historic burials

Traditional Cultural/Religious Sites

Prehistoric or historic area of sacred character.
Physical evidences of activities usually present,
i.e., dance patterns, vision quest circles, intaglios,
rock cairns, etc.

Prehistoric or historic area of sacred character.
Evidences of physical activities not always present,
i.e. sacred mountain top, power place or vision quest
places, etc.

Traditional Use Areas

Burial or Cremation
Site

Areas of traditional hunting, gathering, fishing or
travel

Area of historic cremation or burial of their dead

SOURCE: Phoenix District files
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APPENDIX 18
LOWER GILA SOUTH--RANCH CLASSES*

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

LOWER GILA SOUTH--SMALL SIZE RANCH CLASS--42 COWS TYPICAL*

Production Quantity Weight Price (CWT) Value Value/Cow

Steer Calves 16 420 $65.67 3 4,413 3105.07
Heifer Calves 8 365 56.00 1,635 38.93
Cull Cows 5 875 37.71 1,650 39.29

TOTAL GROSS REVENUE $ 7,698 $183.29

Number Value/
Cash Costs Units of Units Price Value Cow

BLM Grazing AUMs 465 $1.86 $865 $20.59
Private Grazing AUMs 50 0.0 0 0.0
Public Grazing - State AUMs 67 1.02 68 1.62
Salt & Mineral CWT 15 4.88 73 1. 74
Veterinary Medicine 3 234 1.00 234 5.58
Trucking $ 74 1.00 74 1.77
Marketing 3 220 1.00 220 5.25
Hired Labor HRS 249 4.82 1,200 28.57
Machinery (Fuel & Lube) 609 14.49
Machinery Repair 234 5.56
Equipment Repair 146 3.47
Interest on Operating Capital 232 5.53

Total Cash Costs $3,955 $94.17

Net Revenue $3,743 389.11
Family Labor 2,164 51. 52

Net Income $1,579 $37.60

LOWER GILA SOUTH--MEDIUM SIZE RANCH CLASS--140 COWS TYPICAL*

Production Quantity Weight Price (CWT) Value Value/Cow

Steer Calves 50 420 $65.67 $13,791 $98.50
Heifer Calves 29 365 56.00 5,928 42.34
Cull Cows 15 875 37.71 4,949 35.35

TOTAL GROSS REVENUE $24,668 $176.19

Number Value/
Cash Costs Uni ts of Unit s Price Value Cow

BUI Grazing AUMs 1,855 $1.86 $3,450 $24.64
Private Grazing AUMs 30 0.0 0 0.0
State Grazing AUMs 47 1.02 48 0.34
Salt & Mineral CWT 49 4.88 239 1. 70
Veterinary Medicine $ 440 1.00 440 3.14
Trucking $ 60 1.00 60 0.43
Marketing 3 461 1.00 461 3.29
Hired Labor HRS 1,100 4.82 5,302 37.87
Machinery (Fuel & Lube) 1,036 7.40
Machinery Repair 412 2.94
Equipment (Fuel & Lube) 80 0.57
Equipment Repair 638 4.56
Interest on Operating Capital 914 6.53

Total Cash Costs $13,080 $93.41

Net Revenue $11,588 $82.78
Family Labor 12,000 85.71

Net Income ( - 412) (- 2.93)
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APPENDIX 18 (Continued)
LOWER GILA SOUTH--RANCH CLASSES*

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

LOWER GILA SOUTH--LARGE SIZE RANCH CLASS--5l8 COWS TYPICAL*

Production Quantity Weight Price (CWT) Value Value/Cow

Steer Calves 170 380 $67.00 $43,282 $ 83.56
Heifer Calves 92 360 56.00 18,547 35.80
Cull Cows 57 850 37.71 18,270 35.27

TOTAL GROSS REVENUE $80,099 $154.63

Number Value/
Cash Costs Units of Units Price Value Cow

BLM Grazing AUMs 6,077 $1.86 $11,303 $21.82
Private Grazing AUMs 357 0.0 0 0.0
State Grazing AUMs 718 1.02 732 1.41
Salt & Mineral CWT 181 4.88 886 1.71
Veterinary Medicine $ 2,004 1.00 2,004 3.87
Trucking $ 1,321 1. 00 1,321 2.55
Marketing $ 1,352 1.00 1,352 2.61
Hired Labor HRS 4,048 4.82 19,511 37.66
Machinery (Fuel & Lube) 1,756 3.39
Machinery Repair 642 1. 24
Equipment (Fuel & Lube) 83 0.16
Equipment Repair 1,471 2.84
Interest on Operating Capital 0.15 4,175 8.06

Total Cash Costs $45,236 $87.32

Net Revenue $34,863 $67.31
Family Labor 12,000 23.16

Net Income $22,863 $44.15

* Herd size (Small)--42 cows: 79 percent calf crop,S percent calf loss
birth to weaning,S percent annual cow loss, 17 percent replacement rate,
14 cows per bull.
Herd size (Medium)--140 cows: 76 percent calf crop,S percent calf loss
birth to weaning,S percent annual cow loss, 16 percent replacement rate,
14 cows per bull.
Herd size (Large)--S18 cows: 70 percent calf crop, 6 percent calf loss
birth to weaning, 4 percent annual cow loss, IS percent replacement rate,
IS cows per bull.

SOURCE: Economic Research Services
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APPENDIX 19
REPRESENTATIVE RANCH BUDGETS

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Item

Proposed Action
Small-Size Ranch Medium-Size Ranch

Short Term Long Term Short Term Long Term
Large-Size Ranch

Short Term Long Term

$26,155
13,731
12,424

(12,000)

Revenue
Cash Costs
Net Revenue

Less Family Labor

Net Income

$7,698
3,955
3,743

(2,164)

$1,579

$7,698
3,955
3,743

(2,164)

$1,579

No Action

$24,668
13,080
11,588

(12,000)

($ -412) $ 424

$80,099
45,236
34,863

(12,000)

$22,863

$82,619
46,367
36,251

(12,000)

$24,250

Revenue
Cash Costs
Net Revenue
Less Family Labor

Net Income

$7,698
3,955
3,743

(2,164)

$1,579

$7,698
3,955
3,743

(2,164)

$1,579

$24,668
13,080
11,588

(12,000)

($ -412)

$24,688
13,080
11,588

(12,000)

($ 412)

$80,099
45,236
34,863

(12,000)

$22,863

$80,099
45,236
34,863

(12,000)

$22,863

Resource Production

Revenue
Cash Costs
Net Revenue

Less Family Labor

Net Income

$6,336
3,296
3,040

(2,050)

$ 990

$6,336
3,296
3,040

(2,050)

$ 990

$22,416
11,956
10,460

(12,000)

($1,540)

$27,871
14,759
13,112

(12,000)

$ 1,112

$72,034
41,602
30,432

(12,000)

$18,432

$83,667
47,240
36,427

(12,000)

$24,427

Resource Protection

Revenue
Cash Costs
Net Revenue

Less Family Labor

Net Income

$5,525
3,013
2,512

(1,972)

$ 540

$5,525
3,013
2,512

(1,972)

$ 540

$12,949
6,912
6,037
6,890)

($ 852)

$12,949
6,912
6,037
6,890)

($ 852)

$40,584
27,165
13,419

(12,000)

$ 1,419

$40,584
27,165
13,419

(12,000)

$ 1,419

SOURCE: Lower Gila South Ranch Budgets, Phoenix District files
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APPENDIX 20
TOTAL ANNUAL RANCH RECEIPTS, EXPENDITURES, AND REVENUES

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Ranch Size
Item Small Medium Large RMP/EIS Total

Number of Ranches 4 6 7 17

Gross Revenue

Per Ranch 7,698 24,668 80,099
RMP/EIS Total 30,792 148,008 560,693 739,493

Expenditures

Per Ranch 3,955 13,080 45,236
RMP lEIS Total 15,820 78,480 316,652 410,952

Net Revenue

Per Ranch 3,743 11,588 34,863
RMP/EIS Total 14,972 69,528 244,041 328,541

SOURCE: Lower Gila South Ranch Budgets, Phoenix District files

APPENDIX 21
NUMBER OF RANCH EMPLOYEES AND THEIR EARNINGS

Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona

Ranch Size
Item Small Medium Large RMP/EIS Total

Number of Ranches 4 6 7 17

Lahor Requirements
(Hours per Year)
Per Ranch 249 1,100 4,048
RMP/EIS Total 996 6,600 28,336 35,932

Emp10yement
(1 Workyear
2,600 Hours)
Per Ranch 0.09 0.4 1.6
RMP/EIS Total 0.36 2.5 10.9 13.8

Earnings ($12,500
per workyear)
Per Ranch 1,200 5,302 19,511
RMP/EIS Total 4,800 31,812 136,577 173,189

SOURCE: Lower Gila South Ranch Budgets, Phoenix District files
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GLOSSARY

The following abbreviations are used in this EIS.
Those representing terms are dermed in the glossary.
ACEC area of critical environmental concern

AG&FD Arizona Game and Fish Department

AMP allotment management plan

APS Arizona Public Service

AUM animal unit month

BLM Bureau of Land Management

BR Bureau of Reclamation

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CMU Classification for Multiple Use

EIS environmental impact statement

ESA economic study area

FLPMA Federal Land Policy and Management Act

FWS Fish and Wildlife Service

HMAP herd management area plan

HMP habitat management plan

MFP management framework plan

MSA management situation analysis

ROC National Resource Defense Council

NWPS National Wilderness Preservation System

ORV off-road vehicle

RMP resource management plan

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer

SMSAs Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas

USGS U.S. Geological Survey

VRM visual resource management

WSA wilderness study area

Terms

ACTIVITY PLANNING. Site-specific planning which precedes actual develop
ment. This is the most detailed level of BLM planning.

ADJUDICATION. The legal processing of applications, entries, and claims
to assure compliance with the public land laws and regulations.

ADMINISTRATIVELY ENDORSED WILDERNESS AREA. An area that the
President ofthe United States has recommended to Congress as suitable for
wilderness designation.

AGGLOMERATE. A rock composed largely or entirely of angular volcanic
fragments held together in a matrix.

AIR QUALITY CLASSES. Classes established by the Environmental Protec
tion Agency to define the amount of air pollution considered significant
within an area. Class I applies to areas where almost any change in air quali
ty would be considered significant and therefore not allowed; Class II ap
plies to areas where the deterioration normally accompanying moderate
well-controlled growth would be considered allowable; and Class III applies
to areas where deterioration up to the national standards would be allowed.

ALLOTMENT. A land area where one or more operators' livestock graze. It
generally consists of public land but may include parcels of private and
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state-owned lands. The number of livestock and the season of use are
stipulated for each allotment.

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN (AMP). A BLM livestock grazing
management plan for a specific allotment, based on mUltiple use resource
management objectives. The AMP considers livestock grazing in relation to
other uses of the range and in relation to renewable resources-watershed,
vegetation, and wildlife. An AMP establishes the seasons of use, the
number of livestock to be permitled on the range, and the rangeland
developments needed.

ALLUVIAL. Pertaining to sediments transported and deposited by water.

ALLUVIAL FAN. A sloping, fan-shaped mass of sediment deposited by a
stream where it emerges from an upland onto a plain. See Bajada.

ALLUVIUM. Unconsolidated rock or soil material deposited by running water,
including gravel, sand, silt, clay, and various mixtures of these.

ANDESITE. A light-colored volcanic rock.

ANIMAL UNIT MONTH (AUM). The amount of forage needed to sustain one
cow or its equivalent for one month.

ANNUAL (EPHEMERAL) PLANT. A plant that completes its life cycle and
dies in one year or less (Range Term Glossary Commitlee, 1974).

AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN (ACEC). An ACEC is
an area of national or international significance that is threatened by
adverse change-a reduction or loss of values-unless special management
attention is applied. With ACEC status, public land is managed to prevent
irreparable damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and
wildlife resources, or other natural systems or processes.

ARIZONA NATURAL HERITAGE PROGRAM. A cooperative effort of the
Nature Conservancy and the Arizona Game and Fish Department to main
tain Arizona's biological diversity by collecting, analyzing, and
disseminating information on the populations and distributions of plants
and animals of special interest in the state. Being studied are Arizona species
that are poorly understood and species with low populations or limited
distribution within Arizona.

ARROYO. A small steep-sided and usually dry water course with a nat noor.

ASPECT (VEGETATION). The appearance that a dominant or most common
species of vegetation gives to the viewer.

AUTHORIZED GRAZING PREFERENCE (QUALIFICATIONS). The total
number of AUMs that livestock are allowed to graze annually on public
lands. Preference is apportioned and atlached to base waters or property
owned or controlled by a permittee or lessee.

BAILEY-KUCHLER SYSTEM. A classification system that divides the United
States into ecosystems based on climate, vegetation, soils, and landform.

BAJADA. A broad, gently inclined slope at the foot of a mountain, formed by
the coalescing of alluvial fans.

BASALT. A dark rock, usually of volcanic origin.

BURRO HERD. One or more jacks (male burros) and their jennies (females).

BURRO HERD AREA. The area used by free-roaming burros during their
yearly movements to obtain biological requirements; the area occupied by
wild free-roaming burros at the passage of the Free-Roaming Wild Horse
and Burro Act of December 15, 1971 and limited to that area by the Act, not
to be expanded by the relocating of animals.

BURRO USE AREA. An area currently being used by burros. See Burro Herd
Area.

CARRYING CAPACITY (GRAZING CAPACITY). The greatest stocking rate
possible without damaging vegetation or related resources. It may vary from
year to year in the same area because of nuctuating forage production
(Range Term Glossary Committee, 1974).

CHAPARRAL. A vegetation type of dense brush and shrubs, which in the EIS
area occurs between 4,000 and 7,000 feet in elevation and consists of the
following plants: mountain mahogany, shrub live oak, desert ceanothus,
c1iffrose, manzanita, skunk bush, shrubby buckwheat, and desert



GLOSSARY

needlegrass. Chaparral provides significant forage and cover for wildlife
and livestock.

CHERRYSTEM ROAD. A dead-end road extending into and surrounded by a
wilderness study area (WSA) but not within its boundaries. Such roads may
lead to range developments, mines, or inholdings. Cherrystemming is the
delimiting of WSAs to exclude a cherrystem road, developments, or other
uses not compatible with wilderness.

CLASSIFICATION FOR MULTIPLE USE. Land classification to determine
whether public lands shall be disposed of or retained, authorized by the
Classification and Multiple Use Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 986, 43 U.S.c.
1411-18)

CRITICAL MINERALS. Minerals essential to the national defense of the
United States, which, though difficult to procure, are easier to procure than
strategic minerals because they can be domestically produced, obtained in
more adequate quantities, or are less essential than strategic minerals.
Nevertheless, critical minerals need some degree of conservation and
distribution control. See Strategic Minerals.

CRITICAL WILDLIFE HABITAT. That part of the habitat of a federally
threatened or endangered wildlife species that is essential for its survival and
perpetuation.

CRUCIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT. That part of the habitat of a wildlife species
that is essential to its survival and perpetuation as a population.

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY CLASSES.
Class I -A prepared study of existing cultural resource data from

publisbed and unpublished documents, various institutional
site inventory records, state and national registers, and other
sources leading to a compilation and analysis of all available
data and synthesis of the data.

Classll -A professionally conducted, statistically based sample survey
designed to characterize the probable density, diversity, and
distribution of cultural properties within a project area. Sam
ple units are inventoried with the methods described under
Class Ill. Several phases with differing sample designs and in
tensities may be conducted.

CLASS III -A professionally conducted systematic intensive survey of an
entire target area, aimed at locating and recording all cultural
properties. Crew members commonly walk parallel, c1osely
spaced transects until the area has been thoroughly examined.

CULTURAL RESOURCES. Those fragile and nonrenewable remains of human
activity, occupation, or endeavor (reflected in districts, sites, structures,
buildings, objects, artifacts, ruins, works of art, architecture, and natural
features) which were of importance in human events. These resources consist of
(I) physical remains, (2) areas where significant human events occurred-even
though evidence of the event no longer remains, and (3) the environment im
mediately surrounding the actual resource.

CULTURAL RESOURCE SITE. A physical location of past human activities or
events. Sites vary in size, ranging from the location of a single cultural resource
object to a cluster of cultural resource structures with associated objects and
features.

CULTURAL RESOURCE USE CATEGORIES.

Public Use - means that a cultural property is eligible for consideration as
an interpretive exhibit-in-place, a subject of supervised participation in
scientific or historical study, or related educational and recreational uses by
members of the general public.
Socio-cultural Use- means that a cultural resource is perceived by a
specified social andlor cultural group as having attributes which contribute
to maintaining the heritage or existence of that group, and is to be managed
in a way that takes those attributes into account.
Management Use- means that a cultural property is eligible for controlled
experimental study which would result in its physical alteration-the study
to be conducted for purposes of obtaining specific information leading to a
better understanding of kinds and rates of natural or human-caused
deterioration, and determining effectiveness of protection measures, as well
as similar lines of inquiry which would ultimately aid in the management of
cultural propenies.
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Potential Scientific Use - means that a cultural property is presently eligible for
consideration as the subject of scientific or historical study utilizing research
techniques currently available, including study which would result in its physical
alteration; and the propeny need not be conserved in the face of an appropriate
research or mitigation proposal.
Conservation for Future Use- means that because of (I) scarcity of similar
cultural propenies, (2) a research potential that surpasses the current state of the
art, (3) singular historic imponance or architectural interest, or (4) comparable
reasons, a cultural propeny is (a) not presently eligible for consideration as the
subject of scientific or historical study which would result in its physical altera
tion, (b) that it is wonhy of segregation from other land or resource uses which
would threaten the maintenance of its present condition, and that (c) it will re
main in this use category until specific provisions are met in the future.
Current Scientific Use - means that a cultural propeny is the subject of an on
going scientific or historical study or project at the time of evaluation.
Discharged Use - means that a cultural property previously qualified for assign
ment to any of the categories defined above (I) no longer possesses the qualifying
characteristics for that use or for assignment to an alternative use, or (2) that its
records are its only imponant characteristic; therefore its location no longer
presents a management constraint for competing land uses.

CUSTODIAL GRAZING MANAGEMENT. A limited form of rangeland
management employed when the percentage of public land is small, when
public land is scheduled to be transferred from public ownership, or when
other conditions are not conducive to intensive management. Under
custodial management, an allottee is not required to follow a specified graz
ing system. BLM licenses custodial allotments only for the capacity of the
public land but does not control overall livestock numbers.

ECONOMIC MINERAL DEPOSIT. Any mineral deposit of sufficient quality
and quantity to produce a profit when mined. (See Subeconomic Resource.)

ECONOMIC STUDY AREA (ESA) In this EIS, the three-county area
(Maricopa, Pima, and Yuma Counties, Arizona) in which the RMPlEIS
area is located and whose economy would be affected by wilderness designa
tion.

ECOTONE. A transition line or strip of vegetation between two communities,
having characteristics of both kinds of neighboring vegetation as well as
characteristics of its own (Soil Conservation Society of America, 1970).

ENDA GERED ANIMAL SPECIES. Any animal species in danger of extinc
tion throughout all or a significant ponion of its range. This definition ex
cludes species of insects that the Secretary of the Interior determines to be
pests and whose protection under the Endangered Species Act of 1973
would present an overwhelming and overriding risk to man.

ENDANGERED PLANT SPECIES. Species of plants in danger of extinction
throughout all or a significant portion of their ranges. Existence may be en
dangered because of the destruction, drastic change, or severe cunailment
of habitat, or because of overexploitation, disease, predation, or unknown
reasons. Plant taxa from very limited areas, e.g., the type localities only, or
from restricted fragile habitats are usually considered endangered. See
Threatened and Sensitive Plant Species.

ENVIRONMENT. The surrounding conditions, influences, or forces that affect
or modify an organism or an ecological community and ultimately deter
mine its form and survival.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA). The procedure for analyzing the
impacts of some proposed action on a given environment and the documen
tation of that analysis. An EA is similar to an environmental impact state
ment (EIS) but is generally smaller in scope. An EA may be preliminary to
an EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS). An analytical document
developed for use by decisonmakers to weigh the environmental conse
quences of a potential decision. An EIS should accurately ponray potential
impacts on the human environment of a particular course of action and its
possible alternatives.

EPHEMERAL ALLOTMENT. An allotment on which livestock grazing is per
mined when sufficient precipitation and temperatures provide the potential
for the growth of abundant annual (ephemeral) vegetation. See Perennial
Ephemeral Allotment.



EPHEMERAL RANGELAND. Rangeland that does not consistently produce
forage but periodically provides annual vegetation suitable for livestock
grazing.

EPHEMERAL VEGETATION. (See Annual Plant).

FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1976 (FLPMA).
Public law 94-579, which gives BLM the legal authority to establish public
land policy; to establish guidelines for administering such policy; and 10
provide for the management, protection, development, and enhancement of
the public lands.

FORAGE. All browse and herbaceous foods, available to grazing animals,
which may be grazed or harvested for feeding (Range Term Glossary Com
mittee, 1974).

GRANDFATHERED USES. A mineral, grazing, or right-of-way use that oc
curred on the land on the date of approval of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) (October 21, 1976). Under BLM Interim
Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review,
grandfathered uses may continue on lands under wilderness review in the
same manner and degree as on the date of FLPMA's approval, even if such
uses impair wilderness suitability. These uses, however, must be regulated to
ensure that they d~ not unnecessarily degrade these lands.

HABITAT. A specific set of physical conditions that surround a single species, a
group of species, or a large community. In wildlife management, the major
components of habitat are considered to be food, water, cover, and living
space.

HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN (HMP). A written and officially approved
plan (for aspecific geographical area of public land) that identifies wildlife
habitat and related objectives, establishes the sequence of actions for
achieving objectives, and outlines procedures for evaluating
accomplishments.

HARD ROCK MINING. The extraction of locatable minerals except for placer
deposits.

HERD MANAGEMENT AREA PLAN (HMAP). Plan for the management of
a geographic area used by wild horses or burros. A HMAP outlines details
of a burro or horse capture plan, adoption program, and long-term manage
ment of populations.

HOHOKAM. A desen farming culture centered in the middle Gila and Salt
River drainage basins of Arizona. The Hohokam produced a characteristic
type of red-on-buff pottery. The culture flourished from about 300 B.C. to
1450 A.D.

INHOLDING. A parcel of state or private land surrounded by a wilderness
study area.

INTRUSION (VISUAL RESOURCES). A feature (land, vegetation, or struc
ture) that is generally considered out of context with the characteristic
landscape.

LITHIC SITE. A site containing debris left from the manufacture, use, or
maintenance of flaked stone 1001s.

LOCATABLE MINERAL. Any mineral that can have a mining claim ftJed on it
under the Mining Law of 1872 as amended.

LOCATION. The act of fIXing the boundaries of a mining claim according to
law or the claim itself.

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN (MFP). A land use plan for public
lands (for aspecific planning area) that provides a set of goals, objectives,
and constraints 10 guide the development of detailed plans for the manage
ment of each resource.

MINERALIZED AREA. An area that has exposures of near-surface deposits of
potentially valuable minerals.

MANAGEMENT SITUATION ANALYSIS (MSA). A BLM reference docu
ment describing the affected environment of the planning area, including
current management practices and programs. The MSA is a basic descrip
tive and analytic reference for resource condition, trend, demands, and
capabilities in the planning area, providing the basis for formulating and
analyzing plan alternatives.

MULTIPLE USE MANAGEMENT (PRINCIPLES)...... the management of
the publiclands and their various resource values so that they are utilized in
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the combination that will best meet the present and future needs of the
American people, making the most judicious use of the land for some or all
of these resources or related services over areas large enough to provide suf
ficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing
needs and conditions, the use of some land for less than all of the resources;
a combination of balanced and diverse resource uses that takes into account
the long-term needs of future generations for renewable and nonrenewable
resources, including, but not limited to, recreation, range, timber, minerals,
watershed, wildlife and fish, and natural scenic, scientific and historical
values; and harmonious and coordinated management of the various
resources without permanent impairment of the productivity of the land
and the quality of the environment with consideration being given to the
relative values of the resources and not necessarily to the combination of
uses that will give the greatest economic return or the greatest unit output."
(Section 103, Federal Land Policy Management Act of 1976.)

NATURAL AREA. Lands managed for retention of their typical or unusual
plant or animal types, associations, or other biotic phenomena; or for their
outstanding scenic, geologic, pedologic (penaining to soils), or aquatic
features or processes.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE (ORY). Any motorized vehicle designed for or capable
of cross-country travel on or immediately over land, water, sand, snow, ice,
marsh, swampland, or other natural terrain, excluding (a) any registered
motorboat, (b) any fire, military, emergency, or law enforcement vehicle
when used for emergencies and any combat or combat suppon vehicle when
used for national defense, and (c) any vehicle whose use is expressly
authorized by the respective agency head under a permit, lease, license, or
contract.

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE (ORY) DESIGNATION. This option designates public
lands open,closed, or limited to ORV use. In recognizing ORV use of the
public lands, it establishes controls on the use and operation of ORVs. The
objective is to provide for ORV use, protect the public lands, promote user
safety, and reduce user group conflicts.

ORE. A mineral deposit of sufficient quality and quantity to be mined at a
profit.

OVERTHRUST BELT (ZONE). An extensive zone in western Nonh America
(believed to extend from Canada 10 Mexico) where an ovenhrust fault has
forced older rocks on top of younger rocks. The discovery of oil and gas in
the younger rock layers has aroused much interest in exploration
throughout the belt, including Arizona.

PERENNIAL-EPHEMERAL ALLOTMENT. An allotment on which livestock
are permitted to graze perennial vegetation but on which additional live
stock grazing may be authorized should sufficient annual (ephemeral)
forage be present. See Ephemeral Allotment.

PERENNIAL PLANT. A plant that has a life cycle of three or more years
(Range Term Glossary Committee, 1974).

PERENNIAL STREAM. A stream that flows throughout the year.

PETROGL¥PH. An an figure or symbol cut, carved, or pecked into a SlOne
surface.

PICTOGRAPH. An an figure or symbol drawn or painted on a stone surface.

PLACER DEPOSIT. An alluvial or glacial deposit, as of sand or gravel, con
taining panicles of gold or other valuable minerals.

PLACER MINING. The extraction of heavy minerals from a placer deposit by
concentration in running water. Placer mining includes ground sluicing,
panning, shoveling gravel into a sluice, scraping by power scraper, and ex
cavation by drag line.

PRIMITIVE AND UNCONFINED RECREATION. Nonmotorized and
nondeveloped types of outdoor recreation (hiking, backpacking, camping,
and hunting).

PRIMITIVE AREAS. Areas established to preserve, protect, and enhance lands
of scenic splendor I natural wonder, scientific interest, primitive environ
ment, and other natural values for the enjoyment and use of present and
future generations. BLM primitive areas are managed 10 maintain the same
quality.

PROSPECT. An attempt to determine mineral values or the site of this attempt.
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PRUDENT MAN RULE. The Prudent Man Rule is the test of discovery used by
the Department of the Interior. The test detennines

" ...where minerals have been found and the evidence is of such a

character that a person of ordinary prudence would be justified in the
fun her expenditure of his labor and means, with a reasonable prospect
of success, in developing a valuable mine, the requirements of the
statutes have been met."

This test has been approved by the Supreme Coun of the United States in
many cases (e.g., Chrisman v. Miller, 197 US 313 (1905); Best v. Humboldt
Placer Mining Company, 371 US 334 (1963); U.S. v. Coleman, 390 US 599
(1968).

PUBLIC LAND. Federal lands administered by the Bureau of Land
Management.

RANGELAND·(RANGE). Land dominated by vegetation that can be grazed or
browsed and whose husbandry is provided routinely through grazing man
agement instead of renovation or cultural treatment.

RANGELAND DEVELOPMENT. A structure, development, or action used
together with good management practices and land use planning recom
mendations (I) to rehabilitate, protect, and improve public land and its
resources; (2) to arrest rangeland deterioration; and (3) to improve forage
condition, fish and wildlife habitat, watershed protection, and livestock
production.

RAPTOR. A bird of prey with sharp talons and strongly curved beak.

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (RMP). A BLM planning document that
presents systematic guidelines for making resource management decisions
for a resource area. An RMP is based on an analysis of an area's resources,
their existing management, and their capability for alternative uses. RMPs
are issue-oriented and developed by an interdisciplinary team with public
panicipation.

RHYOLITE. A silica-rich fine-grained rock of volcanic origin.

RIPARIAN. Situated on or penaining to the bank of a river, stream, or other
body of water. Riparian is normally used to refer to the plants of all types
that grow near bodies of water.

ROAD LESS. The absence of roads that have been improved and maintained by
mechanical means to ensure relatively regular and continuous use. A way
maintained solely by the passage of vehicles does not constitute a road.

SCHIST. Any of various medium- to coarse-grained metamorphic rocks com
posed of laminated, often flaky, parallel layers of chiefly micaceous
minerals.

SCOPING. An early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be
addressed in an EIS and for identifying the significant issues related to a
proposed action. Scoping may involve public meetings, field interviews with
representatives of agencies and interest groups, discussions with resource
specialists and managers, and written comments in response to news
releases, direct mailings, and articles about the proposed action and scoping
meetings.

SEGREGATION. Any action such as a withdrawal or allowed application (ex
change) that suspends the operation of the general public land laws. To
separate, set apan, or to remove lands from the jurisdiction of pan or all
the public land mineral laws.

SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES. Plants whose populations are consistently small
and widely dispersed or whose ranges are restricted to a few localities, such
that any appreciable reduction in numbers, habitat availability, or habitat
condition might lead toward extinction. Sensitive plants also include species
rare in one locality (such as in Arizona) but abundant elsewhere. See En
dangered and Threatened Plant Species.

SITE (ARCHAEOLOGICAL). A physical location where human activities or
events occurred.

SOCIOCULTURAL RESOURCES. Places, objects, structures, and things of
imponance to a subgroup or population at large. Included are values that
reflect the concepts, religion, social heritage, habits, skills, ans, and
lifestyles of a given people.

SPEClAL EPHEMERAL RULE. Allows livestock grazing on cenain public
land inthose years that moisture and/or other conditions produce sufficient
forage. (See Federal Register. Vol. 33, No. 238, December 7,1968.)

SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES. Those wildlife species either federally listed as
endangered or threatened, state-listed, or listed by BLM as sensitive.
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STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA (SMSA). A county
that contains at least one city of 50,000 residents or more and as many adja
cent counties as are metropolitan in character and are socially integrated

with that central city or cities.

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER (SHPO). The official within
each state, authorized by the state at the request of the Secretary of the In
terior, to act as a liaison for implementing the National Historic Preserva
tion Act of 1966.

STRATEGIC MINERALS. Minerals essential to the national defense, for the
supply of which the United States is wholly or in pan dependent upon
sources outside its continental limits and for which strict measures are
needed to control conservation and distribution.

SUPPLEMENTAL WILDERNESS VALUES. Rcsources not required for an
area to be designated a wilderness but that are considered in assessing the
wilderness potential of an area. Such values include ccological, geologic,
and other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or historic value.

THREATENED ANIMAL SPECIES. Any animal species likely to become en
dangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant pan
of its range. See Endangered Animal Species.

THREATENED PLANT SPECIES. Species of plants that are likely to become
endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant por
tion of their ranges, including species categorized as rare, very rare, or
depicted. See Endangered Plant Species and Sensitive Plant Species.

TUFF. A rock formed of compacted volcanic fragments that are generally
smaller than four millimeters in diameter.

UTILlZATILON (FORAGE). The proportion of the current year's forage con
sumed or destroyed by grazing animals. Utilization is usually expressed as a
percentage.

VALID EXISTING RIGHT. "Valid existing right" means a valid discovery had
been made and continues to be valid at the present time.

VEGETATION TYPE. A plant community with distinguishable characteristics,
described by the dominant vegetation present.

VEHICLE WAY. A vehicle route established an/! maintained solely by the
passage of motor vehicles.

VISITOR DA Y. Twelve visitor hours which may be aggregated continuously, in
termittently, or simultaneously by one or more people.

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (VRM) CLASSES. Classification con
taining specific objectives for maintaining or enhancing visual resources, in
cluding the kinds of structures and modifications acceptable to meet estab
lished visual goals.

WILDERNESS. An uncultivated, uninhabited, and usually roadless area set
aside for preservation of natural conditions. According to section 2(c) of the
Wilderness Act of 1964.

A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his own
works dominate the landscape, is hereby recognized as an area where
the eanh and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where
man himself is a visitor who does not remain. An area of wilderness is
funher defined to mean in this Act an area of undeveloped Federal land
retaining its primeval character and influence, without permanent im
provements or human habitation, which is protected and managed so as
to preserve its natural conditions and which (1) generally appears to
have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of
man's work substantially unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding oppor
tunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation;
(3) has at least five thousand acres of land or is of sufficient size as to
make practicable its preservation and use in an unimpaired condition;
and (4) may also contain ecological, geological, or other features of
scientific, educational, scenic, or historical value.

WILDERNESS STUDY AREA (WSA). A roadless area or island that has been
inventoried and found to have wilderness characteristics as described in sec
tion 603 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act and section 2(c)
of the Wilderness Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 891).

WITHDRAWAL. An action that restricts the disposal of public lands and holds
them for specific public purposes; also, public lands that have been
dedicated to public purposes.
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