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SAN PEDRO RI~R RIPARIAN ~NAGEMENT PLAN 
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E~IR0~NTAL I~ACT STATEMENT 

for the 

SAN PEDRO RI~R EIS AREA 

Cochise County Arizona 

Prepared by 

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

SAFFORD DISTRICT 

STATE DIRECTOR 
ARIZONA 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) describes and analyzes the 
four alternatives for the protection and eD_haneement of public land and the 
riparian ecosystem along the ~pper San Pedro River in Cochise County, Ari- 
zona. Alternatives analyzed include a Utilization Alternative, a Preserva- 
tion Alternative, a No Action Alternative, and a Preferred Alternative 
(Proposed Action). 

For further information contact: Vernon L. Saline, San Simon Area Manager, 
Safford District Office, Bureau of Land Management, 425 East 4th Street, 
Safford, Arizona 85546, or call (602) 428-4040. 

Date draft statement made available: June 16, 1988 
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IN R E P L Y  REFER TO: 

1792 
(040) 

I 

Dear Public Land User: 

Enclosed for your review is the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) 
for the San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan. The draft environmental 
impact statement was distributed in June 1988. A 90-day public comment period 
on the DEIS concluded September 21, 1988. Changes based on public comments 
and new information have been incorporated into this FEIS and all parts of the 

draft have been reprinted to reflect those changes. For a complete under- 
standing of the analysis, comments and responses, the FEIS should be used with 
the DEIS. This FEIS contains the proposed management plan (preferred alter- 

native), a modification of the preferred alternative analyzed in the DEIS. 
The proposed plan is BLM's proposed action. 

During the development of the draft and final EISs, Congress was in the pro- 
cess of creating legislation designating the EIS area plus additional acreage 
as the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area (NCA). The legislation 
was passed by both the House and Senate near the end of the last Congressional 
session and signed by the President on November 18, 1988. There area approxi- 
mately 56,431 acres included in the NCA. The difference in the acreages con- 
tained in the EIS area and the NCA is about 8,763 acres. These additional 
lands will recive planning through the Safford District Resource Management 
Plan, currently in preparation. 

The legislation directs BLM to manage the NCA in a manner that conserves, pro- 
tects and enhances the riparian area and the various other resources of the 
NCA. Restrictions of use contained in the legislation will permit motorized 
vehicles only on roads specifically designated for such use. All Federal 
lands within the NCA are withdrawn from all forms of entry, appropriation or 
disposal under the public land laws; from location, entry and patent under the 
mining laws; and from disposition under all laws pertaining to mineral and 
geothermal leasing. The legislation also provides BLM with the authority to 
limit visitation, issue permits for public use, or close portions of the NCA 
to public use. 

A Record of Decision document will be prepared and issued at the completion of 
a 30-day public review period on this FEIS. 

Sincerely, 

District Manager 
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SUMMARY 

PURPOSE AND NEED 
The San Pedro River Ripar~n Management Plan and 

Env~onmentM Impact S t~ement  (EI~ invoNes lands 
located Mong the San Pedro River in w e ~ n  Cochise Coun- 
ty, AAzonm These land~ acqu~ed through pr iv~e and 
s t~e  exchang~ in 1986 and 1987, total 47,668 acres. 

The purpose of the proposed action and its alternatives 
is to define a p~n  to protect and enhance the r~ar ian  
~osy~em and the area's historic and prehiAo~c valuer  
Because of the sensitive nature of the ~pa~an  e~sy~em,  
BLM will ~ s s  ~AMn ~ a ~ o n M  m ~ p ~  use actNities 
and pmhiMt others. 

Throughout the ~anning  p r o ~  and EIS preparation, 
BLM asked for information and ~ n c ~ n s  from individu~s, 
groups and land management agenci~. 

Public part~@ation included pubic  mee~ngs in Bern 
son, Bisbee, Siena Vista, Tucson and Phoenix in January, 
1986 during the development of the Draft EIS. Public hear- 
~gs  were hem ~ Tucson and Siena Vi~a in Augur ,  1988 
du~ng the draft EIS rev~w process. 

In the EIS, BLM considered ~ur  ~ r n ~ e s  to res~ve 
the issues ~entified through the public mee~ngs. These 
are: A) No Ac~o~ B) Preservation, C) Utilization and D) 
B~anced or Preferred Alternative. After review ~ public 
comments ~ t h e  draft and with some changes ~ the alter- 
native, BLM has selected the Preferred Alternative as the 
Proposed A ~ n .  F~lewing a 3~day review of the Final 
EI~  BLM will prepare a Record ~ De~Aon which will 
define the management actions to take p~ce du~ng the 
l i~ ~ the ~an.  

ALTERNATIVES AND 
CONSEQUENCES 

ARerna ve A: No Action 

lm ementa on 
This alternative will reduce human activity to a mirdmal 

level. Only those actions required to protect the property 
and ~s resources will be permitted. The No Action a~e~ 
native will prohib~ public access and limit projects to those 
deemed essential to protect Threatened and Endangered 
Species 

Consequences 
Implementation of this a~ernative will cause adverse 

impacts to the economic component through loss of 
econom~ returns from recreation and sand and gravel ex- 
traction. Social impacts will occur because people will not 
be able to recreate on the lands. 

Benefits will accrue to the wate~ vegeta~on, culturM, 

wildli~, soil and air re~urces because of the lack of 
~ u r b a n c e s .  

A ernative B: Preservation 

Im eme   n 
Under tMs ~ r n ~ e  ~m~ed pubic m ~ e ~ n  use can 

take ~ace  with five smMl r e l e a r n  sites and day-use on- 
~ ~ r  ~ s p e r ~ d  r e l e a r n .  A ~ n s  taken will be those 
which enhance wil~ife habitat, w~er  and vegetation. This 
alternative will also pro~de pr~ection to cul tur~ and 
p~eontdo~cM r e ~ u ~ e s  through denial of public use of 
site~ 

Consequences 
Wfl~i~ h a b i t ,  w~e~  vegetation and soils will benefit 

through implementation but ~ a sIight~ less~ ~ e e  ~ a n  
under the No Ac~on alternative. Permitting some ~sper~ 
ed r e c r e ~ n  and five small r e c r e ~ n  sites will have a 
p o ~ v e  effect on the social compone~. 

C: U l a on 

lm emen Uon 
Th~ a~erna~ve emphasizes the use of the land by the 

pubic. Enhanced recreational opportuni~es will be 
available w~h four large and 12 small recreational sites 
dev~oped. Overnight use by permit will be allowe& The 
increased use cannot significantly impact the natural 
resources. 

Consequences 
There will be adverse impacts to water quality, wildlife, 

vegetation, soils and culturaYpaleontological resources. 
This alternative has positive economic and social benefits. 

ARerna ve D: Proposed Action 

Im eme aUon 

Th~ alternative will permit develeped ~tes ou t ,de  the 
~pm'ian areas to the extent of ~ u r  large s~es and seven 
smM1 ~tem Overnight camping by permit would be permit- 
~& Discharge of firearms would be permitted in some areas 
~ r  regulated hunting only. Other areas would be dosed to 
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CHAPTER 2 
THE ALTERNATIVES 

INTRODUCTION 
C h a p ~ r  H d e ~ r ~  in detail ~ u r  a l ~ r n ~ e s ,  i n d u i n g  

the Prefe~ed Alternative and the No A ~ n .  These Mte~ 
h a l v e s  were dev~oped to resolve the issues ~ u ~ e d  in 
Ch~p~r  1. This ¢hap t~  ~en~f ies  the va~o~s ~ m ~ n a t ~ n s  
of public land uses and resou~e management  p r a ~ e s  t h ~  
respond to the five m ~ o r  ~ a n n i n g  ~sues.  AH Mterna~ves  
are assessed in rela~on ~ ~ n g - ~ r m  impacts, except where 
noted as s h o r ~ r m .  The s h o r ~ r m  pe~od ~ defined as up 
to five years  following fi~ng of the final EIS and plan. The 
a l ~ r n ~ e s  a r~  P r ~ v ~  Utilizatio~ P~ferred and No 
Ac~o~ T a ~ e  ~1 summa~zes  the management  ac~ons pro- 
posed in each a~erna~ve .  

MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 
COMMON TO ALL 
ALTERNATIVES 

The principal concern of managemen t  is to protect and 
enhance the ~pa r i an  ecosystem along the San Pedro Rive~ 
Acqu~Rion of the lands was and ~ pr imari ly  for their  
r ipar ian  or wate~re la ted  values. 

Genera  

• Con~nue inventories and studies as necessary to meet  
obje~ives determined in t h ~  document. 

• F~low moni to~ng plans developed as a p a ~  of t h ~  docu- 
me~t  (Appendix 10). 

® F ~ w  M1 appf icab~ law~ regu la t~ns  and polices.  

® Fence property bounda~es  to estabfish visual identificm 
~on of the land ownership and reduce the probabfl~y of 
unau tho~zed  us~  

® Prepare environmental  assessmen~ to assess i mpa~s  of 
s~e~pe~f ic  p r ~ e ~  

• Maintain property improvements tha t  are needed ~ r  the 
a d m i n ~ t r a t ~ n  of the area. 

Recreation 
® Es tab~sh  f i r ea rms  res t~c t ions  around developed 

f a ~ e s  and at  other spe~fic ~ca~ons.  Coordinate with 
the A~zona Game and Fish C o m m ~ s ~ n  and the Ar~ona  
Game and F ~ h  Depar tment  on these de~gna~ons  and 
t h e ~  enforcement.  

® Prohib~ off-road use by any type of v e h ~ .  

Areas of CHtical En ronmental 
Concern. 
® T h ~  document will only recommend de~gna~ons  of 

Areas of Envi ronmenta l  Concern (ACEC~ Actual 
de~gna~ons  will be through the Safford D ~ i ~  
Resource Management Plan (RMP) cu r r en cy  being 
prepare& 

Lands 

® Mainta in  and use e~is~ng ~ g h t s ~ w a y ,  s u ~ e ~  to 
~ ipu la~ons  tha t  wi~ protect resource values. 

® Obtain addigonal lands wRhin the San Pedro bounda~es 
by mutua l  agreement  via exchange or purchase to block 
up the land ownership pa t te rn  or ~ r  r ipar ian  values. 
Lands may also be obtained o u t , d e  the bounda~es  ~ r  
the protec~on and enhancement  of the resource vMues 
found i n , d e  the EIS arem 

• E ~ a b l ~ h  prote~ive  withdrawals  ~ r  admin i~ra t ive  and 
interpre~ve fa~lities as necessary ~ r  management  of the 
EIS arem 

® Retain  exis~ng roads in the area ~ r  pubSc and/or ad- 
m in i~ ra t i ve  use or close and r e h a b ~ a t e  them,  depen- 
ding on the al ternat ives.  The most roads are open to use 
under the Utilization Alternative, ~m~ed amounts  under 
the Preferred Aherna~v< and none under the No A ~  
and Preservation Aherna~vea 

Water 

= Mainta in  water  qual~y in accordance w~h state  and 
federal s tandards by implemen~ng  resource manage- 
ment  ac~on~ 

® Plan ac~vit ies  to main ta in  ex i~ ing  surface and g roun~  
water  condi~ons. BLM will con~nuously monitor  ~ve r  
flow and f lu( tua~ons  of the groundwater  t a [ l e  to dete~ 
mine ~ changes occur in the floodplain and regional 
aquifers. Water  qual~y moni to~ng  will be an o n g ~n g  
procesm 

= Fo~ow all av~lable  ~gal  avenues to prote~ ~ g h ~  to su~ 
face and groundwater.  This includes the protec~on of the 
Bureau~  pending app~ca~on for i n . r e a m  flow ~ g h t ~  
those ~gh t s  of the St. David I r ~ g a t ~ n  Company ~ r  the 
San Pedro Rive~ and groundwater  ~gh t s  under a po te~  
~a l  ac~ve managemen t  area  de~gna~on.  

Wildlife Hab at 

® Manage t e r r e ~ a l  wi l~ife  h a b ~ a t  to provide the best 
h a ~ t ~  ~ r  e ~ s ~ n g  p o p C O r n  ~ v e ~  ~ wildlife. 
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the discharge of firearms for any purpose. The proposed a~ 
tion emphasizes actions to protect or enhance vegetation, 
wild~fe habitat, water and cultural/paleontological 
resources. 

Consequences 
Minor adverse impacts to the major resources will oc- 

cur from increased levels of ac~v~y. Seedings, natural 
revegetation and prescribed fires will benefit the vegeta- 
~on resource. Wildlife hab~at improvement projects will 
benefit a number of resource values. 
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CHAPTER 1 
PURPOSE AND NEED 

I N T R O D U C T I O N  

This env~onmenta l  ~ a t em en t  considers the a n ~ p a t e d  
consequences of implementing four alternatives for the p r~  
tection and enhancement  of pub lk  land and the ~ p a ~ a n  
ecosy~em along the upper San Pedro River in Cochise 
County, A~zona. These land~ recently obtained through 
p~vate  and state exchange, will be admini~ered by the San 
Simon Resource Area, Safford D~t~c t .  This study ad- 
dresses 47,668 acres of land (see Map 1) in a s t~p  about  
36 miles long and 2.6 miles wide. Safford D ~ t ~ c t  has no 
land use plan for the Cochise Planning Unit,  the location 
of these lands. 

Scoping 

Scoping meet ings  were held in Tucson, Phoenix and 
Sierra V i~a  in January  1986. From these scoping meetings 
and subsequent  meetings w~h  individuals, organizations 
and ~a t e  agen~es  a number  of spedfic concerns were iden- 
tified. The EIS t eam organized and combined these into 
seven issues. Five, discussed be~w,  are addressed in this 
EIS. Two other issues (wilderness and 5vestock grazing) 
are not addressed. 

i S S U E S  A D D R E S S E D  

P U R P O S E  A N D  N E E D  

The purpose of the proposed action and its Mterna tNes  
is to define a land use ~ a n  tha t  will protect and enhance 
the ~ p a ~ a n  ecosy~em. The plan will Mso be c o n ~ e n t  
w~h  the m u l t i ~ e  use m ~ o n  of BLM. 

Because of the sensitive nature of the ~ p a ~ a n  ecosy~em 
BLM wifi ~ r e ~  certMn ~ a ~ o n M  m u l t i ~ u s e  ~ c t i v ~ s  
and p r o h ~  others. 

Setting 

The San Pedro River Management Plan/EIS area is in 
the southwestern part  of the San Simon Resource Area in 
Cochise County. BLM obt~ned most of these lands through 
a p~vate  exchange concluded on March 6, 1986. The lands 
were hi~ofically re~r red  to as the San Juan  de las Bo- 
quiHas y NogMes and the San Rafa~ de Va~e land grants. 
The ~ rmer  owners allowed some rimmed uses to occur on 
these lands in the past. At the t ime of acqui~t ion one 
rancher grazed ~vestock on the land and two sand and 
grav~ operations were active. The terms of the exchange 
M~wed these to continue at ~as t  un~l the end of the lease 
pe~ods. Many ~ghts-of-way ~ r  roads and utilities cross 
the lands. Since the 1986 acquis i t~ns  BLM has added 
more lands through p~vate  and state exchanges so the EIS 
area now extends to the M e , c a n  borde~ On November 18, 
1988 Prevalent Reagan ~gned the Arhona-Idaho Conservm 
fion Act, designa~ng the San Pedro R ipa~an  Na~onal  
Conserva~on Act. This EIS only evMuates the lands in the 
o~ginM exchanges plus the lands south of PMominas. The 
Safford D ~ t ~  Resource Management  Plan, now under 
dev~opment,  will address the a~acent  public lands. 

The upper San Pedro River is the ~ca l  p ~ n t  of the EIS 
area. A ~ n g  in northern Mexico, ~ flows northward to ~s  
confluence with the Gila River near  W i n k ~ m a n ,  A~zona.  
The ~ v e r  is perennial  ~ o m  Cha f l e~on  to near  Hereford 
and supports a ~ p a ~ a n  ecosy~em in good condition with 
high wildlife spe~es  diversity. 

issue 1 - Wildlife Habitat 

The San Pedro River ~ an ou t s t an~ng  example cf dese~ 
~ve r s  in the Southwe~.  Many species of wfldli~ depend 
on the v e g e t a t ~ n  ~ u n d  here and any degrada~on or loss 
would have  s e r o u s  consequences. 

Va~ous  force~ human-caused and natural ,  affect the 
continued exi~ence  of this resource. One example of this 
is the loss of mature  plants  and their  reproductive poten- 
tial ~ o m  the ~s s  of water  supply, ~ r e a m b a n k  ero~on and 
vegeta~on removal.  Na tura l  ~rces  affecting the ~ p a ~ a n  
ecosy~em could include ~ imaf ic  changes, fires and earth- 
quakes. Human-caused act ivi~es include minerM opera- 
tions near  the river, fivestock g r a ~ n ~  firewood cutting, 
inapprop~a te  vehicle use and excessive water  pumping. 

Issue: How can BLM manage  these lands to protect and 
enhance the w~dl i~  habitat ,  especially the r ipar ian 
ecosystem? 

issue 2 - Sand and Gravel Operations 

Presen t~ ,  sand and gravel  is extracted at one location 
near  the ~ v e ~  T h ~  wi~ continue until the lease pe~od e ~  
p~es.  Con~nuat ion  of this use is at issue h e ~ .  

Issue: Should BLM pe rm~  sand and gravel  operations 
if they don't  cause damage  or loss of ~ p a ~ a n  v e g ~ a t ~  
water  q u ~ i t y  degrada t~n ,  and visuM intrusions? 

issue 3 - Recreation Use and 
Development 

The p u b i c  has  high e x p ~ t ~ n s  ~ r  ~ e a ~ o n ~  uses. 
These range ~ o m  very l i m ~ e ~  p~mi t ive  types of uses to 
e ~ e n ~ v e  use and development. The effe~s ~ t h e ~  va~ous 
levels and kinds of use on water  quM~y, ~ p a ~ a n  vegeta- 
t io~  wildlife s p ~ i ~ ,  c~ turM and p M e o n ~ c ~  ~ u ~  
and s~ ls  need e x a m i ~ n g .  

Issue: What WP~ and l e v i s  of recreation use shoed  BLM 
permit w~le  still protecting the other resource values? 
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Issue 4 - Protection of CuRural and 
Paleontological Resources 

Many h i~o~c ,  p r eh i~o~c  and paleont~ogicaI  ~ tes  are 
on these lands, some with great  significance. BLM is re- 
qu i re~  by law, to protect these sites in its managemen t  
of the  San Pedro lands. 

~sue :  How can BLM p r o t e ~  these resources and at  the 
same ~ m e  provide oppo~uni~es  ~ r  p u b i c  educa t~n  and 
appreciat ion and ~ r  scientific research? 

Issue 5 - Water Quality and Quantity 
Water  quality and quanti ty are impo~an t  concerns, and 

have  high ~gnificance. Much of the watershed is in Mex- 
ico where a high potential  for use of the water  e x i t s .  Also, 
a growing population in Sierra Vista represents an increas- 
ing demand for ground wate~  

Exis~ng water  ~ghts,  future Bureau activities, increa~ 
ing water  demands in the San Pedro River  basin, and the 
protection and maintenance of the ~ p a ~ a n  ecosystem p r~  
duce conflicts for main ta in ing  the exist ing quan~ty  and 
quali ty of wa te~  

Issue: Ho~v can BLM reta in  adequate water  to protect 
the ~ p a r i a n  ecosystem and provide ~ r  other resource 
needs? Also, how can BLM m a i n t ~ n  the r iparian ecosystem 
and m i n i m ~ e  the impacts  on other water  users? 

ISSUES CONSIDERED BUT 
NOT A N A L Y Z E D  

W i l d e r n e s s  - The poten~al  for wilderness in the EIS 
area was considered but not include& An inventory applied 
the size criterion (greater  than  5,000 roadless acre~  and 
found two eligible region~ One ~he Boqui~as uniO is in 
the west central  por~on of the EIS area  and the  other is 
in the southwestern portion of the EIS area  (the West del 
Valle uni~. 

The Boqui~as uni t  did not meet  the na tura lness  
criterion. The unit  contains boundary and interior  roads 
and ways, r a i~oad  t rack~  po~verlines, old rai lroad grades 
and b a d g e  abutments ,  ruins  of a fa rming  se t t lement  and 
its fields, ruins  of the town of Charleston, and ~vestock 
famil ies .  The Boquillas unit  also lacks outstanding oppor- 
tunnies  for solitude and p~mi t ive  recreat ion because off 
boundary roads and vehicles on them, an exten~ve network 
of interior roads and way~  the ra i~oad  f in~ and the other 
evidence of h u m a n  activi~es.  

The West del Valle un~ ~ mostly natural  in appearanc~ 
has few v~ible  human  impacts,  and meets  the cr~erion for 
naturalness .  The un~  lacks outs tanding opportunit ies for 
solitude and p ~ m i ~ v e  recreat ion because o~ boundary 
roads and veh~les  on them,  the  long and th in  a l ignment  
of the unit,  the lack of topographic reIie~ and the lack of 
vegetat ive screenin~ 

Since these two units  fail to meet  some of the re- 
quirements for wilderness, they are not carried forward and 
are not an issue in this FEIS.  

L i v e s t o c k  G r a z i n g  - The p ~ m a r y  purpose for obtain- 
ing the lands in the EIS area was to protect and enhance 
the ~ p a ~ a n  ecosystem along the upper  San Pedro Rive~ 

While BLM d o ~  not r e g ~ d  1 N ~ c k  ~ g  ~ be ~ m -  
p a t i ~ e  with the ~ u e d  e ~ e n c e  of the ~ p a ~ a n  
~ o ~ e m ,  a decision was made ~ ~ o ~ b ~  l ~ e ~ o c k  ~ a ~  
~ g  for the 15~ea r  life ~ t ~ s  p ~ n .  At the end ~ t h ~  ~ m e  
f ive~ock ~ a ~ n g  in the  EIS ~ e a  will be r e ~ v a l u a t e ~  

A L T E R N A T I V E  FORMULATION 
CRITERIA 

The cri teria ~ r  a l te rnat ive  ~ r m u l a t ~ n  are: 

• All a l ternat ives will provide ~ r  protection and enhance- 
merit of the  ~ p a ~ a n  ecosy~em. 

• All a l te rna~ves  will p ro~de  ~ r  p r o t e ~ n  of the h a b ~ a t  
of threa tened and endangered spedes  as required by the 
Endangered Specks Act. 

• All a l ternat ives will provide ~ r  p r o t e ~ n  of ~gnif icant  
cu~ura l  resources as required by the National Histor& 
Preservation Act and the Archaeo~gical Resources Pr& 
~ct~n Ac£ 

• All a l ternat ives  will assume a con t inua t~n  of e ~ s ~ n g  
interagency cooperative agreements .  

• At ~ a ~  one a l ternat ive  will provide ~ r  some dev~oped 
recreat ional  uses. 

• All a l ternat ives  will be reasonable and a t t a inab~ .  

• At l e a ~  one al ternat ive will comp~  with the No A ~ n  
s t ipu la t~n  of the Council on Environmenta l  Quali ty 
regula~ons  ~ 0  CFR 1502.1~d)). 

A L T E R N A T I V E  EVALUATION 
CRITERIA 

Cri ter ia  used to evaluate  the a l ternat ives  are: 

• significant social and economic impacts  

• con~stency with federal, s tate and local plans 

• significant impacts  to resource values, such as: 

wildlife habi ta t  condi~on, espe~al ly  in the Hpar ian  
area; 
watershed/water  qua l~y  and quant~y;  
recreat ion opportuni~es 
historic and prehistoric s~es; 

• c o m p a ~ b i ~ y  with adjoining land uses and 

• implementa t ion  requirements .  
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• A ~ e s s  impacts  ~ ~de ra l ly  l i~ed  T h r e ~ e n e d  and Em 
dangered spe~es  and ~ e ~ e d  spe~es. Bm'eau invem 
~ e s  have  not ~en t i f i ed  any ~ d e r ~  l ~ d  s p e ~  A 
the San Pedro EIS area  to d ~ e .  BLM will n ~  authorize 
actions t h ~  j e o p a r ~  p ~ e n ~ M  p o p ~ n s  or t h e ~  
habRat .  

• ConAder sp~ iM s t ~ u s  spedes  ~ m ,  ~ e  H~ed  specks  
and candidate spedes  listed in the Federal Regis~D on 
a cas~b~case  baAs. Although candidate species have no 
legM pr~ec t ion  under  the Endangered Speci~ Ac~ ~ is 
BLM's policy to manage  t h o r  h a ~ t ~  ~ levels high 
enough to keep t hem ~ o m  b ~ o m i n g  ~ d e r M ~  H~e& 

• EmabHsh mit igat ion procedures to reduce impacts  to 
wildlife and w f l ~ i ~  h a b i t .  

V e g ~ i o n  
• Prohib~ firewood cutt ing ( inc lu~ng the ga the~ng  of 

down and dead woo~  w~hin  the San Pedro EIS area.  

Minerals 
• W~hdraw the  San P e S o  property ~ o m  m ~ M  e ~  

and m ~  ~ g  ~ws .  

Cultural 
• Preserve or enhance cultural  resource v ~ u e s  through 

m a n a g e m e ~  actions and the ~ m m l  ~ land uses. 
Mana~emem actions Aclude pa t r~ ,  ~abi l~a t ion  ~ ruins 
and c o ~ r ~  of access. 

Paleontological 
• Manage all paleontological sites to presexwe their  scien- 

tific values and potenfiaI  p u b i c  use values. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATWE 

Theme Statement 
The theme of the No Ac~on Al~rna~ve is to p r ~ e ~  

a n ~ o r  improve the resources of the San Pedro EIS area  by 
r edu~ng  h u m a n  activity ~ a minimal  level. This wi~ p r ~  
tect  cu~ural  and p M e o n ~ c M  resources ~ o m  a ~ n s  
tha t  may  a d v e ~ e ~  affect them. E will also improve the 
wfl~ife ,  vegetat ion and wate r  resources by M~wing  
na tura l  processes to occur without  i n t e r v e n t ~ m  

Recreation 
O ~ e ~ e :  ~ i d e  o ~ y  ~ m M  ~ r m ~ n M  

~ f i ~ .  

Planned Actions: 

• Close the  entire San Pedro to all forms of public recrea- 
t ion use. 

• ~ i ~ s  for i~ormat ional  and i n t e @ ~ f i ~  ~ e  ~ ~ e  

Fairbank,  Charleston, H i g h w ~  90 br~d~,  Hereford and 
P ~ o m i n a s  ~ e a s .  

Lands 
O ~ e ~ e :  Provide ~ r  the use of o ~ y  those lands 

~ a ~  ~ r  e ~ s t i n g  ~ g h ~ w ~ .  

Planned Ac~ons: 

• Allow maintenance  on e x ~ n g  ~ghts-of-way, subject to 
st ipulations tha t  will protect resource values. 

• P e r m ~  no new ~ghts-of-way. 

Water 
O ~ e ~ e :  C ~ s ~  ~ e  ~ n ~  ~ .  

Planned Actions: 

• Shut  down p e r m a n e n t S ,  cap and abandon M1 ~ g a t ~ n  
and d o m ~ c  w ~ .  Remove pumping  and ~ r ~ u t ~ n  
e q ~ p m e n t  and r e , o r e  the i m p a l e d  aream 

Wildlife 
O~ective: P r o v ~ e  fcr ~ e  reintroduction ~ ~de ra t l y  

l i~ed  n ~ i v e  T h ~ e n e d  and Endangered  
spe~e~  

Planned Ac~ons: 

• Deve~p  h a b ~  improvement  p r ~ e ~ s  as a ~ e e d  upon 
through the ~ n s M t ~ i o n  ~ q u ~ e m e n t s  ~ the E ~  
dange~d Spedes Ac£ 

O~e~ive: D ~  the c~nditi~ and ~at~ ~l~e 
and t h e ~  hab~at .  

Planned Actions: 

* I n v e ~ o ~  ~ e s ~ i ~  and aquatic habitats .  

• ~ v e ~ o ~  t ~ m s t r i a l  and aquatic v e A ~ r ~  ~ o n g  with  
~ e ~  ~ e d  ~ o d  supplies. 

• M o n ~  changes in terres t r ia l  and aquatic h a b ~  

Vegetation 
O~ective: A~ow o~y 

~ t ~ n .  
n ~ M  processes to affect 

Planned Ac~ons: 

• Leave  ~ ~ d  fa rm f i e l ~  u n p ~ n t e &  

• H a ~  ~ t r e ~  for ~ l ~  habi tat  ~ p r o ~ m e ~  purposes. 

• Prescribed fire will not be used to m ~ A n  e A ~  
~g~  t ~  ~ m m ~ i t i e s  ~ ~ ~duce  h ~ a r d s  ~ e  ~ fue~  
b i l ~ u p .  
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SoilslWatershed 
There are no o ~ v e s  or planned 

soils/watershed under t h~  a l ~ r n ~ N e .  
actions for 

Fire 

Objective: Control wildfires threa tening  na tura l  
resources and structures and reduce the 
acreage burned. 

Planned Actions: 

* Suppress wildfires on a high p~o~ ty  basis. All wildfires 
on or threatening to burn onto the San Ped_ro EIS area 
will ree~ve full and sustained suppres~on action. 

Cultural 
O ~ e ~ e :  P ~ e  ~ g n f f i ~  sites ~ mai~tMn ~e i r  

present condition. 

Planned Actions: 

• Conduct occa~onal patro~ to monitor site condition and 
iden~fy poten~al threats to the resource. 

o Complete protec~on measures to preserve s~en~fic and 
so~ocu~ural values at ~gnificant ~tes, such as stabi~za- 
~on, fencing and data recovery. 

Visual 
Objective: Maintain the San Pedro EIS area's  ex~hng  

visual character. 

Planned Actions: 

* Make no visual resource management classifications ~ee 
Appendix 4). All 47,668 acres remain u n d a s ~ f i e ~  The 
engre EIS area wi~ be managed as a VRM Class HI area, 
the standard BLM practice for unclassified areas. 

Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACECs) 
® There are no o N ~ f i ~ s  ~ r  ACECs under ~ al~rnafive. 

No ACECs or RNAs are ~ m m e n d e d  ~ r  designation 
under this a l ~ r n ~ e .  

Admin~t~t~e Facilities 

O ~ e ~ :  ~ ~ ~ m a l  ~ ~  ~ 

Planned Actions: 

~ Con~nue u ~ n g  the exis~ng small facflhy at Fairbank. 

" Use the housing at BoquiHas Ranch, Fairbank, Hereford 
and Palominas for employees or for use by cooperating 
agen~es. 

Paleontological 
Object~e: Preserve the s ~ e ~ c  values of paleom 

t ~ o ~ c a l  resources. 

Planned Actions: 

® Check known ~tes pe~odically ~very  ~5 year~  and col- 
lect exposed fossfl~ 

• Check high poten~al areas pe~odically. 

• Protect ~gnificant paleonto~gical resources by control- 
ling other resource and land uses through avoidance, 
mitigation and other measures. 

• C ~ c t  ~gnificant fos~ls threatened by natural  and 
human di~urbance. 

Minerals 
Objective: Do not permit m ~ a l  ~ v i t i ~  ~ the San 

Pedro EIS area. 

Planned Actions: 

• Allow no new dev~opment  on any of the s u ~ e ~  lands. 

• Current contracts will not be renewe& 

PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE  

Theme S ~ m e ~  
The theme of the Preservation A l~rnahve  is to prote~ 

and enhance, to the maximum extent pos~bl~ the 
resources of the San Pedro EIS area. Management  ac~ons 
focus on: enhancing wildlife hab~at,  water quality and 
quan~ty,  and vegetation; protec~ng cultural and paleon- 
t~ogical  resources; and permitt ing lim~ed public use. 

Recreation 
Objective: Provide for Hm~ed recreational use of the 

EIS area w~h minimM facilities. 

Planned Actions: 

® De~gnate  the entire San Pedro as a special recreation 
management  area. 

• Prepare pr~ect  plans for the proposed fa~H~es. 

= Allow no pets in the EIS area. 

® Apply the Lim~s of Acceptable Change (LAC) planning 
sy~em. 

• Make the San Pedro available %r recreation research. 
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• Close M1 roads ~ public use but  a~ow continued BLM 
a d m i n i ~ r ~ N e  use of roads. D e ~ g n ~ e  the  entire EIS 
area  as " C ~ s e ~ '  to ORV use. 

• C l u e  the e n t r e  San Pedro E]S area  ~ the ~ h a r g e  ~ 
f i ~ a r m s  and the use of any ~ h e r  weapon~ 

• A l ~ w  oMy day use ~ t h e  EIS area. L i m ~  ~ e ~ n  u ~  
~ pr imit ive and non-impair ing ~ r m s .  No campfires 
~ w e &  No e q u e ~ a n  use permitted.  

• I n ,  all signs finformational,  ~ c t i o n ~ ,  interpretat ive)  
and buiM park ing  areas  a t  F ~ r b a n ~  Charleston, 
Highway 9 ~  Hereford and P a l o m ~ a s .  

• Pro~de two de~c~ed ,  undev~oped ou tdo~  e n v i ~ n m e m  
tM e d u c ~ n  field study a r ea~  

Lands 
Objective: Provide ~ r  HmRed future  ~ghts-of-way 

across the  EIS m'ea. 

Planned Actions: 

• E~ab l i sh  ~ g h t s - o f - w ~  ~ i d o r s  ~ ~ e  C h ~ o n  and 
H e ~ r d  ~ n g ~  

* Con_fi~ all ~ w  ~ g h t s - o f - w ~  ~ ~ e  c ~ d ~  

- AHow m ~ e n a n c e  on e ~ i n g  ~ g h t s - ~ w a y ,  subject ~ 
p r e s t o n  ~ ~ values. 

Water 
O~ect~e: A~ow for f i m i ~ d  ~ n s u m p t i v e  use of the  

~ o u n d w a t e r  ~ .  

Planned Ac~ons: 

• C l u e  and cap all i ~ a t i o n  wells, e x ~ p t  for t h e e  i~iga-  
fion wells needed to p ro~de  w ~ e r  ~ r  wildlife h a b ~  
i m p ~ v e m e n t s .  Occa~onM~ pump. the capped w ~  in 
order ~ insure p r e s t o n  of ~ ' o u n d w ~ e r  ~ g h t s  based 
on prior use. This w o ~ d  occur o ~ y  if the u p p ~  San Pe&o 
watershed ~ d e ~ g n ~ e d  as an Ac t~e  Management  Area. 

• Continue to pump a smM1 n u m b ~  ~ non-irrigation wells 
to s u p p e r  ~ u r c e  needs and a d m i n i ~ r ~ e  ac~v~ies  
in the San Pedro EIS arem 

Wildlife 
Objec~ve: D~ermine  the con~fion and ~ a t c s  ofwil~ffe 

and t h e ~  hab~at .  

Planned Actions: 

• Inventory ~ r r e ~ M  and aquatic ve~ebra tes  Mong with 
their  asso~a ted  ~ o d  supplies. 

• Monitor changes in t e ~ e ~ M  and aquatic hab~ats .  

• Mitigate p ~ e n ~  impacts to terres t r ia l  and aquatic 
hab~a t s  ~ assure e ~ s t i n g  h a b ~ a t  ~ v e r ~ t y  through 
time. 

• I d e ~  sp~ iM m ~ a ~ m e ~  ~ c e  to protect areas  
~ p ~  ~ r  r ~  and heron~ 

• ~ e  a h ~  m ~ a ~ m e ~  ~ ~ M ~  ~ r  ~ e  ~ S  
~ .  

O~ec~ve: E m p h a s ~ e  the  ~ ~ e  use of fish 
~ d  ~ .  

Planned Ac~ons: 

• AHow no ~ a p ~ n g  in the San P e S o  EIS ~ e a .  

• M i ~ m i ~  h u m a n  disturbance around impo ~an t  wildl i~ 
a r ea~  

• Allow wildlife ~ i e s  c o l l ~ t i o ~  only for admin i s t r~ ive  
p u ~ .  C o r i n n e  ~ e ~  ~ e ~ s  w ~ h  ~ e  AGFD. 

• A n a ~  ~ e  potentiM for wil~ife-related research in ~ e  
E ~  ~ e a .  

• E ~ H ~  i n t e ~ t i v e  and env~onmentM education ~ 
~ a m s  on w i l ~ i ~  and t h e ~  habRat ,  w i ~  e m p h ~  on 
the  r ~ i a n  ~ o s y ~ e m .  

O~ec~ve: Provide ~ r  the  reintroduction ~ n ~ e  
w f l ~ i ~  ~ s ,  i n d u i n g  Threa tened  and 
E n d a n ~ d  spe~e~  Use h a b k ~  improv~  
m e ~ s  ~ m a x i m i ~  h a b ~  a v a i l a b l e .  

Planned Ac~ons: 

• P lant  abandoned ~ r m  f i ~  (1,500 to 2~00  a ~ e ~  wRh 
p ~ e d  ~ r a g e  s p e ~ .  

• Use presc~bed fires to improve t e r ~ s t r i ~  h a b R ~ .  

• Dev~op  ponds and marshes  for aquatic and ~ ~ 1  
w f l ~ i ~ .  

• Plant  n ~ e  ~ees  ~ e e ~ i n ~  ~ p ~ e ~  ~ o n g  the  ~ p a ~ a n  
c ~ d o r  and ~ h e r  areas  where d e ~ r a b ~  to enhance 
wi t~ i fe  h a b i t .  

• U ~  s h ~ r m  p u m p ~ g  ~ i ~ a t i o n  w ~  to suppo~  
s q u a t ~  hab i ta t  improvements .  

• Dev~op  ~ a n s  ~ r  ~ m o v ~  ~ e x ~  fish ~ o m  e ~ s t i n g  
ponds in ~ o p ~ a t i o n  w ~ h  AGFD. 

Vegetation 
O ~ e ~  M ~ n  ~ d  ~ h a ~ e  ~ e  ~ t a t i ~  ~ 

m u n ~  of ~ e  San P e S o  EIS ~ e m  

Planned Ac~ons: 

• E e p ] a ~  a b a n ~ n e d  f ~ m  f i e l ~  ~ nat ive  ~ ~ r b s  
a n ~ o r  shrubs. U ~  some n o m n ~ e  ~ e ~  now ~ u n d  
in th~ a rea  and con~dered b e n e f i ~ .  

* R e ~ a n t  areas  o ~  the ~ r m  f i ~ ,  where  needed. 
Select a mix of nat ive ~ e c ~ s  to b ~ a n c e  w ~ e d  ~ 
reckon and w f i ~ i ~  h a b ~  needs. 

• E ~ a M ~ h ,  ~ clearable, a n ~ e  ~ e e  n ~ .  

• Use p r ~ e d  ~re  ~ m ~ n  ~ e  n a t u r ~  v ~ a t i o n  
m ~  
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Soils/Watershed 

Objective: Maintain and enhance the s ~ / w a t e r s h e d  
resources of the EIS area to reduce future 
soils erosion. 

Planned A~ions: 

• Build a low, main channel detention structure at the ~te 
of the St. David Canal diver~on to regrade the eroded 
channel and for water diver~on by the canal company. 

• Build, as needed, additional c r o t o n  control structures 
along e~her the main or ~de chann~s.  Th~  can include 
small structures that  might be needed to protect other 
resources, such as eroding cultural ~tes. 

• Remove the dikes or berms on both the east and west 
sides of the farm fields. Return the land as near as possg 
ble to its natural  (pre-clea~ng) contour. 

Fire 

Objective: Control wildfires threatening natural  re- 
sources and structures and reduce the 
acreage burned. 

Planned Actions: 

• Suppress wildfires on a high priority basis. All wildfires 
on or threatening to burn into the San Pedro EIS area 
will receive full sustained suppression action. 

Cultural 

Objective: Manage cultural resources. 

Planned Actions: 

* Prepare a Cu~ural  Resource Management Plan (CRMP) 
~ r  the EIS area. 

o AHocate all sites to one or more of the fol~wing use 
catego~es: s~en~fic use, management  use, publ~ use, 
s o c ~ u l t u r a l  use, and conservation ~ r  future use (see 
Appen~x 2 ~ r  defini~ons of these catego~e~. 

~ Nominate ~ i ~ M e  prope~ies to the National Register of 
H ~ c  Places. 

* Manage ~tes to r e , h e  the~  M~cated use wh~e p~ote~ 
~ng the ~ ' s  ~ h e r  cu~urM r e ~ u r ~  ~alues from impact. 

= C o m m i e  a Class III inten~ve f i~d inventory of the en- 
t r e  management  area and record all cultural resources. 

® M a ~ m ~ e  the effi~ency and quality of ~te  management  
through the deve~pment  of cooperatNe management  
agreements and the use of volunteers. 

Objective: Manage a m~o~ty  of si~s ~ r  t h o r  ~ r m ~  
fion p~enfial (see Appen~x 1). 

Planned AcUons: 

° Allcw ~ f i ~  s t u ~  ~ gain k ~  ~ the full ar- 
ray of the cultural resources in the EIS area, to ~lfiH 

regional research o~ectives, and to fill regional data gaps 
(Bron~sky and M e r ~  1986). 

• Iden~fy scien~fic research o~ec~ves by h i~o~c context 
for the EIS area. 

• Allocate the following sites to scien~fic use (see Appen- 
dix 2): AZ EE:8:I  (ASM), AZ EE:8:5 (ASM), AZ EE:8:7 
(ASM), AZ EE:8~  (AMF), Benson 8:3 (GP), SPH-10, 
SPILl6,  SPH~0, AZ EE:4:3 (ASM), AZ EE:8:48 (ASM), 
and AZ EE:8:34 (ASM). 

® Manage s~es ~igible for s~entific use al locat~n to 
preserve s~entific values and other cultural resource 
values. 

Objective: Manage no s~es for public values (see 
Appendix 1). 

Planned Actions: 

* Identify socio-cu~ural values. Give full consideration to 
these values in the management  of associated s~es and 
areas. 

O b i e c t i v e :  Manage a small number of sites for conser 
vation (see Appendix 1) to protect and 
preserve representa~ve samples of all the 
cu~ural  resources in the EIS area. 

Planned Ac~ons: 

• Protect sites po ten~a l~  e l i ~ e  ~ r  allocation to conser- 
va~on ~ r  future use (see Appen~x 2) to preserve their 
s~en~fic and publ~ values. 

• Allocate a representative sam~e  of~tes  in each h i~o~c 
context to conservation ~ r  future use. 

• Do not permit c o n f l ~ n g  land and resource uses on 
allocated sites. 

= R~ease ~ s  from conservation for future use oMy if they 
meet the required condi~ons (see Appen~x 3 ~ r  the 
condit~n~.  

Pa]eontologica~ 

Objective: Preserve and enhance the s~entific and 
p~en~al  p u ~  use vMues of p a l e o n ~ c a l  
resources to increase the knowledge of the 
San Pedro EIS area's  natural  history. 

Planned Actions: 

= Inventory any future ~nd  acquisitions for p a l e o n ~ c M  
resources. 

= Check known sites p e r ~ c a l ~  (every 3-5 years) and 
collect exposed ~ f l s .  

• Check high p~en~a l  areas pe~o~ca l~ .  

• Allow excavation and c ~ n  at the ~l lowing sites: 
Diack, Hors~hief  Draw M a m m ~ h  and H o ~ e f  No. 2. 

• Allow new paleont~o~cM research. 

• P r~ec t  ~gnificant paleont~o~cM ~esou~es by c o n ~ -  
ling other resource and land uses through av~dance,  
mi t~a t ion  and ~ h e r  measures. 

• CoHe~ ~gnificant ~ f l s  threatened by natural  and 
human disturbances. 
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Minerals 
Objective: Do not aHow mineral  activities in the San 

Pedro area. 

Planned Actions: 

• AHow no new ~ v ~ m e ~  on any  of the sub je~  l a n ~  

• Do not renew any c u r r e ~  ~ r ~ .  

Visual 
Objective: Manage the San Pedro EIS a rea~  ~ s u a l  

resources to prese~we the outs tau~ng scen- 
ery and enhance areas i m p a l e d  by human 
~ u r b a n c e .  

Planned Actions: 

• DeAgnate  the visual  resources of the subject lands into 
the  following Visual  Resource Managemen t  classes (see 
Appendix 4): 

Class I: ~060 acres 
Class II: 11,144 acres 
Class III: ~914 acres 
Class IV: 2~500 acres 

Preservation-oriented managemen t  wiM occur in the 
Class I m'eas ~he proposed R N A ~  and Class II  areas  
(most of the  scenic valley bottom along the San Pedro 
River). Enhancement  actions will t ake  place in those 
areas  p rev iou~y  impacted by h u m a n  disturbance. 

Areas of CHticai Environmental 
Concern (ACEC) 

O~ect~e: Preserve and e n h a n ~  the  ~ e ~ f f i e d  spe~al  
values  of the  San Pedro EIS arem 

Planned Actions: 

• R e ~ m m e n d  de~gnat ion  ~ the Safford RMP ~ r  the em 
~re  San Pedro EIS area  as the San Pedro Ripar ian 
ACEC. Ac~mpl i sh  management  ~ t h ~  ACEC by apply- 
~ g  the managemen t  direction ~ r  the P r ~ v a t i o n  
A l ~ r n a ~ v ~  

• R e ~ m m e n d  de~gnat ion  in the  Safford RMP of three 
r e , a r c h  n ~ m ' a l  areas  (RNA) w ~ i n  the ACEC - St. 
David Cienega, 350 acres; San Pedro R ~ e r ,  1~340 acres; 
and San Rafa~ ,  370 acres ~ e e  A p p e n ~ x  1~.  A p p ~  the 
~ H o w i n g  m a n a g e m e n t  to these  a reas :  p r o h i b ~  
dev~opments  and new ~ght~of-way;  prohibit  o v ~ n i g h t  
camping and c a m p f i ~  encourage a v o ~ a n ~  by ~e~ea-  
Gon user~  p r ~ e r v e  and enhance vegetat ion com- 
munities; ~ a c e  ~gns  w h e ~  needed along the boundari~;  
~ n ~  exoMc veg~at ion ;  p r o h ~ k  the  in t~duc t ion  of 
n o m n ~ e  s p e ~ ;  and p r e l u d e  publ~  v e M c ~ a r  s c ~ .  

Administra ve Facilities 

Objective: Provide ~ r  adminis t ra t ive  ~ .  

Planned Ac ons: 

• Expand the exis~ng fa~M~es at Fa i rbank  to han~ le the 
identified needs. 

• U ~  the housing ~ B o q u ~  R a n ~ ,  F ~ a n ~  H e r e ~  
and Palominas  ~ r  e m ~ o y e ~  or ~ r  use by ~ a t i n g  
a g e n ~ e ~  

Research 

O ~ e ~ e :  ~i~ ~mal ~H~s ~ a ~ety ~ 
~ ~ ~ e  E~ ~e~ 

Planned Ac onm 

• Dev~op  a small  ~ci l i ty  ~ F M ~ a n k  for ~ c h  ~ ~u¢h 
f i ~  ~ biology, hy~o logy ,  ~ c h a e ~ o g y ,  p a l e o ~ o g y ,  
soils and botany.  

UTILIZATION ALTERNATWE 

Theme Statement 

The theme ~ t h e  U t ~ n  A l t e r n a t e  ~ ~ emphasize 
the avai labi l i ty  ~ the San Pedro EIS area  ~ r  pub l~  use 
w h i ~  still p ro te~ing  the wil~ife, c~ tm'a l ,  pMeont~o~cal ,  
vegeta t ion and wate r  resources. 

Recrea on 

Objective: Provide for extensive recreat~n use cf fhe 
EIS m'ea @o the extent po~ible w~hout 
impacting other senskive resources), with 
emphasis on b~h ~spersed and developed 
re~eat~m Inten~ve~ interpret aH of the 
resources of the EIS arem 

Planned Actions: 

• D ~ n a t e  the entire San Pedro as a spe~al  recreat ion 
m a n a g e m e n t  area.  

• Prepare  project plans ~ r  aM proposed ~ M ~ .  

• A p ~ y  the LimRs of Acceptable Change (LAC) ~ a n ~ n g  
symem. 

• Make the  San Pedro avMlab~  ~ r  ~ e a t ~ n  r e~m'ch .  

• DeAgnate the e n t r e  EIS area  under  the ORV m a n a g ~  
merit ~ g u ~ o n s  as ' ~ i m ~ e d  ~ D e A g n ~ e d  Road# ' .  
AHow pubMc veh~ le  and m o u n t ~ n  bike use on 
d e A g n ~ e d  roads only. 

• Close the  EIS area  to the  ~ h a r g e  of f i ~ a r m s  except 
those used by hunters  l~ensed  under  the  ~ g u l a G o n s  of 
the S t ~ e  of Arizona du~ng  the pe~od of S e p t e m b ~  1 
to March 31. Close the area  around dev~oped ~ M ~ e s  
~ h u n t i n ~  Target  prac~ce or "p l inking"  ~ not a l~w ed  
anywhere  in the EIS area. The use of bows and a ~ o w s  
~ p ~ m i ~ e d  anywhere  in the EIS a~ea under  the r eg u l~  
tions of the  State  of Ar~ona  

• L i m ~  the  ~ n ~ h  cf  may ~ campgrounds ~ 7 days. 

• A l ~ w  ~ s p ~ d  r e l e a r n .  
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• R e ~  campfires to de~gnated ~c~t~nm 

• Allow overnight use [ y  permit only. 

• Allow commer~M use o n ~  ff compatible with the 
management  of the San Pedro River. 

• Develop the fol~wing in the Highway 90 area (San Pedro 
Ranch House~ 

- 30 to 50 unR campgroun~ 
- large vis~or contact and interpre~ve facility; 
- interpre~ve ~sp lay  in the h i ~ o r ~  San Pedro Ranch 
House and a~o use the facility as the headquarters of 
the F~ends of the San Pedro River; 
- interpretive trail to the rNer; 
- smM1 picnic ~te  and a group ~cnic  sRe; 
- interpretive ~splays  at the campground and ~ c n ~  
~tes; and 
- highway pu l~u t  w~h i n ~ r m a ~ o ~  ~ r e ~ n s  and im 
terpre~ve signs. 

• Rebu~d the San Rafa~  d~  VM~ Road (Highway 90 to 
H e r e ~ r ~ ,  use as a moto~zed interpre~ve route, and 
dev~op the ~llowing: 

- day-use only ~ e ~ c ~ o ~  
- g rave~d road, 
- 8 to 12 p u l ~ u ~  with interpretive display~ 
- up to 6 short spur roads to smMl parking areas; 
- up to 4 small p~nic ~tes; and 
- two oveSooks w~h interpretive ~splays.  

® Dev~op the fol~wing in the Here~rd  area: 

- 20 to 40 un~  campgroun~ 
- grave~d access road; 
- parking area wRh interpretive ~splay;  
- two smM1 p~nic ~tes; and 
- highway pullout with i n ~ r m a t ~ n ,  ~ r e ~ n s  and im 
terpre~ve signs. 

® Dev~op the fol~wing in the Fa~bank  area: 

- m e ~ u m  size visitor contact and interpretive fa~lRy; 
- parking ~rea; 
- smM1 picnic ~te; and 
- highway pu l~u t  w~h i n ~ r m a t ~  directions and im 
terpre~ve ~gns. 

• At the Pre~dio of Santa Cruz de Terrenate: 

- control access to the ~te; and 
- build an interpre~ve trail through the site. 

" At the BoquiHas Ranch: 

- build an interpre~ve ~sp lay  ~ r  the ranchhouse and 
an ~ d  rM~oad commi~ary  building; and 
- restrict use of the area. 

• Dev~op the fol~wing on the Babocoma~ River: 

- trM1 along the ~ver  u~ng  the old railroad grade; 
- smM1 parking area and traflhead near the ~ v e f s  
mouth; and 
- interpre~ve site. 

• Dev~op the fol~wing on the BoquiHas Road @oad be~ 
ween Fa~bank  and C h a r ~ o n ) :  

- day-use only r e ~ c ~ o n ;  
- g rave~d road; 
- smM1 p~nic ~te; and 
- interpretive ~sp lay  at the Boston Mill ruins. 

• Dev~op the Lewis Sp~ngs Road: 

- graded access road; 
- parking areas; 
- small picnic ~te; and 
- interpretive displays. 

• Deve~p the following at Escapule Wash: 

- a small parking area; 
- a small walk4n picnic ~te  with interpretive display; 
and 
- restriction to day use only. 

® Dev~op the following at Murray Sp~ngs: 

- interpretive display in a small buildin~ 
- interpretive trail through the s~e; and 
- graded access road. 

• Dev~op the following on the north end of the EIS area: 

- 10 to 15 un~  p~mi~ve  campground; and 
- a small picnic ~te. 

• Dev~op the fol~wing at the Lehner Ranch: 

- interpre~ve display in a small building; and 
- an interpretive trail through the site. 

a Dev~op the fol~wing in the Cha~eston area: 

- highway pullout w~h information, direc~ons and in- 
terpre~ve signs; 
- interpre~ve display near the ruins; 
- foot trail to the ruins; and 
- a small picnic ~te. 

• Dev~op the fol~wing at Palominas; 

- highway pullout with information, directions and in- 
terpretive signs; 
- 10 to 15 un~  p~mitive campground; 
- graded access road; and 
- a small picnic ~te. 

• Dev~op 2 to 3 dedicated outdoor environmental  educa- 
~on field ~udy  areas of 5 to 10 acres each. F a ~ l ~ s  wi~ 
include shade she~ers, tables, signs, and small parking 
areas. Access to and use of these sites will be restricted. 

® There are two scena~os pos~b~ on recreation use of the 
exi~ing rai~oad corrido~ 

- In one scenar~ the r ~ o a d  track ~ abandoned and the 
p~vately owned righ~o~way is obtained. BLM will 
dev~op a hiking and e q u e ~ a n  trail on the grade, along 
with access~arking/corrals at Hereford, Highway 90, 
Chafle~on,  Fairbank, and on the north end of the EIS 
area; 

- In the second scena~o a p~vately run t o u ~  trMn will 
use the e x ~ n g  track, with possib~ construction of a 
spur fine to Tomb~one. BLM will work with the operator 
on ~ops for the train, pos~bly including the installation 
of historic train stations. These fadfi~es will use some 
private lands but may need the use of some of the EIS 
area a ~ a c e n t  to the tracks.  BLM will develop 
acces~parking/corra ls  at  Hereford,  H ighway  90, 
Cha~eston, Fairbank, and on the n o a h  end of the EIS 
area for dispersed hiking and eque~r ian  use. 
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Lands 
O~e~e: ~ e  for f u r z e  ~ t s - o ~ w ~  ~ m s s  ~ e  

EIS ~ e a  and ~ r  ~ h e r  lands a~ ions  com- 
p ~ i b l e  ~ ~ e  subje~ l ~ d ~  

Planned Actions: 

• Grant  ~ght~of -way only in areas  w i h  no significant 
resource confl~ts  a n ~ o r  in Aght-o~way corridors 
established at  C h a r ~ o n  and H e r e ~ r i  

• Allow mMntenance on eAst ing  Aghts-of-way, subject to 
p r ~ e ~ n  of resource va lue~ 

• Issue land use authorizat ions on a ca s~by~ase  baAs, 
mm~mmm" g "  "" ~ u r b a n c e s  and conAstent  w ~ h  the  
managemen t  objectives of the EIS arem 

Water 
O~ect~e: AHow ~ r  Hm~ed ~ n s u m p t i v e  use of the  

g r o u n d w ~  ~ u r ~  while  p ~ n g  
necessa ry  suppor t  ~ r  o ther  resource  
Wograms. 

Planned Ac~ons: 

• ~ ~ ~  wells o n ~  as ~ a ~  to susta in  and 
W ~  ~ e  w ~  A ~ s .  ~ p ~  ~ e  ~ e  
lands ~ i ~ e d  w i ~  the pumped well to ~ a ~  
~ ~ t ~  ~ r  ~ i ~  w f l ~  h ~ :  

• U ~  w~l s  on an  e m ~ n ~  b a ~ s  ~ s ~ e ~  ~ c e  
flow to protect an e n d a n g e ~ d  ~ ~uch  as fish 
~ p ~ s  ~ ~ p a ~ a n  h ~ .  

• U ~  ~ m ~ g ~  wells ~ p ~  w ~  ~ s ~ p ~ t  ~ 
~ e  ~ s  ~ ~ d  ~ ~  ~ ~ ~ e  
EIS area. 

• ~ ~d ~p u ~ d  ~ ~ s ~  ~ n  ~ 
~ ~  

Wildlife 
Objective: D ~ m i n e  ~he ~ n ~ t i o n  and ~ u s  ~ w f l ~  

~ and t h e ~  hab~at .  

Planned Actions: 

• I n v e ~ o ~  ~ t r i M  snd  aquatic h a b ~  

• I n v e n ~  terrestr ia l  and aquatic v e A ~ r ~ e s  Mong w i ~  
~ e ~  ~ e d  ~ o d  supplies. 

• M o n ~  chsnges ~ ~ e ~  and aquatic h a b ~ s .  

• M i t i g ~ e  p ~ e n ~ M  i m p a ~ s  ~ ~ e s t r i a l  and aquatic 
h a b ~ s  ~ ~ u ~  e a r r i n g  h a b ~  ~ i t y  ~ m u g h  
time. 

• M e n ~  s p e r m  managemen t  g ~ d a n ~  to p r ~ e ~  areas 
i m p o r t a ~  ~ r  r a p ~  and herons. 

• P ~ p a r e  a h a b ~  m a n a g e m e ~  ~ a n  ( H M ~  for ~ e  EIS 
area.  

Objective: Prov~e ~ r  the  ~ i ~ d u c t i o n  of nat ive 
T ~ e ~ e n e d  and Endangered ~ e d ~ .  

Planned Actions: 
• Dev~op  h a b ~  i m ~ o v e m e n t  p r ~ e ~ s  ~ a g r ~ d  upon 

t h r o u g h  the  c o n s u l t a t i o n  ~ q ~ m e n t s  of  t he  
Endangered  Spe~es  Ac~ 

• Dev~op ~ a n s  for ~ e  ~ m o v ~  of exo~c fish ~ o m  eAs~ng  
p o n ~  in ~ o p ~ a t i o n  with AGFD. 

O ~ e c t i v e :  E m p h ~ e  the non~nsumpt ive  use of fish 
and wildli~ w~le  accommodating ~ m e  ccn- 
sumptive use. 

Planned Actions: 
• Do n ~  Mlow ~ a p p i n g  in the  EIS area.  

• A l~w wil~ife  ~ e ~  collections only for a d m i ~ r ~ e  
p u r p ~ e ~  C o r i n n e  t h e e  c ~ n s  wi~h AGFD. 

• Pro'sue e ~ a b l ~ h m e n t  by AGFD ~ hunt ing  ~ g u l a t i o n s  
~ r  the  EIS area. T h ~  ~ l a t e s  to ~ n ~ h  of season, t ime  
of season and types of weapons p ~ m i ~ e d .  

• A n a l y ~  the potentiM for wildlffe~ela~d ~ c h  ~ the 
EIS area.  

• Establish interpretive and envimnmentM education p r e  
grams on w f l ~ i ~  and t h d r  habRat ,  w ~ h  e m p h a s ~  on 
the ~ p a r i a n  ~ o s y ~ e m .  

Vegetation 
O~ect~e: E m p h a s ~ e  the  n ~ u r M  succession of vege- 

t ~ i o n  ~ m m u ~ .  

Planned Ac~ons: 

• Do not allow ~ g e t a t i o n  plantings except for T}u'eatened 
and E n ~ n ~ d  ~ e ~ e s  p r ~ e ~ s .  

• A ~ o m ~ h  ~ g ~ a t i ~  ~ a n ~ s  n ~ a l l y  ~ by ~ e  ~ e  
of presc~bed f i r~  

Soils/Watershed 
O~e~e: M ~ n  ~ d  e n h ~  ~ e  ~ ~ e d  

~ s  of the  EIS ~ e m  

Planned Actions: 

• Build s t r u ~ u ~ s  ~ ~ ~ a n n e l s  f f ~ y  for ~os ion  
~ n t r ~ ,  flood ~ r o l  ~ w ~ e d  wotec t iom 

• B ~ M  ~ o ~  ~ k e s  on ~ e  ~ o ~ d  a ~  ~ ~ e  nor thwe~ 
side of the EIS ~ e a  ~ou th  of St. D a ~ .  

• Build ~ k e s  and gully ~ u g s  on side d r~nages  as n e e d &  

Fire 
Objec~ve: C o n t r ~  wildfires t h ~ e n i n g  n ~ u r M  ~ -  

~ u r c e s  and ~ r u ~ u r e s  and reduce the 
acreage burned. 

Planned Ac~ons: 

• Suppress wildfires on a high p ~ o ~ t y  ba~s .  All wildfires 
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on or th rea ten ing  to burn into the EIS area will receive 
full and sustained suppression action. 

Cultural 
Objective: Manage cu~ural resource~ 

Planned Actions: 

~ Prepare  a Cu~ura l  Resource Management  Plan (CRMP) 
~ r  the EIS area. 

~ Al~ca te  M1 sites to one or more of the fo l~wing use 
catego~es: ~ n t i f i c  use, managemen t  use, pub l~  use, 
so~o~ul tura l  use, and conserva t~n  ~ r  future use (see 
Appen~x  2 ~ r  defini~ons of these ca tego~e~.  

o Nominate  ~ i ~ b l e  proper~es  to the National Register of 
H ~ c  Place. 

® Manage s~es ~ rea l~e  t h o r  allocated use wh i~  protec~ 
ing the ~ ' s  ~ h e r  cu~cra l  resource values ~ o m  impact. 

® C o m p e t e  a Class III  intensive field inventory of the 
e n t r e  EIS area  and record ail cul tural  resources. 

• M a ~ m ~ e  the effi~ency and qua~ty of ~ te  management  
through the dev~opment  of cooperative managemen t  
a g r e e m e n ~  and the use of v~unteers .  

Objective: Manage a m ~ o ~ t y  of s~es  ~ r  t h e ~  i n ~  
m ~ t ~ n  poten~al  ~ee Appendix 1). 

Planned Actions: 

• Promote scien~fic study to gain knowledge on aH the 
cuhura l  resources in the EIS area,  to fulfill regional 
research o~ec~ve~  and to fiH regional data  gaps (Broni~ 
sky and Mer~t t ,  1986L 

• Fund scien~fic studies when approp~ate  to meet  p~orh  
ty regional research objectives. 

• Identify scien~fic research objec~ves by historic context 
for the EIS area. 

® AHocate the following ~ tes  to s~entif ic  use ~ee  Appen- 
dix 2): AZ EE:8:I  (ASM), AZ EE:8:5 (ASM), AZ EE:8:7 
(ASM), AZ EE:8~  (AMF), Benson 8:3 (GP), SPILl0 ,  
S P I L I ~  SPIL20, AZ EE:4:3 (ASM), AZ EE:8~8 (ASM), 
and AZ EE:8:34 (ASM). 

® Manage s~es eligible for scien~fic use allocation to 
preserve s~en~f ic  values and other cultural  resource 
values. 

Objective: Manage a small  number  of ~ tes  for pubbc 
values ~ee Appendix 1). 

Planned Actions: 

* Promote the interpretat ion of cultural  resources to pro- 
vide the publ~  w~h  information on the history and pre- 
history of the area. Educate the public on the value of 
cultural  resource~ 

* Al~ca te  the fol~wing ~tes  to public use (see A p p e n ~ x  
2): F r e ~ d ~  cf Santa  C~uz de Terrenate ,  FMrbank,  Mu~ 
ray Sp~ngs ~te,  Lehner  ~te,  Char les to~  Millville (G~d 
and Corbin Mill~, Boquillas Ranch headqua~ers ,  Brun- 
ckow cab i~  San Pedro Ranch House, and Gayban i~ tea .  

® Complete stabilization work at the following sites to 
preserve public values and other iden~fied values: 
P re~d io  of San ta  Cruz de Ter rena te ,  Fa i rbank ,  
Cha~es ton,  Millville, Conten~on, Conten~on City, 
Grand Central  Mill, Sunset  Mill, the San Pedro Ranch 
House and the Boston Mill. 

o Assure the preserva~on of s~en~f ic  and other cultural  
resource values and achieve cuhura l  resource o~echves  
in the development and use of interpret ive sites. 

® Provide data and display ~ems for publ~  inte~preta~on. 

o Provide support  in the planning, designing and develop- 
ment  of interpret ive shes. 

• Identify so~o~ul tura l  values. Give full cons idera t~n  to 
those values in the managemen t  of associated ~tes  and 
areas.  

O b j e c t i v e :  Manage a few s~es for conservation (see 
Appendix 1) to protect and preserve repre- 
sentat ive samples of all cuhura l  resources 
in the EIS area. 

Planned Actions: 

• Protect sites poten~al ly  eligible for allocation to conse~ 
vation for Future  Use ~ee  Appendix 2) to preserve their  
scien~fic and pub l~  values. 

• AHocate a representat ive s a m p ~  o f~ t e s  in each h i~o~c  
context to conservation for future use. 

• Do not permit  c o n f l ~ n g  land and resource uses on 
allocated ~tes .  

• R~ease  s~es ~om conserva~on for future use only ~ they 
meet  the required condhions (see Appendix 3 for the 
condi~cns). 

Paleontological 
Object~e: E m p h a ~  scien~fic research while pre- 

~ r ~ n g  p a ~ o n t ~ o ~ c a l  resources. 

Planned Actions: 

® Promote and fund the excava~on and c ~ c t ~ n  of the 
Diack ~te ,  the Horsethief  Draw Mammoth  site, and the 
Horsethief  No. 2 site. 

• Protect significant paleont~ogicM resources by control- 
ling other resource and land uses through av~dance,  
m~igation and other measures. 

• Promote and fund new paleontological research. 

• Conduct regular  patrols  to monitor  she condi~on. 

• Collect ~gnif icant  fos~ls threa tened by na tura l  and 
h u m a n  disturbance. 

Minerals 
Objective: Do not allow mineral  activities in the sensi- 

t ive po r t~ns  of the EIS area. 
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Planned Actions: 
• Permit  ~ and ~ a v ~  e x t r ~ n  opera t io~  o u t ~  the  

~ p a ~ a n  area. 

Visual 
O ~ e ~ e :  Manage the EIS a rea ' s  visual resources  

to preserve the most  outstanding scenery  
and to enhance areas  impaired by h u m a n  
disturbance. 

Planned Actions: 

° Designate the visual resources of the subject lands into 
the following Visual Resource Management  classes (see 
Appendix 4): 

Class I: 850 acres 
Class II: 9,007 acres 
Class III: 13,982 acres 
Class IV: 23,829 acres 

Preservat ion oriented m a n a g e m e n t  will occur in t he  
Class I areas  @he proposed RNAs) and Class I I  a r eas  
(much of the scenic valley bot tom along the San Pedro 
River). Enhancement  actions will take  place in those  
areas previously impacted by h u m a n  disturbance. 

Areas of CHtical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC) 
Objective: Preserve and enhance the identified s p e r m  

vMues of the EIS area.  

Planned Actions: 

• Recommend de~gnat ion  in the  Safford RMP of the  en- 
t ire EIS area as the San Pedro Ripar ian ACEC. A ~  
complish managemen t  of this  ACEC by a p ~ y i n g  the  
managemen t  direction ~ r  the Utiliz~&n ARerna~ve. 

• Recommend the d e ~ g n a t ~ n  in the Safford RMP of th ree  
research naturM areas (RNA) w~hin  the ACEC --  St. 
David C ~ n e g ~  130 acres; San Pedro River, 550 acres; 
and San R a ~ ,  170 acres (See A p p e n ~ x  13). A p p ~  the  
~ H o w i n g  m a n a g e m e n t  to these  areas:  p r o h i b i t  
deve~pments  and new Hghts-o~way; p r o h ~  overnight  
c a m ~ n g  and campfire~ encourage av~dance  by recrea-  
tion user~  preserve and enhance vegetat ion com- 
munities; ~ace  ~gns where needed along the boundaries; 
control exotic vegetaGon; prohibit  the i n t r o d u ~ n  of 
non-natNe specks; and p r e l u d e  public vehicular access. 

Administrative Facilities 
Objective: Provide fa~HGes in several  toca~ons to 

properly administer the EIS area. 

Planned Actions: 

= Build an admini~ra t ive  faci lky at  the Highway 90 ~ca -  
tion as part  of the ~ s ~ o r  contact and interpretive facility. 

• Build a smMl facilhy at  F ~ r b a n k  to admin i~e r  the  
nor thern  end of the EIS area. 

• Use  the hou~ng at BoquiHas Ranch, F~rbank ,  H e r e ~ r d  
and  PMominas ~ r  emp~yees  or ~ r  use by coopera~ng 
agen~es .  

Research 
Objective: Provide facilities for a variety of research in 

the EIS area. 

Planned Actions: 

• D e v ~ o p  an adequate ~ l ~ y  at ei ther FMrbank or the  
H ighway  90 area ~ r  research in the fieMs of ~ o g y ,  
hydr~ogy ,  archae~ogy,  soils, pMeont~ogy and botany.  

PREFERRED A L T E R N A T I V E  

Theme S tement 
The theme of the Preferred Aherna~ve ~ to balance the  

resource  protection and public use activities in the San  
Pedro  EIS area. P r~ec~on  an~or  enhancement of wildli~,  
cu l tura l ,  p M e o n ~ c M ,  vegetat ion and water  resources 
is emphas~ed .  Pub l~  use is allowed where na tu ra l  
resources  are not ~gnif icant ly i m p a l e d .  

Recreation 
Objective: Provide for moderate  recreation use of the  

EIS area  ~o the extent pos~ble wi thout  
impacting other sens~ive resourceS, wi th  
both dispersed and deve~ped recreat ion 
available. In ten~ve ly  interpret  all of the  
resources of the EIS area. 

Planned Ac~ons: 

• De~gna t e  the entire EIS area  as a spedal  recreat ion 
m a n a g e m e n t  area. 

• P repa re  p r ~ e ~  plans ~ r  all proposed facilities. 

• Apply the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) p lanning  
system. 

• Make  the San Pedro available for recreation research.  

• Allow commer~al  uses only if compatible with the  
m a n a g e m e n t  of the San Pedro. 

• Deve~p  a small parking area on the north end of the EIS 
area .  

• Allow eques t~an  use 

• De~gna t e  the e n t r e  EIS area  under the ORV m a n a g ~  
m e n t  regu la t~ns  as "L im~ed  to De~gnated  Roads".  
Allow pubHc vehi~e  and mounta in  bike use on the  
designated roads. (See Map 2-1). 

• Close all public lands in tha t  portion of the EIS area  be- 
tween  C h a P e r o n  Road and the Hereford area (See Map 
2-2), and all pubHc lands w~hin  one-quarter mile of 
developed facilities to the discharge of f irearms at  any  

14 
USSPRNCA01042



.~4'~'~ 

>~ ,~ .~  ~ 

t~ 

~ ..°~~._ ",0;;~; J,,- "-: 

>:-~-"-.i " il ~. 
~ ~ t 

"--~'~u~ll [ .... 

. ~  

R. ~ .  E. - 

-L -  

< ~ ~+~  ~ 

3~ 

~ 

R. 21  E ~  ; -  
~ - ~  _ _ ~ - %  : 

t "-JT, ~ . - _ . _ .  ,,~,,~' ~ . W  - - 

. . . .  

. . . . .  

f 

C C ~" ~ ~e,'-~ ~-~ \ ~  ~ 

• _ ~ . . . . .  

k~ 

_ ~ S  

. - ~ o ~  " 

~ 
.~  _ ~ 

~ e ,  ~ 

! 

L~', ~%:;;-f- .._:;.._ 
' ~ T > ~  

:;" .... - ,...-" ._ _.... ....;._._. ;.., . 

~_"._ .~,~_.~.'-"~ ~.;,. "~,,,.... ".."/; ~~.'. ",../.. ;-:' 

.... ----~L.,¢ .... .-..-..' 7:1__..... 
._, ___ . . . . . . .  %,..~.~. : : /  

~ i 

~. ~.~_~___,.~.TA_;:~!~ " "--":., ./,., ,... i _ ~ ,  

~¥ 90 = . 
~w 
5~ 

• ~ 7 ;~ ! " :. " ~ ..!~ ~ -. 
; "~ ~; i/~ ..... , 

' i " " 1 
~ ~ ~..,~' 

~ ~ . ~ ~-;- , 
~, ~ j .-' . ~  ~ -'-- _ . . . . .  ;~ ; . . . . .  

. ~ ~ ..... j 

i i2 
7 ~  , - ~ - ~  ~ s 

-. . "~ +.--~ *--, ~-~, ..-" ~ ~ 

, 
~ . . . .  ~ "  ~ . . ~ /  ~ . . . . .  .~ ' ;I 

- - - ~ . . _ :  .. . . . ~  - 
~ .  

! ~ . . . . .  :-~ : "  H E R E F ~ R I ) ~ O ~  ...... 

.~<_'.-,.. ~ .... ..... ~ ,!-. 

"bo " ..-/ -. 
~ ._. " -- ~.~,~ ~ =~- . ~ ~ - ' - -  .~ +~ 

"~:=:~: ~ - ~ 

~ . . . . . . .  "~'"' "-"'~'l l'' ~ . . . .  ~;''D% ~-'- "~j_~ ~ l  ~-~. , . 
. . . .  . " ~ .  _ . - ~ ~ =~  _ ~ ~ ~ " ~ 

. ~ 

I a N A L P O ~ - £  S T " "- . . -  

~ ..... ~'"'".,..°'°'~"'" ~o.~.," ~'-°"*,_.._ ~ "  "~'°, "~,0- ~ =-. "__~-~. _~ - -  ~ ~" 
i 

~ . . . .  . ~ . ~ ? . ] . ~  <~', . " . ._ .  ~" 

" " ~ ' / ~  ~ '~  ~2  " ~ ~ +  ~ " *  - " + 

• f~ ~ - ~ " f  ~ ~ 

~+ " ~'~"~",... +~ t~ ~ , ~  .... ~ . . - \ ~  - 

- . ~ - - ~ _ _ ~ L  ~m" . . . . . . .  ? . . . . . .  ~ _  ~ _ ~ ": H I G  H W A Y 9 2 

~ ~ ~o " -._ ~, -j_ : _:-. ~ 
~ ( ~  

h~ ,  

~ - .  ~ ~ , ~  ~ ~ ' ~ * - -  

..... ~ ....... ..~;. " . - ~ -J~ * 

_ - 7 i :  

t '  ~ _ d7 " ~t:'_._ ..o"~'~~ ~ ~_~k i ~. . 
: ~ ~ 

_ _ _ _ ~ _  - I _ _ L - - Z ~  " 

. --(X_-------"~.~ _ ~.~- 
; ~ ' ~_~  ~ 

.~._~.~ -" 

5 t  < -  

R. 2 2  E. 

~ o  

( ! ' Z to~d  

....... ._..__ ~ . . . . . . . .  :~" ,,~',° 

- • ~ -  
. . . . .  . . .  

~ ~ . . . .  

~ ,'- 

~ . ~  ...... - ~,~ ~; 

h 

~,-2;  
f 

_" . . . . . .  

"~ ' "  ~:~:I" /- *' " ~+~.~ 

k 
• _ 

~ ~ i  . . . . . . .  

i, 
• 

~ 

~ - Q .  
/ ~ . - "  

, ~  

~ %  ~ : ~ - ~ . _ ~  -~ o "< 

/ ~ ;  ~ 

~ >~ . . . . . .  

i,..--~_,~ 

- _ T  " " ~ 
] 

% 
~ \ 

~ - ~ ,  E ~ ~ 

~ ~ / ~'~'/ ,m  ~ -  / -  j~  

~ ~ i  

i 

f ~  ~ 

,: ~,~_ 00.-.:~!~ ~ 

. %  

\ 

~ _ z  

~ " _ ~  

....... • - r : = ~ s i ~  

I ~  

• _ ~ ;  .... : 

. . . .  ~ ' ~  ~' t 
, ~ ~ , 

~ ~ ~ . _, 

= _ 

~ ~ 
~ ~ - ~ 

~ ~ 

E ~= ~ = % ~  -~. 

"1 ~ '~ 

@ ,  

% 

~ . ~ ' ~  C ~  

~ r ~  ~'~ 

L - - -  ~- 

~~'~as: ~. 
v 

_ 
• 

. . . . .  ~ 

x 

r. 24 s. 
. 

MAP 2-  1 

ROADS AND A C C E S S  
P R E F E R R E D  A L T E R N A T I V E  

F e d e r a l ,  S t a t e ,  C o u n t y ,  
a n d  P r i v a t e  R o a d s  

~J IHIIHH E x i t i n g  B L M  R o a d s  
a n d  P a r k ~ g  A r e a s  

~ lllllllll andP°tentialparkingB LMAreR°adSas 

S C A L E  

0 2 3 4 5 Miles 

N 

USSPRNCA01043



~ / .  ] 

~ o ~  
~ J  

~ E ,  :- 
. 

x . ~ j _  . ~ ' - . ~  , N r ~ 

-~.. 
~ - . ~ _ ~  ~ 

~ /  

.... ~ 

. , ,  
~ . ~  

¢~$.c~,~;. C~ ~ ° ' ~  c~ 

~ ' ~ -  ~ _  

~ 
-,. ~¢-%~4 

~ ~ 

so,~io, 
_ . 

. . : . . . . . . .  

~_:_._j ~- --__ ~-j ' _ ;. 
~ 3~ 

. _ . _ 

. ~  

~ -  - ~ _  ~ 

- i  " 

' ~  i " 

. .  

f ;~o,o - ,  

~ [~ ~... 

l 

~ 1 

_.; 

~::~~"-~W ~Y 8 2 ~ ~J- -~--'? 

~ ~ / ~ - - ~  

/ 

~ ~ - -  " 

/ /  

/ 

?~ 
5 /  

~ 4 

/ -  

- -  7 

/ 

/ 

T : ~ "  ~ - -  

R-21~. - . . . . . .  
. ~ /  . . . . . .  . - . -  . . . . . . .  ~ f i ~ - " - ~ - -  ~-" - ~ 

-....~/T~ 
. . . . . . . . .  ~ , ~ , . 7  - : 

-~ . " ._ . . . . . . . . .  ~,~ .... 

~ "~?'~'-R. 2~2E. 

. _ 

C ~ % ~ .  
s ~  ~ 7 ~,~s~ _-,- " - ~- Z~ ~ -7 [ 

,, ~ 
• ~ . 

• 

~e 3~ 
_ 

5 ~  ~ * 

. . . .  ~ . . . . . . .  "'~ ~ ' - ~ ~ . " ~ ,  ~ ~- ~ " 

. . . . . . . . . .  
~ ~ ~ 

- : ~ : ~  
, 

~ -  " ' ~ ' ~  " x" ~ / ~  

C ~ o  ~ " 
, ~ 

~ . / ~ - ' ~ T -  - - ~  ". . . . . .  ~_ ~ '  _ ~ 

. 

~ . . . . . . .  - T ~ . .  

/ f ~  

_ f  

_ _ ~ - ~ " ~  

" . - . ~ , ~ .  - _ 

= ~',,,.. , - - ~  

" " -  -~ ,_  ~ . . . . .  ~ 

o ~  ~ ,  ~ ~.. 

3 *  

_ ~  

~ c 

~ /  

~ 7  
~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  . . . . . . . . .  

C _  _ _ _  ~ . _  _ 

% x 

- R . . 2  

~>/T.~~ 
O ~  

~ "  

/ 

- - ~ =  

HWA¥ 90 
. . . . .  

r 

: , j . : -  

. - 
. . . . .  

~ i ~  ~ c ~  - j[ 
- - -  "-'~ ~o~e~ ~ 

J _ . \ ~  

~ ~ ~ - _..~.,;~ 

, 
...... ~,,, ~._ ~_~,..~,- .. . .  ~ : , ~  . 1:~ 

_ ~....,.,o%::~'~.~. . - . ~ . ~  ~ ,~ - -~  , ~  ~."~" 
/ 

/ .  .,~. ~/~ :...~_..,~_ .... 
f ;  ~ 

~ ~. ~ ~ . ~ , . . . .  ~ 
.... ~ ......... ~ ~ . . ~ .  

~ [ . . . . .  ~___  _ _ ( ~ "  _.~ 

¢~ "~'" " ~ _  C ~ [ . _  """= . ? . _  ~=- .~ '~ .  =. 

~ ~ ~ ; ~  

. . . .  

~ .  - : /  
> _ 

- - - { ~ J  C 

~ _ ~  \ - ~  
-t ~ = :  . . . . . . . .  ~ g  ~ 

~ ...... HEREFORI ~-~ 

. . . . . . . . . . .  3~ 
] 

- - ~  ~ . 

- ~ &  ~ . . . . . . . . .  ~ 

_ ; ~ - - - " - %  

_.  _ _  
~ 

l ~ 
- . 

~ . . . . . . . . . .  

; . . . .  

~ ~ ~ ' ~  ~ ~ # ~ ~ ~ ~  ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~1~__ . . . .  ~ H'G H W A ~ ~ - - ~ -  ~ ~" ~ ~ ~q~ ~ ~%~' ~ ~  ~ ~ ' ~ } ~ ~  ~ 9  2~ ~p ~, ~ )~ ~ ......... .__,~ -- ~~ 

• ••••z•¢?••••a• 

" t 

i - - ,  

_ ~ ~ v ~ . ~ ' ~  

~,  ~ 
~ =  

~ f  ~ 

-" ~ - : ~  .~- ~-W-~'~ ~ ~" 
- - ; _  . . 

% 

~ -  

= ~ -  ~ 

: 

~ .  ' ~ .  

- ~ - - -  

~ - .  

Z ~ ~" ~ 

. ~  

. .  

. . ~  ~ M u ~  - -  ~ 
~ . ~ ~ 

( _ ~  ~ 

~ ,' 
~ _ _ ~ _ _ ~ - ~  

~- 

- ~  ~ - ~  " 

. . . . .  "L" L~j__ . . . .  _ _  ~ :  

m ~ 

~ = 
~ . 

~ 

. ~ _ _ -  

~ ~ ' ~  

. . . .  ~ - 

"\ 

....... / 
" - -  ~ > '~ 

- ~ ;  
. . . .  - ~ - ~ k  - ~  ~ ~ - ~  

~_ . . . .  

T .  2 4  S .  
• . . ~ ~ 

- 2  

~ 1 

Q ~  ~ _ _ ~ . . . .  

MAP 2 - 2  

F I R E A R M S  R E S T R I C T I O N S  

PREFERRED ALTERNATWE 

~ LandsD~chargeAVaflableof F~earmsfOr the 

~ ]  LandSD~chargeCIOSedof FkearmstO the 

S C A L E  

2 3 4 5 M i ~ s  

USSPRNCA01044



. . . . . . .  R. 20 E. :- 
5ao~ ~L 

~- -> . ~  ° _ 

~ z ~ r ~ ,  I .  ~ - 

t ~ 
: - 

' _  ~ - ~  .~-~ ~ - ~  " 

-. 

7C_ : 

~ . ~  ~ - 

~ \  ~ ,  

I 
I 

3 ~ ~'Y~ 
q~. 

_ _  : ~  
~ - - - - -  _ _ _  

NoTth End ~ 

C ~  I ~'~ ~ 

/ 

~:~oo 

C~ 

~ ~ _ ~ 

f 

~._~ ~ 

~<•~ , ~  

• • 

/ ~ h  " 

.~ ~ 

• ~ _  : . . . . . .  ~ 

~ , 

. .  

Presidio of Santa Cruz 
de Terrenate 

- - 7 -  
~ 3, 

. . . .  _ =  ::  ~ . . . . .  ~ _ ~ _  

~ , ~ 
~ : ~  ~ 
: ~  ~ . , ,  ~ 

:: ..... 

W~Y 82 

Bab~ 

R. 2tE. " " - ;" 

~ ~ 

~ ~ 

--'~ r " -- ~ ~ - - i ~  ~ : .  __ - -~ - -  ~ ~,~:~: ~ :~  ~ ~ 

~-- .-. -~:::~... 

O~ !I 
R~er 

.,,~C.-.L -~ 

* ~ 

~'~--" ~ ~ ~ i i ' ~ - i p r i i ~ ~ r : :  t o n .  .. ' /, .. '. 

~. . . .  

~ - . * ~  

,~.,~.--~'-C__~ 

Cet~ ̀ ~, 

....... ~ ~ 

. . . . . . . .  

-: 

- : ~-. 

~-- 
_:. --- -~-- 

~4~ 
~D7,7:~ :~.:~ - 

~ ~ 

-~ ~ 

~ i  

: - 

- R.22 E. 

- -  ~ ~ 

~ ~.~,_ \ ~ 

~ .-~ 
.... ;-~ ~ ._ . 

- -~ ~ 

~ • 

- = - - - - ~  -- 

.San Pedro ~u-~e 

~ "~" * - ~ s~-~- -~ ~ ~¢~"  ~/ 

E;-~,, 
. .  ~ 

T I G N & L 

--- ~ ........... 
- • _ -_fd~l~Sa"V~leRafa~R<~ad ~ ..... ~ _  - -~ 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

..... o,,.-":.,," ~~"~'~o :.:. :~.,,_,o,~~'~:~?'~~~ :~:'-,~ ,.'::. _'~:::~--~'-~ ..... ' <~"'~~ :-- _-: : 

C~Ho~a 
.... ..~__ ........ ~- r *= 

.... ~ t ~ " ° "  . ~  . ~ ~ .  _~ _ ~ " 

u =~ ~ 
\ 

~ ~ .~ 
• ~ ~ ~ --~ ~ ....... 

ts ~ 
~a . - ~ : ~ .  ~ ~ ~ + . . ,  ~ .  o~, ~ ~ r~.. 

- ~  . . . . . . . .  ~ ~-~;  ._ 

z ~ <  -~ .... ~. ~ 5 ~ "  "--t ~" ~" -- 

;.. -- /. 

_ ~ _ ~ :  . _ _ : _ _ ~  _ 

.... ~ ~ :  - ~ -  ~ 

Fa~bank ~ 

l ~@*~@ ~" ?'C 

Boqu~as 

~':--: ~------:'---~-HEREFORI-' "-'-~~~ I~:-=-'.------- - ...... - -  ~ ' - -  ~ ~k" 

Lehner _. 

~ ~:S~ ~, 

. • , 

: 

\ 

...... ~ ~ ' ~  

. . . .  ~ ~ . . . .  ~ 

~ ~ e ~  8 ~  " ~  ~ 

~ , ~ - ~  

_ _ 

" ~:~.,.: , ,?~<~D_~ ~ 2  ~ : . . . . . .  , 

~ ~  . . . .  

~o- /- ~ 
. ~ ~ ~ 

~ S"3-~' ~ ~.. 

_~_.>,., ~S/ ~Z,.~,_ 

~ o ~  + * _ - 

: -, ~ . i,~-.~.:- 
: 

- - ~  S ~ ~ ." ~ % ~ - -  ~- ~.~ ..... . 

~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
,--~ . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

.~" . . . . . . . .  ~ :  . . . .  

} 

t•l • • • 

": : 

~ .... ~ _ ~ : .  - ~ : ~ - ...... _ 

...~ , Lew,s Spr,ngs ....... W _.._i. 

.¸ . 

I 

! 

-T<21~ 

.. ~ q J  - 
= ~ ~ ~ ~ 

r 
Y 

3 
. . . . . .  ~ 

~ ~ 

_~_ : . _~ ~ 

_ ~  . . . . .  £ ~ 

-~ ~ - - ~ L  - _ .  

. - 

M ~ .  ~ ~ ~ ~ - _ ~ 
. ~ • ~ ~ 

~ ~ 
,, 

~, -"~- 

~ ~ . ~  

~ . ~ ~ 

~ ~ - ~ =  ~ 

Hereford 

• . 

~ ~  - -  ~ 

~ "~. , 
, ~ ~ ? 

J~ ~ ~ 
~ "~ 

Palom~as 

~ o  ~ 

~ f  

~ -~ ~,.~ 

- : 

~ ~ 

~ _ _ ~  ~ __ ~ ~ ._o 
,_ 

T. 24 S. 
. ~ ~ ~ 

::~jL_m~: So _ _ _L._ .... 

MAP 2-3 

PROPOSED 
RECREATION 

FACILITIES 
PREFERRED 

ALTERNATIVE 

~ oint of Interest l~. 
~ Interpret~e Trail ~ 
~ Interpret~e Auto Road I~. 
' ~  Campground [D 
~ Parking 

Picnic Area 
Information 
Adm~at~e S~e 
Hiking Trail 0 

S C A L E  

2 3 4 5 M l l e l  

USSPRNCA01045



t ime d u f n g  the yea~ The discharge of firearms in the 
remainder  of the EIS area will be allowed only for the 
purpose of regulated hun~ng  as author~ed by the laws 
of the State of A f z o n ~  but only during the p e f o d  of 
September I through March 31. A~ow the use of archery 
equipment anywhere in the EIS a re~  except within one- 
quar te r  mile of developed facilities, but only for the pu~ 
pose of regulated hunting as authorized by the laws of 
the  State of Afzona.  

• Limit  the length of stay at campgrounds to seven days. 

• Allow dispersed recreation. 

• R e s t f c t  campfires to de~gnated locations. 

• Allow overnight use by permit only. 

• Require pets to be ~ashed in posted areas. 

• Develop the following in ~he Highway 90 (San Pedro 
Ranch Hous~  area~ See Map 2-3 for this and all follow- 
ing development locationD: 

- 30 to 50 unit campground; 
- large visitor contact and interpretive facility; 
- interpre~ve display in the h i s to fc  San Pedro Ranch 
House and also provide the facility as the headquarters 
of the F f e n d s  of the San Pedro River support group; 
- interpretive trail to the fiver; 
- interpre~ve displays at the campground and picnic 
~tes;  and 
- h ighway pullout. 

• Rebuild the San Rafael del Va~e Road (Highway 90 to 
Hereford) use as a motor~ed interpre~ve route and 
develop the ~llowing: 

- day use only restriction; 
- graveled road; 
- 7 to 10 pullouts with interpretive displays; 
- up to 2 short spur roads to small parking areas; 
- 1 to 2 small picnic ~tes; and 
- 1 to 2 ove~ooks with interpretive displays. 

• Develop the following in the Hereford area: 

- 15 to 30 unit campground; 
- graveled access roa~ 
- park ing  area with interpretive display, informa- 
tion/directions sta~on; and 
- a small picnic ~te. 

• Develop the following in the Fairbank area: 

- small visitor contact and interpretive facility and an 
information/directions sta~on; 
- parking  area; and 
- small picnic site. 

• At  the Pre~dio of Santa Cruz de Terrenate; 

- control access to the ~te, and 
- build an interpretive trail through the ~te. 

• At  the BoquiHas Ranch: 

- build an interpretive display for the ranchhouse and 
an  old railroad commissary buildin~ and 
- restrict  use of the area. 

• Develop the following on the Babocoma~ Rive~ 

- trai l  along the river u~ng  the old ra~road grade; 
- small parking area and trailhead near the river 's 
mouth;  and 
- interpre~ve s~e. 

• Develop the following on the Boquillas Road @oad b~  
tween Fairbank and Charleston): 

- graveled roa~  and 
- de~gnate  as dosed to public use from BoquiHas Ranch 
to Charleston. 

• Develop the following on the Lewis S p f n g s  Road: 

- graded access road; 
- parking areas; 
- a group picnic ~te; 
- a p f m ~ i v e  camping area; and 
- interpretive displays. 

• Develop the following at Murray  Sp fngs :  

- an interpretive display; 
- an interpretive trail th rough  the ~te;  and 
- shor~ graded access road to a small parking area. 

• Develop the following at the Lehner  Ranch 

- interpretive display, and 
- interpre~ve trail through the site. 

• Develop the fol~wing in the Charleston area: 

- highway pullout with information, directions and in- 
terpretive ~gns; 
- an  interpretive display near  the ruins; 
- foot trail to the ruins; and 
- a small picnic site. 

• Develop the following at Palominas:  

- h ighway pullout with information, directions and in- 
terpretive ~gns; 
- graded access roa~  and 
- a small picnic site. 

• Develop 2 to 3 dedicated outdoor environmental  educa- 
t ion field study areas of 5 to 10 acres each. Facfl~ies will 
include shade she~er~ tables, ~gns ,  and small parking 
areas. Res t f c t  access to and use of these sites. 

• There are two scenafos  possible on recreation use of the 
exis~ng railroad corridor. 

- In one scenar~ the railroad track ~ abandoned and the 
privately owned ~gh~of-way is obtaine& BLM will 
develop a hiking and equest~an trail  on the grade, along 
with access/parking/corrals at  Hereford, Highway 90, 
ChaEeston,  Fairbank, and on the north end of the EIS 
area;  
- In the second scena~o a privately run tour~t  train will 
use the existing track, with pos~ble construction of a 
spur ~ne to Tombstone. BLM will work with the operator 
on stops for the train, possibly in~uding  the installation 
of h ~ t o f c  train stations. These faciH~es wi~ use some 
private  lands but may need the use of some of the EIS 
a rea  a~acent  to the tracks. BLM will develop ac- 
ce s s /pa rk ing / co r r a l s  a t  Here fo rd ,  H i g h w a y  90, 
ChaEeston,  Fairbank, and on the north  end of the EIS 
a rea  for dispersed hiking and eques t~an  use. 

Lands 
Objective: Provide mr ~ t u r e  ~ g h ~ S w a y  across the 

EIS 
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area  and for other lands actions compa t ib l e  wAh the sub- 
ject lands. 

Planned Actions: 

• R e ~ c t  ~ght~o~way and other uses to a r eas  where they 
would not ~gni f ican~y  impact  resources .  

• Allow maintenance  on exis~ng ~ g h t ~ o P w a y ,  s u ~ e ~  to 
protecSon of resource values. 

• De~gna te  a ~ghDo~way corridor a t  C h a ~ e s t o n .  The 
nor thern  boundary will be no f a r the r  n o r t h  t h a n  the ex- 
is t ing nor thern  ~gh~o5way  and the  s o u t h e r n  boundary 
will be 660 feet south (see Map 2-4). 

• D e ~ g n a t e  a ~gh~oPway corridor at  Here fo rd .  The nor- 
thern  boundary will be the sou the rn  a n d  wes t e rn  edge 
of the Hereford Roa& The southern  b o u n d a r y  will  fol~w 
the es tabl ished u ~ l ~ y  easement  on t h e  sou the rn  San 
Rafael  g ran t  line. The corridor is 150 feet  in  width. 

° Issue land use autho~za~ons on a case-by-case basis, 
mm~mmmg' " " " disturbances and cons is ten t  wi th  the man- 
agement o~ec~ves of the EIS area. 

Water 
Objective: Conserve the g r o u n d w a t e r  resource  while 

p r o M ~ n g  necessa ry  s u p p o r t  for o ther  
programs. 

Planned Actions: 

• Pump most of the k ~ g a ~ o n  w ~  only  to p r ~ e ~  p ~ e m  
t ia l  wate r  ~ g h ~ .  Protect  wa te r  ~ g h t s  i f  t he  San  Pedro 
W ~ e r s h e d  ~ d e ~ g n ~ e d  as an A ~ e  M a n a g e m e n t  Arem 
Pump ~ r  an emergency use ff a resource  vMue b ~ o m ~  
~ o p a r ~ z e d  ~uch as fish p o p ~ a ~ o n s  due  to reduced sur- 
~ c e  flow). 

• Use one well on a s h o ~ 4 e r m  basis  in one f ie ld  ~ r  an ex- 
pe~men tM revegetat ion t~a l .  

• Keep ~ m e  ~ t h e  n o m k ~ g a ~ o n  w e l ~  o p e r a ~ o n M  to pro- 
Mde the ~ q ~ d  water  ~ r  var ious  r e source  a ~ i M ~  
and ~ r  a d m i ~ r ~ N e  purposes. 

• C~se  and cap u n n ~ e s s a r y  k ~ g a t ~ n  a n d  n o m ~ g ~ n  
w ~ .  

Wildlife 
Objective: D ~ m ~ e  the condi t ion a n d  ~ a t u s  ~ wild- 

life and the i r  hab~a t .  

Planned Actions: 

• Inventory  t e r r e s t~a l  and aqua~c  h a b i t a t s .  

• Inventory  ter res t r ia l  and aquat ic  v e r t e b r a t e s  a long with 
the i r  associated food supp~es. 

° Monitor  changes in t e r res t r i a l  and  a q u a t i c  hab~a t s .  

• Mi~ga te  poten~al  impacts  to t e r r e s t r i a l  a n d  a q u a t k  
h a b ~ a t s  to assure exis~ng h a b ~ a t  d i v e r s ~ y  through 
time. 

° Prepare  a h a b ~ a t  managemen t  p l an  (HMP) for the  EIS 
area.  

o Ident i fy special management  guidance to protect areas 
i m p o ~ a n t  ~ r  raptors  and herons. 

• Evaluate ,  in coopera~on wkh AGFD, the impa~ of hunb 
ing on wildlife and wi ld l i~  habi ta t .  

® Eva lua t e  the i m p a ~  of visi tor use on wi ld l i~  and the 
r i pa r i an  ecosy~em.  Determine if these impa~s  are con- 
s i s ten t  with the overall  management  of the r ipar ian  
ecosystem and the a s soda ted  wi ld l i~  resource. 

Objective: E m p h a s ~ e  consumptive and nomconsum~ 
tive use of fish and w i l ~ i ~ .  

Planned Actions: 

• Do not allow trapping in the EIS area except in cases that  
are de termined in consu~a~on w~h APHIS or AGFD ~ r  
a d m i n i ~ r a t i v e  purposes. 

• M i n i m ~ e  human  d i~urbance  around impo~an t  wildlife 
areas.  

o AHow wildlife spe~es coHec~ons only for a dmin i~ ra~ve  
purposes.  Coordinate  collections with AGFD. 

° Analyze  the  poten~al  for w i l d l i f e ~ a t e d  research in the 
EIS area.  

• Es t ab l i sh  in te rp re ta t ion  and envi ronmenta l  education 
p rog rams  on wildlife and t h e ~  habi ta t ,  with emphas~  
on the  r i p a ~ a n  ecosystem. 

• Pursue  e s t a b l ~ h m e n t  by AGFD of hun~ng  regula~ons  
for the  EIS area.  This re la tes  to ~ n g t h  of season, t ime 
of season, and the types of weapons permuted.  

Objective: Provide for the r ~ n t r oduc ~ on  of nat ive 
wildlife s p e c ~  in~ud ing  Threatened and 
Endangered  species. Use hab~a t  improv~ 
ments  to op~mize h a b ~ a t  avai labi l~y.  

Planned Actions: 

• P l an t  one abandoned farm field, on an expe~mentM 
basis,  w ~ h  p r e ~ r r e d  ~ r a g e  spe~es.  

• Use p re sc~bed  fires to improve t e r res t~M hab~at .  

• D e v e ~ p  ponds and marshes  ~ r  aqua~c and te r res t r ia l  
w i l ~ i ~ .  

• P lant  nat ive ~ees  ~ee~ ings  and p o ~  along the r ipar ian 
cor~dor  and other  areas  where d e s ~ a b ~  to enhance 
w i l ~ i ~  h a b ~ a k  

• Pump n o n - ~ g a ~ o n  wells in support  of aquatic hab i ta t  
i m p r o v e m e n t .  Pump ~ g a t ~ n  wells ~ r  emergency use 
if a resource becomes j e opa r ~ z e d  ~uch as fish populm 
t ions due to reduced flow~. 

• Provide w f l ~ i ~  waters  in the d ~ e r  upland por~ons of 
the  EIS area.  

• P r o ~ d e  ha b i t a t  ~ r  t e r res t r i a l  wf ld l i~  species tha t  use 
t ree  cavi t ies  (h~es)  through ~ a c e m e n t  of nest boxes or 
o ther  methods.  

• Con~der  plans ~ r  the removal of exo~c fish ~om e ~ i n g  
ponds in coopera~on with the AGFD. 

Vegetation 
Objective: M M n t ~ n  and enhance the vegeta~on com- 

m u n i z e s  in the EIS area.  

: . . . . .  " !~  i~i ~ 22 
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Planned Actions: 
• Use an abandoned farm field ~ r  expe~menta l  

reseeding/revegetation plantings of native spe~ea Use 
some non-native species now found in the area and 
con~dered benefi~al .  If  the expe~menta l  reseeding 
is successful and benefi~al ,  con~der u~ng  ~ in other 
areas.  Natura l  plant  succes~on would occur on most 
of the EIS area. Plant  trees in areas that  can support  
wildl i~ and recrea~on a~iv i~es .  Con~der ~ r eam-  
bank  revegeta~on where necessary. 

• Use ~rescribed fire ~o mainta in  wfldli~ hab~s t  dive~ 
s~y  and to reduce hazardous bu i ldup  of fu~s.  

° Establish,  ff de~ rab~ ,  a n a i v e  tree nursery. 

Soils/Watershed 
Object~e: M M ~ n  and e n h a n ~  the soils/watershed 

~ u r ~ s  of the EIS ~ e a  to ~ d ~ e  future 
soil erosion. 

Planned Actions: 

• Remove the dikes or berms along the east and west  
sides of the abandoned fa rm fields and allow pre- 
exis~ng drainages to re-establish. 

• Build ~de drainage erosion control structure only as 
needed to protect other resources and watershed 
values. 

Fire 
Objective: Control wildfires threatening n a t u r ~  

resources and structures and reduce the 
acreage burned. 

Planned Actions: 

• Suppress wildfires on a high p ~ o ~ t y  ba~s.  AM 
wildfires on or threa tening  to burn into the EIS area  
will receive full and sustained suppression action. 

• Reduce the potenGal for damage to resources and 
s tructures  within the EIS area  and to a~acen t  land 
owneffs properGea Do t h ~  by u ~ n g  fire b reak~  both 
na tura l  and constructed, as determined by resource 
and fire objectives. Emphasize the fol~wing areas: the 
southwest  porGon of the EIS area, where ex ten~ve  
fue~  are w~hin  one mile of p~va te  dwellings; in the  
v i~n i ty  of the E1 Paso Natura l  Gas pip~ine; snd near  
any  structures w~hin  the property. 

Cultural 
Objective: Manage cu~ural resources. 

Planned Actions: 

• Prepare  a Cultural  Resource Management  P lan  
(CRMP) for the EIS area. 

• Allocate each s~e to one or more of the following use 
catego~es: s~entific use; management  use, publ~ us~  
socio~u~ural  use; and conservation for ~uture -u-se 
~ee Appendix 2 for defin~ions of these catego~es). 

• Nomina t e  ef i~ble  prcper~es  to the National Register af 
H ~ r &  Places. 

• Manage  s~es to rea l~e  t h e ~  a l~cated  use while p ro t e~  
~ n g  the ~ te ' s  other cultural resource vMues ~ o m  impac~ 

• Complete  a Class HI I n ~ n s N e  F i n d  Inventory of the  en- 
t i re  EIS area and record all cultural  resources. 

• M a x i m ~ e  the effi~ency and quality of s~e m a n a g e m e n t  
th rough  the dev~opment  of coopera~ve m a n a g e m e n t  
ag reemen t s  and the use of vo lun t ee r .  

Objective: Manage a m ~ o ~ t y  of ~ s  ~ r  t h o r  i n ~ r m m  
fion po~n~M (see Append~ 1). 

Planned A~ions: 

• Promote  s~en~f ic  study to gain know~dge  on all of the  
c u k u r a l  resources in the EIS area, to fulfill regional  
research objec~ves, and to fiH regional data gaps (Broni~ 
sky  and Mer~ t t  1986). 

• Fund  scientific studies when approp~ate  to mee t  top 
p r i o ~ t y  regional research objec~ves. 

• IdenGfy scientific research o~ectives by historic context  
for the  EIS area.  

• AHocate the following s~es to s~enOfic use ~ee  Appen- 
dix 2): AZ EE:8:I  (ASM); AZ EE:8:5 (ASM); AZ EE:8:7 
(ASM); AZ EE:8~  (AMF); Benson 8:3 (GP); SP IL l0 ;  
SPIL l6 ;  SPIL20; AZ E E l : 3  (ASM); AZ EE:8:48 (ASM); 
AZ EE:8:34 (ASM). 

• Manage  s~es eligible for s~en~fic  use al locat ion to 
p rese rve  s~en~f ic  values and other cul tural  resource  
values.  

O b j e c t i v e :  Manage a sm~ll number  of ~ t e s  for public 
values ~ee  Appendix I). 

Planned A~ions: 

• Promote  the i n t e r p r e t a t ~ n  of culturM resources to pro- 
vide the public with information on the m'e~s  h i ~ o r y  and 
p reh i~ory .  Educate the pub l~  on the value of c u k u r a l  
resources.  

• AHocate the fol~wing ~ s  to public use ~ee  Appendix  
2): Pre~dio  of Santa  Cruz de Terrenate,  Fa i rbank ,  the  
M u r r a y  Sp~ngs  ~te ,  the Lehner  Site, C h a P e r o n ,  
MillviHe (G~d and Corbin Mill~, the Boquillas Ranch  
headqua~ers ,  the Brunckow cabin, the San Pedro Ranch  
house  and Gaybanipi tea.  

• Complete  ~ a b i l i z a t ~ n  work at the fo l~wing si tes to 
preserve  pub l~  values and other identified values:  
P r e ~ d i o  of San ta  Cruz de Ter rena te ,  F a i r b a n k ,  
ChaMe~cn,  the Brunckow cabin, the Carr  Canyon school, 
MillviHe, Conten~on, Conten~on CRy, the Grand  Cen- 
t r a l  Mill, the Sunset  Mill and the San Pedro Ranch  
house.  

• Assure  the p r e s e r v a t ~ n  of s~en~fic  and other  c u ~ u r a l  
resource values and achieve cuRural resource o ~ e c ~ v e s  
in  the  d e v e ~ p m e n t  and ~se of interpret ive sites. 

• Provide data and ~ s p l a y  Rems ~ r  public i n t e r p r e t a t ~ n .  

• Provide  support  in the p l ann in~  d e i g n i n g  and  develop- 
m e n t  of interpret ive sites. 

• A c h ~ v e  cul tural  resource management  o ~ e c ~ v e s  in 
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development plans, designs, developmem actions and 
operations. 

° Identify socio-cultural values and give full consideration 
to these values in the management  of associated sites and 
areas. 

ObjeCtive: Manage a few sites for conservation (see 
Appendix  1) to protect and preserve 
representa t ive  samples of all the cukural  
resources in the EIS area. 

Planned Actions: 

• P ~  sites potentiMly ~ i g i ~ e  for M ~ c ~ n  to conser- 
vation ~ r  future use (see Appendix 2) to preserve their 
sden~fic and public values. 

• Al~cate a representat ive s a m ~ e  ofskes in each historic 
context to conserva~on ~ r  future use. 

• Do not allow conf lk t ing  land and resource uses on 
allocated sites. 

o Re~ase ~tes ~om conserva t~n  ~ r  future use o ~ y  ~ they  
meet the required conditions (see Appen~x 3 ~ r  the 
con~t~ns) .  

Pa ontolog al 

Objectives: Preserve and enhance the ~ n t i f i c  and 
potential public use vMues ofpMeont~o~cM 
resources to increase the know~dge of the 
San Pedro EIS area 's  natural  h igory.  

Planned Actions: 

• Inventory any futm'e land acquisitions ~ r  p~eont~ogical 
resources. 

• Check known sites pe~odical ly ~very  ~5 year~ and col- 
lect exposed foss i l .  

• Check high poten~al  areas  pe~odically. 

• Promote the excavat ion and co l~c t~n  of the Diack ~te, 
Horse th~f  Draw M a m m o t h  s~e, and Horsethief No. 2 
site. 

° Promote new paleontological research. 

° Fund new paleontological research when approp~ate to 
meet top p ~ o ~ t y  m a n a g e m e n t  o~ectives. 

• Protect ~gnif icant  paleontological resources by contrOL 
ing other resources and land uses through avoidance, 
m ~ i g a t ~ n  and other  measures.  

• Collect ~gnif icant  foss~s threatened by natural  and 
human disturbance. 

Minerals 

Objective: Keep minera l  activities out of the sensitive 
portions of the EIS area. 

Planned Actions: 

• Prohib~ gravel extract ion operations in the Hpa~an  
area. 

• AHow the exis~ng operat ion outside the ~ p a ~ a n  area 

to cominue  until the mate~al under the already strip- 
ped area is removed. Issue new permits on an annual 
basis. 

Visual 
Objective: Manage the EIS area's  visual resources to 

preserve the o u t , c h a n g  scenery and to 
e n h a n c e  a reas  i m p a i r e d  by h u m a n  
di~urbance.  

Planned Actions: 

De~gna te  the visual resources of the subject lands into 
the following Visual Resource Management  classes ~es 
Appendix 4): 

Class I: 2,060 acres 
Class II: 8,311 acres 
Class III: 11,926 acres 
Class IV: 25,371 acres 

Preservat ion  oriented management  will occur in the 
Class I areas  ~he proposed RNA~ and Class II areas 
(most of the scenic valley bottom along the San Pedro 
River). Enhancemen t  actions will take place in those 
areas previously impacted by human disturbance. 

Areas of CrRical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC) 
Object~e: Preserve and enhance ~ e  i ~ e d  ~ e ~  

values of the EIS area. 

Planned Actions: 

Recommend designation in the Safford RMP of the en- 
tire EIS area  as the San Pedro Ripa~an  ACEC. Ac- 
compl~h  managemen t  of the ACEC by applying the 
m a n a g e m e n t  guidefines of the Preferred A~erna~v~ 

Recommend the d e ~ g n a t o n  in the Safford RMP of three 
research na tu ra l  areas (RNA) w~hin  this ACEC -- St. 
David Cienega,  350 acres; San Pedro River, 1,340 acres; 
and San Rafael,  370 acres (See maps in Appendix 13). 
Apply the following management to these areas: prohibit 
developments and new Hghts-of-way; prohib~ overnight 
camping and  campfires; encourage avoidance by recrea- 
tion users; preserve and enhance vegetation com- 
munit ie~ place ~gns  where needed along the boundaries; 
control exotic vegetation; prohibit the introduc~on of 
non-native species; and p re lude  pubfic vehicular access. 

Administrative Facilities 

Objective: Provide fadfifies in several ~cations so as 
to property admin~ter  the EIS area. 

Planned Actions: 

• Build an admin i~ra t ive  ~d~ty at the Highway 90 locm 
tion as par t  of the ~ r  contact and in~rpretive ~dli ty.  

® Build a small  fa~l i ty  at Fa~bank  to a d m i n ~ r  the 
nor thern  end of the EIS area. 

i~!il ii ~ ii!il 26 
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• Use the hou~ng  at Boquillas R a n c ~  Fairbank, Hereford 
and Palominas for employees  or for use by coopera~ng 
agendes.  

Research 
O~jeclJve: Provide f a c i ~ e s  for a variety of research in 

the EIS area. 

Planned Actions: 

• Devebp  an adequate  f a ~ l ~ y  at  e~her  F a ~ b a n k  or the 
Highway 90 area  for research  in such fields as b i~ogy,  
hydr~ogy,  a rchae~ogy ,  pa~ontology,  s ~  and botany. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
SUMMARY 

The ~ A ~ n  A l~rna~ve  proposes no ac~ons which 
wo~d  ~ e ~ e  ~ m n m e ~ M  ~ ~ .  R e  i m p ~  ~ e ,  
there~re ,  those w h ~ h  could be a n ~ c ~ a ~ d  &om t a ~ n g  no 
ac~on. Such ~ s  would be on the ~ o ~ c  ~ m ~  
~ m u ~  ~ ~ e ~ n o m ~  r ~ u r n s  &om recrea~on and &om 
~ ~ d  ~ e ~ .  R e  ~ f l ~  ~ ~ e ~ e  ~ ~ e  
property w o ~ d  have  some social ~ as m a ~  p e o ~ e  
anticipate being a ~ e  to do so. Ad~f ionM~,  ff the p u ~  
cannot ~ e ~ e  on the San  Pedro property, they may  elect 
to do so on other p u b l ~  lands, c rea~ng  e n ~ n m e n ~ l  im- 
pacts on those lands. Bene f i~a l  e ~ c t s  are a n ~ p a t e d  to 
wate~ ~ l ~ ,  and v e g e t a ~ o n  and sdl .  

T ~  ~ v ~ n  Al~rna~ve  proposes ~ m e  a ~ n s  tha t  
would benefit the n ~ u r M  resources such ~ w ~  ~ ,  
vegetation and ~ f l ~ ~ .  W f l ~ i ~  hab~a t  improv~  
m e ~  W ~  ~ d  ~ p a ~  c ~ t u r M  and p ~ n ~ c ~  
~ s  b ~  w o ~ d  p ~ i ~ v e ~  a ~  ~ ~ e ~ .  They 
~ d  ~ o  ~ e  ~ s p e ~ e d  ~ e a g o n  a~ iv~ ies  by p r ~  
~ n g  a grea ter  ~ v e ~ y  of spe~es.  Construc~on of the  
St. D a ~ d  deten~on dam would a d v e ~ y  a ~ c t  c ~ t u r M  
and p M ~ n t ~ o ~ c M  ~ u ~  but  w o ~ d  p o ~ v e ~  a ~  
erosion processes and ~ p a ~ a n  ~ o n  by ~ a ~ n g  ~ e  
s~eam chann~.  So~al  and  ~ o ~ c  e ~  ~ e  ~ ~ y  
the same as No A ~ n  bu t  w ~ h  a slightly more ~ s ~  
e ~ .  

I m ~ e m e n ~ n g  the  U ~ l ~ a ~ o n  Aherna~ve  would 
~ g a ~  i m p a ~  w a ~ r  q u M ~ ,  ~ ,  ~ ~  ~ 
and c ~ t u r a Y p M e o n ~ b ~ c M  ~ s o u ~ .  These ~ are 
due ~ r g e ~  to the g rea te r  e m p h a ~ s  on devebped  recrea- 
t b n  and the con~nued ex t r ac~on  of sand and gravel off 
the r ~ a ~ a n  ~ .  ~ e  same e m p h ~  wo~d  benefit the 
~ o n o m ~  and so~M ~ m p o n e ~ s .  ~ m e  of the management  
ac~ons of this M ~ r n a ~ v e  w o ~ d  also p o ~ v e ~  a ~ c t  
w ~ i ~  hab~a~  w a ~ r ,  s ~ l s  and veg~a~on .  

The ~ d  A ~ ~  ~ d  ~ a~ions  i m p a l i n g  
~ l ~ ,  s ~ s ,  c ~ r M ~ M e o ~ o ~ c M ,  v ~ a ~ o n ,  w ~ e ~  
~ s u a l  resources and the  ~ o n o m k  ~ m p o n e n ~  Other  a ~  
~ s  w ~ l d  ~ e  ~ s ~  i m p ~  to the same resources. 
M ~ t  i m p ~  ~ e  m ~  and ~ f l ~ t  s h ~ b ~ r m  ~ l o n ~ r m  
e ~ .  

i i  
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TABLE 2-1 
MANAGEMENT ACTION SUMMARY 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
S a f f o ~  Distd~, AHzona 

Management 
Actions No Act ion P r e s e r v a t ~ n  U f i H z ~ n  Pre fe r red  

R E C R E A T ~ N  

ORV De~gnafion None Closed Lim~ed to designated 
roads. 

Pubfic Vehicular None D e ~ g n a t e d  parking 
Access areas  - no roads 

Publ~ Use None Available with 
f im~at ions  

F~earms Prohibited Prohibi ted 

Developed Recrea- No developed 
tion Sites site~ 

Dispersed None 
Recrea~on 

No large sites - 
5 smal l  sites. 

Available - rimmed 
to day use onl~ 

Large number of de~g- 
nated roads available. 

Restricted to spe~ 
ified hunting season. 

4 large sites; 
12 sma~ site~ 

Available - permit 
for overnight use 

Lim~ed to d e ~ g n a t e d  
road~ 

Lim~ed number  of 
roads availabl~ 

Available 

Open and closed a rea~  

4 large sites; 
7 small site~ 

Available - pe rmi t  
for overnight us~  

VISUAL 
RESOURCES 

No VRM das~  
~ c ~ n .  

92% of scenic ripar- 
ian  corridor in VRM 
Class I & II. 

84% of scenic ripar- 
ian corridor in VRM 
Class I & II. 

86% of scenic r ipar-  
ian corridor in VRM 
Class I & H. 

ACEC None 
RECOMMENDATION 

1 ACEC of entire San 1 ACEC ~ e~i re  San 
Pedro; 3 RNAs. ~ o ;  3 smM1 RNAa 

1 ACEC ~ e ~ i r e  San  
~ o ;  3 RNAs. 

L ~ D S  

MNntenance of Yes 
E ~ s ~ n g  ROWs 

Protec~ve With- 
drawals for 
Administrative 
Purposes 

Acq~re AdS- 
tional Lands 

Yes ~ s  ~ s  

~ s  ~ s  ~ s  ~ s  

U s  U s  ~ s  ~ s  

Allow New ROWs No Yes Yes Yes 

WATER 

M ~ n  Q u ~  
and Q u a n ~  

Deve~p Sp~ngs 

Use I r~ga~on 
Wel~ 

U s  U s  U s  ~ s  

No No No No 

No Ye~ if  needed. Ye~ as necessary. Ye~ as necessary. 
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~ B L E  2-1 
MANAGEMENT A ~ I O N  S U M M A ~  

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Saffo~ D~tdct, Adzona 

Management 
Actions No Action Prese rva t ion  U t f l i z ~ n  P r e f e r r e d  

Use N o m ~ g m  No Ye~ as necessar~ Ye~ as necessar~ Ye~ as necessar~ 
tion Wel~ 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Upper San PeSo No Yes Yes Yes 
River HMP 

M ~ n  or ~ s  ~ s  ~ oMy pr~ects ~ s  
I m w ~ e  W f l ~  ~ q ~ d  ~r  T&E 
Spe~es ~ r ~  spe~e~ 

M ~ n t ~ n  or 
Impr~e  the 
Riparian Ec~ 
Sy~em 

M ~ n  or 
I m p r ~  ~ u ~ c  
H ~ a t  

R e ~ ~  
~ N a t i ~  Wfl~ 
li~ ~ e ~ e s  

Exo~c Fish 
R e m ~  

Moni~r  Hab~at 
Changes 

Vegetation Man~ 
p~at ion  P r ~  

~ s  ~ s  ~ s  ~ s  

Na N ~ u r ~  ~ s  N~ e~ept  ~ r  T&E. ~ s  
p ~  on~  

No Yes O~y T&E spe~ea Yes 

No No No Yes 

~ s  ~ s  ~ s  ~ s  

No Yes Yes, o~y  ~r  T&E Yes 
Spe~e~ 

Main Channel 
Detent~n Dam 
Construction 

Ero~on Control 
Structures - 
Main Channel 

Ero~on Control 
Stru~ures - 
Side DrMnages 

Remove Dikes and 
Berms Around 
Farm Fields 

No Yes No No 

No Yes No No 

No ~ s  ~ s  ~ s  

No Yes No Yes 
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TABLE 2-1 ~on~nue~ 
MANAGEMENT ACTION SUMMARY 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Saffo~ ~ f i ~ ,  Adzona 

Management 
A ~ i o n s  No A ~ i o n  P r e s e r v ~ n  U t f l~a f ion  P r e ~ r r e d  

~ ~ N  

Plant Abandoned 
Farm Fields to 
Native Species 

Plant Trees ~ r  
WiMlife or 
R e ~ e a t b n  

No Yes No Yes, but lim%e& 

No ~ s  ~ s  ~ s  

Prescribed Fire No Yes Yes Yes 

FIRE 

Suppress Wildfire ~ s  ~ s  ~ s  ~ s  

MINERALS 

~ 1  Produc~on 
in the ~ 
Area 

Prohibited Prohib~ed  P r o h ~ e d  Prohib~ed 

Gravel Production No No Yes E~sf ing  opera~on 
O u t ,  de the o ~  
Ripa~an  Area 

CULTURAL 

Scientific S t u ~  ~ 1 ~  Allow ~ o m o t ~  ~ n d  P m m ~  ~ n d  
g C ~ t u r M  ~ &  
R e ~ u r ~ s  

Patrol of Cultu- Occa~onal  Regula r  Regular  Regular 
ral Sites 

P u ~  Use ~ 
C~ tu rM Site~ 
I n t ~ p r ~ i v e  
Sites 

Albca~ C ~ t ~  
ral ~ t e s  ~ r  
Conserva~on 

No No Yes, 11 sites. Yes, 10 sites. 

No ~ s  ~ s  ~ s  

On Site Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Protec~on 

C~ tu rM Resource No Yes Yes Yes 
A c ~ W  Plans 
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TABLE ~1 
MANAGEMENT ACTION SUMMARY 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Saffo~ Distdct, Adzona 

Manageme~ 
Actions No Action P r e ~ a t i o n  Utilization Pre fe r~d  

RESEARCH CENTER 

Build Cen~r No Ye~ sm~l Yes Yes 

ADMINISTRATIVE FACILITIES 

Build ~ i t y  No a d ~ o n ~ .  Expand e~s~ng N ~  ~ New ~cility. 
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CHAPTE  3 

A F F E C T E D  E N V i r O N m E N T  

INTRODUCT ON 
Chapter  3 desc~bes the resources t ha t  m a y  be impacted 

by i m ~ e m e n ~ n g  the a~e rna t ives  i n ~ u d i n g  the  Pre~rred 
Ahernahv~ Desc~p~ons are only as deta i led as needed ~ r  
the reader to unders tand the effects of i m p l em en ta~om 
Where i m p a ~ s  are sl ight  or n o n e x i s t e n t  ~Hmate ,  
topography, air quality, na tura l  history),  desc~p~ons  are 
b~e f  or om~ted. More de ta i~d  desc~pt ions  of the resources 
of the EIS area are avMlable in the  Safford D ~ t ~ c t  Office. 

PHYSICAL SETTING 
The EIS area ~es in the B a r n  and  Range  p h y s ~ g r a p h ~  

province, character~ed as posses~ng gent ly sloping valleys 
separated by abrupt ly ~ n g  mounta ins .  Such is the case 
where the San Pedro valley sepa ra tes  the  Dragoon and 
Mule Moun t~ns  to the east  ~ o m  the  Huachuca  and 
Whe~tone  MountMns to the west. The  e leva t ion  is about 
3,900 R.. The climate is a ~ d  to s e m h a ~ &  S um m ers  are 
warm, a v e r a ~ n g  95 ° daily m a x i m u m  in June .  W i n t e ~  are 
r e ~ v e ~  miM with average  m a x i m u m  in J a n u a r y  of 61 ° 
and lows of 34 °. P r e c ~ a ~ o n  ave rages  abou t  13" a n n u a l  
~ w~h  50-60% of tha t  total  fal l ing in Ju ly -Sep tember  and 
20% in Decembe~February .  

RECREATION 
Recrea t~n  has not been a recognized use of the San 

Pedro EIS area, p ~ m a ~ l y  because the  l and  was p r e ~ o u ~  
ly in p~va te  ownership. A smal l  a m o u n t  of h u r t i n g  was 
s ~ e ~ N e ~  author~ed by the ownerm Other  occasional uses 
in~ude  b~dwa tch in~  na tu re  s tudy,  p ~ n i c k i n g  and 
~ g h ~ e ~ n ~  The area b ~ w e e n  the two land  grants ,  cente~ 
ing on Escapule Wash, received ex t en~ ve  use ~ o m  off-road 
v e h ~ s .  

The San Pedro offers m a n y  o p p o r t u n i t ~ s  ~ r  a v a~e ty  
of r e ~ e a t ~ n M  activities. D u ~ n g  the p u b l ~  meet ings  many 
peop~ ~en~f ied  p ~ e n ~ a l  uses of the  San  Pedro,  e.g., cam- 
ping, h ik in~  p ~ n i c k i n ~  na tu re  s tudy,  b i rdwatch ing  and 
interpret ing the natural ,  cu~ u ra l  and  p a l e o n t o ~ c a l  
resources. 

SPECIAL AREAS (Potential Areas 
of Critical Environmental Concern 
ACEC) 

The San Pedro EIS area  has  s ignif icant  e x a m ~  ~ a~  
c h a e o ~ c M  and historical s~es,  a p ~ e n ~ a l  ~ a m ,  
wil~ife  p o p a l ~ n s ,  p a l e o ~ o ~ c a l  resources  and vegetm 
tion ~ m m u M ~ .  These s p ~ i M  ~ a t u r e s  are  enough to 
m e ~  the ~ v a n ~  and impo~ance  cr i ter ia  ~ r  ACECs and 
to qual i~  ~ R ~ e ~ c h  N ~ u r a l  A ~  ~ N A ) .  The San Pedro 
lands e n ~ m p a ~  ~ v ~ a l  v e g e t a ~ o n  types  t h ~  are e~her  

not represented or o n ~  m i n i m a l ~  ~ p r e s e n ~ d  in the RNA 
program. The RNA program does not have any represen- 
tation of the C h i h u a h u a n  Dese~  ~rub ,  sacaton grassland, 
mesqu i~  bosque and cienega vegetation types. The cotton- 
woo~willow r ipa r i an  v e g ~ a t ~ n  type is only m i n i m M ~  
represented.  The San Pedro offers an opportunity to fill 
these voids. Brief  desc~phons  of the nominated ACEC and 
RNAs are as ~l lows:  

San Pedro Ripa~an: This p~en~M ACEC covers the en- 
t ire San Pedro proper ty  and includes 36 miles of the San 
Pedro River  ~ a ~ l y  perenniM~ e x ~ n ~ v e  stands of cotton- 
w o o S w i l ~ w  r ipa r i an  vegetation,  many  ~gnif icant  ar- 
c h a e ~ o ~ c a l ,  his tor ical  and p a l e o n t o ~ c ~  s~es, and a 
wide v a ~ e t y  of wi ldl i~ .  

St. ~avid  ~ie~ef la :  The potential  RNA at  the cienega 
is a r e m n a n t  of wha t  much  of the San Pedro River V a l ~ y  
used to look like. The marsh- l ike  denega  has a vege ta~on  
type dominated  by reeds and sedges. Also in t h ~  potential  
RNA are a smal l  mesqu~e  bosque, a g r a s~an d  area  
seasonal ly impac ted  by wate~  and small  a reas  of 
Ch ihuahuan  Deser t  scrub vegeta~on.  

San Pedro River: This poten~al  RNA contains the 
cottonwoo~willow r ipar ian  veg~a~on  type. Borde~ng the 
~ p a ~ a n  area  ~ an  ex ten~ve  m e s q ~  bosque. The eastern 
portions of th is  a rea  contains the Chihuahuan  Desert  
scrub vegeta t ion  type,  c h a r a ~ e ~ z e d  by creosote, ta rbush  
and ca~ law.  

San Rafael: This  po ten~a l  RNA is dominated by 
g ras~ands ,  wi th  a l k a ~  and ~ a n t  sacaton the most com- 
mon. Running through this gras~and area is the San Pedro 
River with an excel lent  represen ta~on  of the cot tonwoo~ 
willow ~ p a ~ a n  vege ta t ion  type. 

VISUAL 
The r ipar ian forest along the San Pedro River ~ the most 

r ecogn~ab~  visual  ~ a t u r e  of the San Pedro prope~y.  This 
is espe~al ly  t rue  where  the ~ u r  p ~ m a r y  highways cross 
the river. The ~ p a ~ a n  forest offers a d r a m a t ~  visual 
change ~ o m  the  sur rounding  country 's  vegetat ion,  
dominated by such Ch ihuahuan  Dese~ shrubs as creosote, 
catclaw, t a rbush ,  w h ~ e t h o r n  and mesquite. 

In the la rger  p~ tu r e ,  the  San Pedro EIS area  occup~s 
the val ley bot tom of the  upper  San Pedro River Val~y .  
Most of the  count ry  to the  east  and west is dominated by 
gen~y ~oping  val ley terraces  w~h  many  small drainages. 
The only m ~ o r  b r e a k  in the v a l ~ y ' s  topography is near  
the center  of the  proper ty ,  where the ChaSes ton  Hills rise 
above the sur rounding  landscape. Long distance views are 
available ~ o m  the EIS a rea- - the  Mule and Dragoon Moun- 
talus and the Tombstone  H~ls  to the east, the Huachuca  
and Whets tone  Mounta ins  to the west, and the San Jose 
Mountains  to the  south in Mexico. 

Though genera l ly  na tu ra l  in appearance, the San Pedro 
property has  been  modified over the last  100 years.  These 
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changes include ~ u r  paved roads crossing the prope~y and 
m a n y  graded and dirt roads, ~ e ~ c  and telephone Hnes, 
and several towns. In a d ~ o n ,  there are some ranch houses 
and ranch facili~es, an a~ ive  railroad ~ne and several  ~ d  
r a i~oad  grades, and about 2,200 acres of old fa rm fields. 

Scen~ v i s a s  ~ o m  highways and the San Pedro River  
are important  because of the asso~ated ~ghtsee ing  values. 
Two m ~ o r  at tract ions to recreationists are water  and the 
~ p a ~ a n  ~res t .  Protec~ng views of these features  is a 
concern. 

Des igna t~n  of visual resource managemen t  classes has 
not occurred on the publ~ lands in the San Pedro EIS area. 
A v~ua l  resot~ces management  (VRM) inventory was com- 
pleted for the entire San Pedro area  regardless  of land 
ownership. BLM will manage visual resources only on the 
p u b i c  lands. (See Appendix 4 for a discussion of Visual 
Resource Management.)  

LANDS AND REALTY 

Land Uses 
Ac~vi~es  occurring when BLM obtained the land con- 

sisted of Hvestock graz in~  sand and gravel  opera~ons,  
~ghtmof-way and some unauthorized recreat ion uses. 
Neighbo~ng lands have these same uses w ~ h  the addRion 
of rura l  re~dences  and subdivi~ons. Southern  Coch~e 
County ~ one of the fastest growing areas of southeas tern  
Arizona for t h ~  type of use. The Escapule subdivi~on and 
~s  re~dences  (about 200 acres in sections 18 and 19, T. 21 
S., R. 22 E.) are ~ca ted  just  north of the San Rafael del 
VaHe land grant,  borde~ng the EIS area. Mil i tary  opera- 
~ons  occur on the a~acen t  lands of Fort  Huachucm 

State  Highways 82, 90 and 92 cross the San Pedro p r ~  
perty. Two Cochise C¢ unty roads, Charleston and Herefor~ 
also provide access to the planning area. The Cha~es ton  
road ~ a deeded easemen~ except the San Pedro River 
crossing where it has a ~gh~of-way. The Southern  Pacific 
Rai l road (Benson to Douglas raft l in~,  crosses the plann- 
ing area  north to south. This is also a fee ~gh~o~way~ 

Many ~ g h t s ~ w a y  including na tu ra l  gas pipelines, 
wa te r  pipelines, util i ty easements,  powerlines, roads and 
telephone 5nes cross the EIS area. See Map 3-1. Not~eable  
concentra~ons are at the Charleston River  c ros~ng  and 
in the Hereford-Palominas area. Most were au tho~zed  by 
the p rev~us  landowne~ BLM has granted ~ghts-of-way for 
new b~dges  at the Cha~es ton  and Hereford cros~ngs  of 
the San Pedro River. An environmental  assessment  will 
be prepared before final ~ ca~ on  and construc~on of the 
new b~dges.  See Table 3-1 for the l ~ n g  of these 
rightmof-way. 

The St. David Irrigation District has a dam~te  and canal 
in the nor thern par t  of the San Juan  de las BoquiHas land 
grant.  The dam diverts water into the canal for use on f inds 
nea r  St. Davi& 

In 1987 A~zona Elect~c Power Coopera~ve a p p f e d  to 
construct  a 230 kv ~ec t~c  fine ~ o m  the Apache Power 
P lan t  near  Sun~tes  to Sierra V~ta .  BLM issued a ~ g h ~  
o~way for the se~cted  route, including a c ros~ng  of the 
San Pedro River at Cha~eston.  

Cer ta in  ~ tes  w~hin  the EIS area where there  are ex- 
ist ing facilities may be de~gnated ss adminis t ra t ive  ~tes.  

Such ~ tes  include the BoquiHas Ranch ,  the current  BLM 
a d m i n ~ a t N e  s~e ~ FMrbank ,  a n d  any  other dev~eped 
recreation, research or a d m i n ~ t r a ~ v e  facilities. 

Acquisit n 
Several additional parcels of p r iva te  land may be obtain- 

ed for protection of the r ipar ian  values ,  the water  table and 
to help provide continued flow in the  San Pedro River. 
Pr iva te  exchanges are being nego t i a t ed  t ha t  may lead to 
acquis~ion of these lands. The  p r i va t e  lands are also 
valuable for protection of wildlife and  cul tural  and historic 
proper~es.  

TABLE ~1 
Rights-o~Way 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Safford District, AHzona 

Holder T y p e  FeeffAcres 

Sulphur Sp~ngs Valley 
Electr~ Coop., Inc. P o w e ~ e  5~13~32 

Mountain B~I Telephone 85~41/20 
E1 Paso Natural Gas Gas Pipeline 18~24/9 
City of Tombstone Water Pipeline 90~10/208 

A~zona Pubfic Service Powe~ine 19~30/5 
Coch~e County Road 37,000/59 
William D. Glenn Road 2550/5 

Arizona Department of 
Transportation 

St. David Irrigation 
Bob & Janet Watkins 

Road 25~3~147 
Dam, Canal, Road 9,14~53 
U~lity Easement 3,50~1 

1st Interstate Bank Road 2~6~1~ 
Cochise County ChaPe ron  B~dge 2~0~33.1 
Ccch~e County Here~rd B~dge 2~50~0.6 

A~zona E ~ c  Power 
Cooperafiv~ Inc. 

Powefline and A ~ e ~  9521N142A6 
Roads 

Source: Safford D ~ t ~  Fries 

WATER 
Following are selec~ons f rom a deta i led  discussion of 

water  at tached as Appendix 5. (See Map  3-2 for water  
source loca~ons). 

Surface Water 
The San Pedro River s tar ts  in t he  deser t  g ras~ands  of 

nor thern  Sonora, Mex~o. The r i ve r  flows north ~ r  about 
140 miles, en te~ng  the Gila R i v e r  nea r  Winkelman 
A~zona.  ~ s  w a ~ h e d  of over  4000 squa re  miles includes 
most m ~ o r  v e g ~ n M  f L  2ones c f  N o a h  Ame~ca.  These 
range  ~ o m  coniferous ~ r e ~ s  on m o u n t a i n s  higher than  
7400 L e t  above mean sea level to Sonoran  desert  scrub at 
1800 L e t  e~vaf ion  near  the  r i v e r ' s  mouth .  Much of the 
m ~ n ~ r e a m  flows through s t ruc tu ra l  basins  over valley fill 
approaching or excee~ng 1000 L e t  th ick.  ~ s  f l o o d ~ n  ~ 
u suM~ a hMf m i ~  or more wide, except  where  bedrock out- 
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Analysis of Floodplain Well Data 
~ d p l a i n  well d ~ a  anMyMs d ~ m ~ :  1) ~ p ~  ~ 

g r o u n d w ~  w~hin the ~pa~an  zone; 2) ~asonM v~im 
Nons in ~pa~an  zone groundwater ~evations; and 3) cor- 
re la t i~s  ~ any) be twe~ ripa~an zone ~oundwater elev~ 
tions and streamflow. ~ addition, the analysis ~ d a t a  ~om 
~ e d  w~N ~ the floodplain a q ~ r  ~ r m ~ e d  ~ e  
trends in g r o u n d w ~  ~ev~ions  and w ~ a r  ~ a n ~ s  in 
these e~vations ~ e ~ o n ~ d  to chang~ ~ e~her mean 
month~ flow or base flows ( ~ f i ~ d  as the 9 0 ~  annum 
~w f lo~.  

Water Sources Inventory 
To date, 40 we~s have been ~ c a ~  inventoried and 

mapped w~hin the EIS area (see Appen~x 1% five of 
~vh~h are ~ t M ~  unusab~. The Bureau of Rec~mation in- 
stalled two additional wells ~ r  ground~vater moni~Ang 
purposes. ThiAeen wells are current~ in use and the rest 
could be put into operation w~h the in~M~fion of pump- 
ing equ@ment, a power source and/or some m ~ t e n a n c e .  
Twenty of the wells have been used ~ r  ~ g a t i o n ;  one ~ r  
an i n d u ~ M  operation; and five for domestic use. The re~  
were used ~ r  Hve~ock wate~ng. Most of the im'igation 
equipment is ~i]l in ~ace. Dept~to-water measurements 
range ~om 12 to 35 ~et.  These measurements include a 
number of the im'igation w~N. 

The ~ght  springs and seven ponds have also been im 
ventor~d and mappe& Those som-ces are descr ied earlier 
in this section. 

Since the f ir~ acquiANon of land in the EIS area, addL 
fional lands have been obtained and in~uded w~hin the 
EIS area. Water sources on these ad~tionM lands still need 
~ be inventor~d. The inventory phase will continue until 
aH sources are ~cated and mappe& A number o f w ~  and 
stockponds exist on these recently obtained lands. 

Water Quality 
The quality of the surface water ~ good. Over the years, 

a number of entities have measured water quality in the 
river (U.S. Ge~ogicM Survey, AAzona Depa~ment of 
Health Services, A~zona Game and F~h Department, 
Southeast Ar~ona Governments Organizat~n, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Ser~ce, and Gray Tr ian~e A~ion Group). 
This was usually in response to the many pollution spills 
in the upper watershe& Spills usuMly occur when intense 
rain~orms cause the h ~ n g  ponds for sewage or mining 
wa~es to overflow or breach. On occaAon, the sewage 
and/or mining wastes may have been i n t e n t i o n ~  or a~ 
~dentally release~ usuMly to create more ~orage capacity. 

As a gener~ rule, high flows in the San Pedro River 
show the presence and movement of high levels of heavy 
metMs in the water. Water samples taken in a one-time 
grab sample du~ng a moderat~y high flow (August 20, 
1987) show this relafionsh~ ~ r  the Ax mo~ dangerous 
heavy me te s  ~ee Table $2). The table aNo shows the a~  
d~ional information of cub~ ~e t  per second (CFS) and pH. 
The flow is e~imated in cub~ ~e t  per secon& The 
designated benefidal uses e~abHshed ~ r  the San Pedro 
River are: aquat~ and ~vildlife; in~dentM human contac~ 
agricultural ~ g a t ~ n ;  and agriculturM Hvestock wate~ 
ing as established by the Stste c f A~zon~s Water QuMity 
Standards. 

D~a  obtained du~ng anoth~ me~urement  ~ e p ~ m b ~  
23, 1986) showed aH heavy m~Ms except m~cury  well 
b~ow the Ma~mum Contam~ant  Lev~ ~andards. Me~ 
cury was d~e~ed at on~ one Ate ~ ~004 Mg~. The 1986 
an~yAs was ~ r  one day ~Howing a high ~ n A t y  A~m.  

Water Rights 

The Huachuca Audubon So~ety submitted an "App~ca- 
tion ~ r  Perm~ to Appropriate Sur~ce W ~ "  to the 
Arizona Department ~ W~er  R~om-~s in Augu~ 1985 
to get an instream-flow water ~ght. The requested w ~ e r  
~ght  is ~ r  the ~gment  of the San Pedro River ~om 
Hereford to Benson. After BLM ~ok  o w n e ~ p  of the 
lands, the instream-flow wa t~  ~ght was reas~gned to the 
BLM. The a p ~ a t i o n  ~ now under con~der~ion by the 
Depa~ment ~Wate r  Re~m'ces. The application ~quested 
a quan~ty of flow ~ r  wH~i~ ~ndu~ng  fishe~es and 
~pa~an habitat m~ntenance) and recreation use Om 
c ~ n g  e~heNcs). 

The San Pedro W~ershed is now underg~ng water 
~ghts a ~ u ~ c ~ n  pro~e~ngs  under lhe ~ i o n  of the 
coups and w~h g ~ d a n ~  ~om the Department ~ Wat~  
R~ou~es .  T h e e  pro~e~ngs  w~l ~nsider  ~ l  submi~ed 
w ~  d ~ m s  and d~ermine the apportionment of the ex- 
isting wa t~  ~ u r c ~ .  

WILDLIFE 

Terrestrial Habitat 
A vegetation ~ v e ~ o ~  using the Brow~ Lowe ~nd Fase 

(197~ ~ a ~ c ~ i o n  ~ e m  iden~fied 21 ~ f f e ~  ~ a ~  
~ m m u ~ f i ~  (see Veg~ation po t ion  of this chap~r ~ r  
these d ~ s f f i c ~ i o n ~  These 21 commu~fies ~ e  ~mMm 
ed into ~ c o m m u n ~  (see Append~ ~ ~ the Wildlife sec- 
tion for the ~ke ~ ~mplicity. 

The ~ p ~ i a n  ~ m m u ~ t i e s  (cottonwood-willow riparian, 
mesqui~ bosque and ~eneg~ ~ n  228 ~ e ~  ~ 53 per- 
c e ~  of the to t~  t e r r e ~ M  wfidH~ spe~es. Less than five 
p e ~ e ~  ~ t h e  E ~  ~ e ~  howeve~ d ~ s ~  ~ riparian ~m- 
mungos .  These ~ m m u ~ e s ,  t h ~ e ~ ,  are the mo~ im- 
p o ~ a ~  ~nce the numb~ ~ species using ~ e m  ~ e  ~ e a ~ r  
than the number of specks u~ng the ~ h ~  ~ m m u ~ .  
The ter~striM wildli~ ~ e c i ~  ~ the r i p , J an  ~mmunities 
include 167 spedes ~ b~d~ 47 spedes of mammMs and 
14 ~ecies ~ h e ~ t i l ~ .  

The ~p~ ian  i nve~o~  ~o~ved a good ~str~ut ion ~age  
classes and ~ e q u e n ~  of ~ees in the c o ~ o n w o o ~ w ~ w  
~pa~an association in the ~ e a  around H e ~ r d .  As a 
gener~ r~e ,  g~ng noah  ~owns~eam) leads to a poorer 
~ b ~ i o n  of age classes and ~equency of ~ees in the 
~ttonw~d-wffiow riparian ~scciation. Invento~ data also 
reveals the age class ~ b ~ n  leans more t o w e d  the 
m~ure  age dass~  than ~ e  ~edling and young age classes. 

The upends ~nsist  ~ six ~an t  ~mmu~t ies .  About 200 
spe~es of wfl~i~ use the upends,  ~ c ~ n g  136 spe~es 
of b~ds~ 37 ~ec~s  ~ mammMs and 27 spe~es ~ h e ~ t i l ~ .  

Rea r  to the Vegeta~on section ~ r  more in~rm~ion  
regar~ng vegetation ~ f i c ~ n  as w~l ~ q u a r r y  and 
quMity of these habitat~ 
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TABLE 3-2 
Wa~r Quali~ A n a ~ s  

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Saffo~ District, AHzona 

Standard 
Above  L e w ~  (Aquatic and 

S a m p l e  G r e e n  S p ~ n g  C h a H e ~ o n  F ~ r b a n k  W l ~ U A g r i c .  
T y p e  B r u s h  B ~ d g e  B ~ d g e  BHdge I r H g a f i o n )  

F ~ w  35.000 38.000 55.000 75.000 
pH 7.600 7.900 8.000 8.000 9.0 
Cu T .262 .260 .090 ND 0.500 mg/L 
Cd T 0.320 ND ND ND .050 mg/L 

Pb T .400 .141 .150 ND 0.10 m g ~  
Zn T 1.880 ND ND .110 10.000 m g ~  
Fe T 4.100 .301 .600 13.000 1.000 m g ~  
Hg ND ND ND ND 0.0002 m g ~  

Source: Safford D~t~ct Fi~s 
ND - N~ d~e~ed. T - T~M pH - Amount of the hydrogen ion in sdu~on. R e ~  ~ the a d ~  or MkMi~W of a sduhom Less than 7.0 
indicates the sdu~on is adds, more than 7.0 i n ~ c ~  the solu~on ~ MkMine. Water is neutral at 7.0 pH. 
Cu - Copper; Cd - Cadmium; Pb - lead; Zn - Zinc; Fe - ken; Hg - M~cury 

Table Summary 
• Copper exceeded the s tandard of 0.050 mg/L from Hereford to Fa i rbank  by a factor of 5. 

• Cadmium exceeded the s tandard  of 0.050 mg/L above Greenbrush Draw by a factor of 6. 

• Lead exceeded the s tandard of 0.010 mg/L Dom Hereford to F a ~ b a n k  by a factor of 4. 

• Iron exceeded the EPA aqua~c life cr~erion of 1.00 mg/L from Hereford to Fairbank.  This excess ranged up to 
13 t imes the established cr~erion at the Fa i rbank  B~dge. 

• Zinc did not exceed the s tandard of 10.000 mgfl 

° No mercury  was detected in the August  measurement .  

Appen~ces  6-8 provide lists of species by plant  com- 
munity:  ApFen~x  6, b~ds,  A p p e n ~ x  7 mammals  and 
Appen~x  8, herptfles. 

Terrestrial Wildlife 
W f l ~ i ~  invento~es  on the upper San Pedro River 

~ u n d  303 spec~s  of birds, 84 mammals ,  and 41 herp- 
tiles on or a ~ a c e n t  to the EIS area. These spe~es  are 
s u b s i d e d  into the fo l~wing das~ f i ca~ons  to demon- 
s t ra te  ~ f fe ren t  managemen t  ~ r a t e ~ e s  by groups of 
animals.  

Non-game 
Non-game species include 267 species of birds, 64 

species of mamma l s  and 40 species of herpfiles. 

Game 

Game species include 36 species of b~ds  ~ 2  of w h ~ h  
are w ~ w l h  20 s p~ i e s  ~ mammMs and one ~ i e s  
~ herp t i~ .  

T a ~ e  3-3 ~ s ~ a y s  a pa~ i a l  list of represen~ve  game 
species showing the rela~onship of s h o ~ - ~ r m  and ~ n ~  
te rm trends, current  p o p ~ n s  and the m a ~ m u m  

p ~ e  p ~ ~  in ~ e  ~ e a  ~ n M  ~ m m u ~ o n  
A ~ .  

Threatened and Endangered Species 
 errestdal) 

These are ~ d e r a l ~  listed or special s ta tus  species 
(federal c an~da t e s  and s tate  H~ed). Threa tened and En- 
dangered species are nongame species and have a d ~ o n M  
protection under state and ~derM ~ a t u ~ s ,  as w~l  as BLM 
Manual  ~ rec~on .  

W ~ i ~  invento~es  ~ u n d  24 ~derM a n ~ o r  ~ a t e  listed 
spe~es  as present  or p o s s ~  in the EIS area (see Table 
3~). Current  invento~es  have not verified the e ~ e n c e  
of any ~ d e r M ~  l i~ed Threatened and Endangered species 
other than  those migra t ing  through the area. 

Aquatic Habitat 

The only portion of the San Pedro River das~f i ed  as a 
perennial  s t r eam ~ ~ o m  the Hereford area  to the v idn i ty  
of the Charles ton Hfl~. The rest of the ~ v e r  usually has 
only in t e rm~ten t  flows. 

The qua l~y  of the aquatic habi ta t  is directly propor- 
t ional to the exist ing ground and surface water  quality. 
Water  qual~y along the perennial  stretch of the r iver is 
con~dered good and, therefore, the qua l~y  of the existing 
h a b ~ a t  may  also be considered good. Addi~onal informa- 
tion on water  qua l~y  is found in the water  p o r t ~ n  of this 
chapter  and in Table 3-2. 
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TABLE 3-3 
Game Species 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Safford District, Arizona 

S h o r t  L o n g  
T e r m  T e r m  C u r r e n t  

S p e ~ e s  T r e n d  T r e n d  P o p u l a t i o n  

Mule Deer Up Stable 420 
J a v e ~ n a  Up Up 730 

M a x i m u m  
P o p u l a t i o n *  

1,220 
1,500 

~ :  A ~ a  Game a ~  ~ D ~ a ~ m e ~  

* The maximum pop~ation ~ ~he maximum b ~ c M  p~entiM ~ 
the area to produce these spe~es while implementing M1 n e ~ a r y  
h a b ~  improvements and prcp~ management s ~ e ~ e ~  

TABLE 3-4 
Federal and State L~ted and Proposed Species 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Safford D ~ i c t ,  AHzona 

S p e ~  A b u n ~ e  P ~ n ~  ~ 

S a n b ~ f f s  L o n ~ n g u ~  B ~  
G r e ~  M ~ f f  B ~  
M e ~ n  G r ~  Wo~ 

U~n~n ~ ~P 
U~n~n ~ S 
U~n~n ~ ~E 

Sw~nsoffs  Hawk  Common Observed S 
M ~ s ~ p p i  K~e  R a ~  Observed S 
Gray Hawk Common Observed S 
F e ~ u ~ n o u s  Hawk U n ~ m m o n  O b s ~ v e d  S 
A~omado  F a l ~ n  A c ~ d e n t ~  P o ~  ~ E  

BMd E a S e  ~ O ~ d  ~ E  
~ ~  ~ n  ~ O ~ d  ~ E  
B l ~ k  H ~ k  U n ~ m m o n  O ~ d  S 
C ~ a m  ~ ~  O ~ d  S 

O~r~ R~e O ~ d  S 
~b~Hed W~Hng 
Duck Un~mmon O ~ d  S 

Whi te - fac~  ~ i s  Unknown ~ S 
Yellow-billed C ~ o  U ~ o m m ~  O ~ d  S 

E ~ g a ~  ~ o g o n  Rare O b e y e d  S 
Green K i n g f i ~  R ~ e  O ~ e ~  S 
T h ~ M l l e d  K i n ~ i r d  A c ~ M  O b e y e d  S 
T r o ~ c ~  K i n k e d  R ~ e  Observed S 

Black-crowned Night  Heron Uncommon Observed S 
Snowy Egre t  Uncommon Observed S 
Long-billed Curlew Unknown Possib~ S 
Nor thern  Beardless 

Tyrannule t  Uncommon Observed S 

Gila M o ~ r  Common O ~ d  S 
W e s t e ~  M ~ u g a  U n k ~ w n  ~ S 
M ~ a n  G a ~ e r  Snake Rare O ~ d  S 
D e ~  K i n g ~ a k e  U n ~ m m o n  O ~ d  S 

C h ~ a h u a  Leopard Frog 

So~c~ ~& F~h and Wfl~i~ Serv~e 

S = Spe~t  ~ S p e ~  
DE = ~ d e r t ~  Endan~red 
~P = ~ r a l l y  propos~ ~r  Hs~ng 

Unknown P o ~  S 
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Aqu ic Wildl e VEGETATION 

Native Fishes 
Hi~o~cally, 13 n~ive s p e ~  ~f ish  we~ pr~ent  in the 

Upper San Pedro River (see Table 3-~. Of t h e e  species, two 
~ m ~ n  in the ~ a m ~  the ~ngfin dace and desert sucke~ 

TABLE 3-5 
Native Fishes 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Safford D~trict, Adzona 

Loach Minnow 
Flann~-mouth Sucker 
Roundtail Chub 
Spikedace 
Longfin Dace 
Desert Sucker 
Gila Topminnow 
Sonoran Sucker 
Razorback Sucker 
G~a Chub 
Colorado River Squawfish 
Speckled Dace 
Desert Pupfish 

Source: A~zona Game and Fish Depa~ment 

Non-native Fishes 
Most of the fishes present in the Upper San Pedro River 

system are non-native speciea Fourteen species of non- 
native fishes ~ee Table 3-6) inhab~ the Upper San Pedro 
River or ~s tributarie~ 

TABLE 3-6 
Non-Native Fishes 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
S a f ~  District, Adzona 

Common Carp 
Rainbow ~ o u t  
Black B ~ e a d  
Green Sunfish 
Mosq~Wefish 
G o l ~  
~ e a d  Minnow 
~l low B ~ e a d  
Channel Catfish 
B ~ e ~ l  
Largemouth Bass 
Brook ~ o u t  
Threadfin Shad 
Red Shinner 

Sourc~ Safford Di~c t  Files 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
(aquatic) 

Five ~de~l ly  fisted Threatened and Endangered Fishes 
were native to the Upper San Pedro River but have since 
been ext~pated ~om the area. These spe~es are the desert 
pupfish, Gila topminnow, spikedac¢ loach minnow, and the 
Colorado River squawfish. 

Vegetation Communities 
The areas vegetation was mapped in 1987 by BLM 

resource special~ts using the vegetation das~fica~on 
scheme of Brown, Lowe, and Pase (1979~ The vegetat~n 
was specified to the third decimal point or the associahon 
phase of the system. A total of 21 different plant associa- 
tions were iden~fie~ as well as three m~ceHaneous type~ 
The misce~aneous types were: agricultural, meaning lands 
that had been cul~vated but are now in federal ownership; 
PVT agricultural, agricultural lands in p~vate ownership; 
and RESIDENTIAL, areas of p~vate lands p~ma~ly us- 
ed for hou~n~ Approximat~y 82,000 acres were mapped 
to provide coverage for any future land acqu~i~ons in the 
EIS area. 

The asso~ations de~neated, with a b~ef description of 
m~or plant species present are: 

143.123 

Hilaria rnutica-mixed scrub Asso~ation--usually ~und 
in swales, with fine textured soils, made up of p~ma~ly 
tobosa (Hila~a mu~ca) grass and mixed shrub~ P~n~pal  
shrub species include mesquite (Prosop~ juliflora), 
wolfberry (Lyciurn spp.~ l ~ e a f  sumac (Rhus m~rophylla), 
snakeweed (Gutierrezia sarothra~ and ~urwing sa~bush 
(A~iplex canescen~. Other m~or grasses present are 
sacaton (Sporobolus w~ghtii) and vine mesquite (Pan,urn 
obtusurn~ 

143.141 

Sporobolus wrigh~i Asso~ation-grasses, with sacaton 
being the dominant grass, make up the m~or component 
of this associa~on. This asso~ation occurs on fine textured 
soils on low terraces. Other m~or specks present include 
m e s q u ~  wh~ethorn (Acacia neovernicosa) and w~fberr~ 

143.142 

Sporobolus wrightii-Prosop~ juliflora Associa~on--a 
mixture of sacaton and mesquit~ It occupies the fine tex- 
tured soils of the lower terraces of the m~or drainages. 
Other m~or spe~es present include wh~ethorn, w~fberr~ 
tobosa and vine mesquit~ 

143.152 

Mixed grass-Prosop~ juliflora Associat ion--  
characte~zed by mixed grasse~ mainly the introduced 
grass spe~e~ Lehman lovegrass (Cragroshs ~hmannia) and 
mesquit~ Other species are burroweed (Aplopappus 
~nu~e~u~, snakeweed, sideoats grama (Bouteloua cu~ 
tipendula) and black grama (Bouteloua eriopoda). This 
association is a disdimax gras~and that histo~cally had 
few shrubby species and is now supporting a mixed grass- 
shrub communit~ It is found on upland s~es above the San 
Pedro River terrace~ 

143.155 

Mixed gras~mixed scrub Association-found on shadow 
soils on mountains and low hilla This associa~on is 
characte~zed by perennial grama grasses (Bouteloua sp~), 
cane beardgrass (Andropogou barbiuoidis), bush muhly 
(Muh~ubergia p o r ~  other native grasses and mixed 
native shrub~ in~uding spice bush (Aloysia wrighti~ 
ocotillo (Fouqu&~a sp~udens) and wh~ethorn. 
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143.156 

Mixed g r a s ~ m ~ e d  shrub A ~ o ~ a t ~ n - - ~ m f l a r  to 
143.i55, but  with a mixture  of w h i ~ t h o r n  and mesquite  
as the p ~ n ~ p ~  shrub~ Sp~e bush is r a t t y  ~ u n d  on the 
hi~s and mountMns of this asso~a~on.  

143.157 

Mixed grass-Acac~ neoverni~sa Association--similar to 
both 143.155 and 143.156 but  the p ~ n ~ p M  shrub is 
whi t~horn .  This assodat ion o~u r s  on shallow soils on low 
hi~s and mountMns. 

143.163 

Aplopappus ~nuisec~s-Prosop~ juliflora Association--a 
~sc l imax  g ras~and  ~ u n d  on mode ra t e~  fine and fine ~ 
tured upland soil~ Hi~oricMly, this was a perenniM 
g ra s~and  with ~ w  shrubm P ~ n ~ p M  spe~es  present  are 
bu~oweed and m e s q u ~  w h ~ h  together  make up over 90 
percent of the p e r e n n i ~  ~ a n t  compos~ion. 

143.164 

Aplopappus ~ n u ~ t u ~ m i x e d  scrub A s s o c ~ o n - -  
~milm" ~ 143.163 except w h ~ h o r n  ra ther  than  mesquite 
dominates as the p ~ n c ~ M  tMI shru~  Other  spe~es  pre- 
sent are snakeweed, dese~  zinnia (Zinn~ pumU~ and a 
~ w  perenniM grama  g r a s ~  

153.243 

ProsopisjuIiflora-mixed scrub Assodation--composed of 
shrub-size m e s q u i ~  intermixed p ~ m a ~  with ta rbush  
(FIourens~ ~rnu&, desert zinnia and very few perenniM 
grasse~ This a s s o ~ a t ~ n  ~ ~ u n d  on fine ~ x t u r e d  soils on 
high terrace~ 

153.261 

Acada greggii-mixed scrub A ~ o N a ~ o n - - ~ u n d  on 
m o d e r a ~  deep s~N d e l v e d  from aci~c parent  materiM~ 
This assoNa~on is composed pNmari ly  of catclaw (Acada 
greggi5, t a rbush  and wh~ethorn,  with little or no peren- 
him grass spe~e~ 

153~15 

Mixed Chihuahuan scrub Assodat ion- -m~or  shrubs are 
mesqui~ ,  wh i~ tho rn ,  ta rbush,  c reos~ebush  (Larva 
divar~ata), deseA zinnia and mm-~la  (Par~en~m i~ 
canum). Bush m u h ~  ~ the major ~ 'ass  spedes  p r~en t ,  but  
minor  a m o u n ~  of ~ h e r  nat ive grasses may occu~ 
Throughout the area the relative dominance of each species 
may vary. T h ~  ~ a n t  communi ty  ~ ~ u n d  on ~my  te~ 'aces 
and ~dges  a~ace n t  to the San Pedro Rive~ Acreage ~ the 
largest  of the associations mapped. 

153~21 

Acada neov~nicosa Associat ion--p~mary ~ a n t  species 
is whRethorn,  al though minor amounts  of ~ h e r  spedes  oc- 
cur. Other  shrubby plants  present  may be m a r i n a ,  deseA 
Annia, snakeweed and tarbush,  with minor amounts  of 
grasses ~ n ~ p a l l y  bush muh~) .  This a s s o ~ a t ~ n  occurs 
m ~ n l y  on limy breaks  above the San Pedro River vMley. 

153.272 

A ~ l e x  can~cens A s s e r t i o n  found on very limy high 
~ver  terraces and composed of~m-wing s~tbush,  mesquit~ 
w h R ~ h o r n  and few grass s p e c ~  Grass spe~es  in- 
clude tobosa, bush muhly  and ~ M n s  b~s~egrass  ( S e ~ a  
macrostachy~. 

153~13 

Larrea ~ v a r i ~  mixed s n u b  A ~ o ~ n - - c m ~ e b u s h  
(Larva d~ar~ata) is the m ~ o r  shrub present  Mong with 
m i n ~  amounts  ~ m ~ q u ~  whRethorn and desert zinnia. 
The m ~ o r  grass spe~es  ~ e  bush m u h ~  and ~ M n s  
b r i s t l e g r ~  T h ~  ~ a t i o n  grows p r i m a r i ~  on dee~ ~my 
soils on ~ w  terraces and aHuviat  fans above the San Pedro 
Rive~ 

223.231 

Prosopisjuliflora Assoc ia t ion-on  the floodplMns Mong 
the San Pedro River and ~ r g e  ~ u t a ~ e s  where ~ f l s  a m  
u s u M ~  dee~ and ~ a m  or sandy ~ a m  ~ ~ u r e .  M ~ q ~  
is the m ~ o r  ~ m p o n e n t  o f t ~ s  ~ d a t i o n ,  known ~ a mes- 
qu~e bosqu~ M e s q ~  ~ s  in this ~ ~ n  can ~ r m  
a closed canopy and few other species achieve d o m ~ a n c ~  
Four-wing saRbush and w o l ~ e ~ y  a m  two associated 
spe~ea  This association varies from large trees to small  
~ands  ~ e ~  ~ than  10 ~ tMI. Many ~ t h e  ~ e e s  a m  
~ u t s  from the t runks  ~ ~de~  cut trees. 

223.232 

Prosop~juliflora-sho~ tree Association--scattered small 
O~s than  10 ~ tall~ mesqu~e ~ees  dom~a te  this a ~ o d m  
tion. F o u r w ~ g  s M ~ u s h  and w o l ~ e ~ y  are the  a s ~ e d  
shrub~ and ~ a t t e ~ d  g r a s p s  include tobosa ~ vine mes- 
q u ~  This association grows on m o d ~ e ~  fine and fine 
textured soils on low ~ a c e s  and a l t uv i~  fan~ m M ~ y  on 
the north end ~ the EIS area. The area  has  a ~ a t t ~ e d  
shrub appearance with bare ground among the shrubs and 
some g r ~ s  p ~ s e n t  in the  smMl d r ~ n a g e ~  

223.211 

Populus Femontii-Salix gooddingii Association--the cot- 
tonwood (Populus ~emon~ and Good~ng  wfl~w (Sa~x 
good~ngii), ~ b r o a ~ e a f  r iparian,  ~ ~ n  occup~s the 
b ~ m  ~ t h e  San Pedro Rive~ m M n t ~ n e d  by the  relative- 
~ p ~ m a n e n t  water  sourca This association is on s ~ e a m  
banks and low ~ a c ~  ~ ~ a r s e  t enu red  soila The ~ m  
tion is characterized by a gal lery ~ r e s t  ~ cottonwood and 
Good~ng  willow. Other  a s ~ e d  spe~es  a m  A~zona  
walnut  ~ug~ns  majo~ seep willow (Bacchar~ ~ u ~ n ~  
and b ~ m u d a  grass (Cynodon d a c ~ .  M ~ e  than  2,000 
acres of this association were mapped in the s tudy area,  
but  this  acreage doesfft  po~ ray  its ~ u e  siz~ M a p ~ n g  ~ 
on 1~4~00  ~Me ph~os  and includes large ~ e ~  ~re la t ive-  
~ bare s~eambed  in the acreage f igum~ 

233.210 

Mixed  n a r r o w l e a f  scrub-Hymenoclea monogyra 
A ~ i ~ n - -  ~ c u ~  sandy, dry ~ a m  b ~ m s  on 
~ u t a r ~ s  of the San Pedro Rive~ P ~ n c ~ M  spe~es  am: 
burrobrush (Hymnoclea monogyra), rubber  r a b ~ r u s h  
(Ch~s~hamnus nauseosuD and m e s q ~ t ~  O ~ y  small  
acreages ~ this association are mapped due to the mapp- 
~ g  scale but  ~ is q ~  ~ m m o n  mixed with other ~ m a m  
b o s o m  ~ a n t  ~ m m u ~ e ~  

233~21 

Tamar~ chinens~ A ~ i ~ n - -  small  areas  on the 
n o a h  end ~ t h e  EIS m'ea and in ~ e ~  t h ~  have t ra~t ional-  
~ been b r o a ~ e a f ~ p a ~ a n  ~ m ~ q u i t e  bosque association. 
Salt cedar (Tamar~ ch~ensis), an introduced, noxious 
p ~ - e ~ o p h ~ e  t h ~  has invaded much ~ Arizona's wetland~ 
but  ~ o w s  as a m o n ~ y p e  ~vith few other associated ~ a n t s  
on o ~ y  a few hundred acres of fine textured bottom lands. 
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243.321 

Juncus spp-Carex spp. A~ociat~n--rushes (Juncus spp.X 
sedges (Carex spp.), ca~ails (Typha spp.) and saltgrass 
(D~tichlis stricta). A~oN~ted species are mesquite, sacaton, 
tobosa grass and Good~ng willow. This association occurs 
on the north end of the EIS area, west of the San Pedro 
Riveg in one of the ~w s u r ~ n g  Nenega~ SeverM spNngs 
m Mnt~ n  a marsh of several hundred acre~ 

Ecological Condition 
Range c o n ~ o n  ~xpre~ed  as exce~en~ good, fair or 

pooN reflec~ the current  vegetation composit~n of the 
r ang~and  in relation to the po~nt iM climax plant com- 
muni t~  The po~nf ia l  ~ imax  ~ a r t  community N grouped 
by soils and ca~ed a range sit~ The SN1 Conservation Se~ 
~ce  ~ C ~  prepares a range Nte guide ~ r  each soil type by 
showing the potentiN climax ~ a n t  ~mmuni ty  for each site. 
The EIS area has n ~  been ~ r m M ~  invento~e~ but  BLM 
has made estimates of rangeland c o n ~ o n ~  BLM surveyed 
the ~ p a ~ a n  community (Brown, Lowe and Pase number  
223.211) Mong the San Pedro River in 1986. The SCS soil 
survey iden~fied a total of 12 range sites. A ~ u ~ n  of 
the reNfive condi~on of each site follows: 

Clay Loam Up~nd- -cha ra~e~zed  by the M~ed  Gras~ 
Prosop~ juliflora A~oNa~on (Brown, Lowe and Pase 
Number 143.152) and in poor or Nir  condi~on. The site 
should be a grasNand w%h a ~w shrubs in evidenc~ The 
presence of Lehman lovegra~ fu~he r  cont~butes  to the 
poor rat ing since ~ is an introduced species and is ~v en  
no worth (uNng SCS gu~el ineN in d e ~ r m i ~ n g  the 
c o n ~ o n .  

Clay Bottom--typicM vegeta~on is Sporobo~s wr@h~i 
A ~ o d a ~ o n  (14~14D and N in good ~ excellent con~fion. 
The mesquite present on this s~e in Naces would lower the 
rat ing Nnce this is p ~ m a ~  a b ~ t o m N n d  grasNand s~e  

Deep Sandy L o a m - m e s q u i ~  bosque or Prosopisjuliflora 
AssoNafion is the typ~N vegetation on this Nte  It ~ in 
poor to N ~  cond~ion due ~ the large quant~y of mesquite. 
This range N ~  is in proce~ ~ r e ,  Non by SCS and will be 
~ d e ~ b e d  as a woo~and site wNch wig r N ~  its ecNo~cM 
con~t ion  ra t in~ 

~mnNc ~il~--mixed GrasmMNed Shrub AssoNation N the 
most common vegetation community and N usually in high- 
poor or ~w-N~ c o n ~ o n .  ThN site is a ~ s ~ i m a x  
grasNand--probab~ ~ grassland kefcre the coming ~ E u r ~  
peans to the area. The s~e has been invaded by shrubs and 
the c o n ~ t ~ n  will not change in ei ther  ~ r e ~ n  very 
quickly. 

~imy SIopes--chara~e~zed by e~her a Mixed Chihuahuan 
~ r u b  A~oNa~on  or a Larva diva~catmm~ed ~ r u b  
A~cciation,  usually in high-fa~ m low-good conditiom The 
only plants tha t  occur are e x ~ e m ~ y  tolerant  to drought 
and large q u a n ~ e s  of cMNum carbonate (l im~ in the soft 
profil~ The N ~  doesfft respond w~l  ~ management  pra~ 
tices and will remMn in its present con~f ion ~ r  many 
years. 

~my ~pNnd--Nmilar  to and contains the same vegetation 
c o m m u n e , s  as the Limy Slopes sit~ Howeveg due to ~s 
poNt~n on the land~ape  and the sN1 c h a r a ~ e ~  ~s 
p~enfiM ~ r  grass produc~on is lower than the Limy Slopes 
Nte. This s~e ~ in hig~good m low-excel~nt con~tion and 
wi~ r e m ~ n  so regardless of management practices a p h i d .  

Loamy U~and--va~ous vegetation commun%~s ~und  are: 
Sporobolus wrightii-Prosop~ juliflora A ~ o N a t ~ n ,  Mixed 
grasmProsopis juli~ora A s s o ~ a ~ o n ,  Ap~pappus 
tenuisectus-Prosopis juliflora Asso~ation, and Larrea 
diva~catmm~ed ~ r u b  A~oNation.  The t o n e , o n  cf the 
range s~e vanes  from poor in the Aplopappus ~nu~eau~ 
Prosop~juliflora and Larva d~aNca~ A~oNa~ons to Nir 
in the Mixed grass.Prosopis juliflora AssoNa~on to good 
to e x c ~ n t  in the Sporobolus wrigh~i-Prosop~ juliflora 
A~oNa~on.  Con~t ion  on these sites will change slowly, 
regar~ess  of management  practice~ 

Sandy U N a n d - m e s q u i t e  bosque (Prosopis juliflora 
Association) is the pr imsry  ~ a ~ t  community and generM- 
ly in Nir  to good condi~on. S~es w~h a good understory 
of perenniM grasses are in good condEion. The descNption 
of this Nte should probably be a woodland site and not a 
range site since trees are a m~or  component in the poten- 
t im plant community. 

Shallow UNand--Mixed Gra~-M~ed  S ~u b  A ~ o c ~ o n  is 
%s m~or  ~ a n t  community and is in Nir  to good con~t ion 
depen~ng  on the reN~ve m ~  of grasses ~ shrub~ Grasses 
should be 70 to 85 percent of the plant commun~y in ex- 
cellent condi~on. Site rat ing could change Ni~y  rapidly 
through the use of fire as a management  tool to reduce the 
mixed scrub s p e c ~  

Sandy Loam Bottom--Mixed Chihuahuan Scrub Associw 
~on ~he m~or  veg~at ion type) is in poor cond~ion because 
shrubby speNes have taken over a site tha t  should be 
p N m a ~  a grass typ~ An upward change in the c o n ~ t ~ n  
of this s~e would be slow with the application of any 
management  pracfiee~ 

Sandy Loam UpNnd--dominated by three major plant com- 
munities: MNed Chihuahuan ScruN Mixed Gras~Prosop~ 
juliflora and the Aplopappus ~nu~eau~Propos~ juliflora 
A~oNafion in poor eondit~n. The ~te should be dominated 
by mNed perenniM grasses w~h ~w shrubs; the opposite 
is the case. Any change in the con~fion of this site will be 
slow with or without any management  pracfice~ 

Volcanic Hil~--M~ed Gra~-MNed Scrub A~oNafion ~he 
pNnNpM vegetation type) is in Ni t  to good con~fion 
depen~ng on the amount of perenniM grasses pre~nt .  This 
~ te  should be nearly all grass speNes with ~ w  shrubs. 
Prescribed or natural  fire could change thN s~e to a higher 
cond~ion ~ass  by reducing the shrubby species composi- 
tion. W~hout  fire, change will be s~w. 

The Npa~an vegeta~on was mapped as two vegeta~on 
c o m m u n e , s :  Populus fremon~#Sal~ gooddingii 
~o~onwoo&Goodding willow) and Tamar~ ch~ens~ ~Mt 
ceda~ A~oNa~ons.  These are not range sites and not 
evMuated as such. BLM did a Npa~an inventory of the 
main San Pedro River corridor in 1986 to assess the 
characterist ics and general  heal th  of the r ipar ian 
vegetation. 

The southern tw~thi rds  of the corridor consists of a 
cottonwoo&Good~ng willow commun~y in good heMt~ A 
good ~ N b u t i o n  of M1 age classes is present, i n d u i n g  
seekings. Some ANzona wMnut and velvet ash are also pre- 
sent Mong with good herbaceous ground cover such as be~ 
muda grass, sacaton and annual  ~ rbs  and grasses. 

From Fairbank north to the northern edge of the EIS 
area, the qual~y of the NpaNan community dedine~ Very 
~ w  seekings  and young co~onwoods or widows are pre- 
sent. Most of the NpaNan species present are mature  or 
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decadent cottonwoods and widows. From the ghost town 
of Contention north, several colonies of salt cedar are pre- 
sent. Th~ imported invading plant species is indicative of 
poor health of a natm'al, native riparian ecosystem. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
No T~eatened and E n ~ e r e d  ~an t  s p e ~ s  ~ e  known 

to exi~ in the EIS ~ea .  

SOILS 
The Soil Conservat~n Service (SCS), on contract to 

BLM, completed a soils inventory ~tandard SCS Third 
Order Survey) in 1986-87. The soil mapping is in s~l 

assoda~ons, ~ m ~ e x ~  and as An~e soil series. A total 
of 49 map~ng u~ts ,  made up of 27 ~ f f e ~  soil se~e~ 
were deline~ed on 1:24200 ~ e  aeri~ p h ~ .  A summa~ 
~soi l  ch~ac te~s t i~  ~ t h e  San PeSo  area is ~ Tab~ 34. 

FIRE PROGRAM 
The S ~  ~ t  is now opera~ng under the p ~ e s  

as m ~ d  ~ ~ m e ~ M  M~uM, ~ d  ~ C ~  
~ ~ d  M ~ e m e ~ ,  ~ 910, ~ I . i ,  1.2, 1.3, and 
1.4 and Sec~on 9210.06 Fire Manageme~ of the Bureau 
M a ~ .  

W i l ~ d  ~ e s  (wheth~ on BLM lands ~ adjace~ lands) 
that t ~ e ~  t ~ ,  improveme~s, ~ the n ~  ~ c e s  
and ~ d l ~ s  under the Bureau's jm'isdiction, ~ e  e m ~ m  
cies. Thdr  suppresAon ~ ~ven  p ~ o ~  ~ ~ h ~  B ~ e a u  

TABLE 3 ~  
Summaw of Soil Chamc~ds~cs of the San Pedro Area 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Saffo~ District, Arizona 

S u ~ a c e  E c ~ o ~ c ~  Locat ion 
Soft T e n u r e  SRe on 
Name Abbrev. Name Landscape  

B r o w ~  Lowe 
and Pase 
V e g ~ a t i o n  
Community  

B~keney SL Limy Upend  
Bodecker VGSL SL B~tom 
Chiricahua GSL G r a n ~  Hills 
Cour~and SL SL Upend  

Diaspar LS SL Upend  
Dotu-o GSL Loamy Upland 
Durazo LS Sandy U~and  
Forrest CL CL Upland 

Forre~ SL Loamy Upland 
Gadw~l GSL SL Upland 
Hooks SICL Clay Bottom 
Karro Loam Limy Slopes 

Kee VGSL SL Upland 
Kee GSL SL Upland 
Kimbrough VGL Limy Slopes 
Kinco SL Limy Slopes 

LMande SIL Limy Upland 
Lem~ar VGSL VNcan~ Hills 
Mabray GSL Limy Slopes 
McAlli~er LOAM Loamy Upland 

Monterosa VGL Limy Slopes 
Perflla SL Deep Sandy Loam 
Pomerene GSL Shal~w Upland 
Riggs SIC Clay Bottom 

Sharvana CL Limy Upland 
Strongh~d GFSL Limy U~and  
Tierrane~-a GCSL Loamy Upland 
Tombstone GFSL Limy U~and  

UBIK SL SL U~and  
UBIK LOAM Loamy Upend  

Alluvial Fans 
Alluvial Fans 
Granitic Mountains 
Fan Terraces 

Alluvial Fans 
Fan Terraces 
Low Stream Terrace 
Valley Plains 

Valley Plains 
Fan Terraces 
Flood Plains 
Limy Fan Terraces 

Fan Terraces 
Fan Terraces 
Limy Fan Terraces 
Sloping Terraces 

Limy Fan Terraces 
Volcanic Mountains 
Limestone Hills 
Level Fan Terraces 

Level Fan Terraces 
Stream Terraces 
Granitic Mountains 
Flood Plains 

Fan Terraces 
Fan Terraces 
Fan Terraces 
Fan Terraces 

Flood Plains 
A~uvial Fans 

153~15 
153~15 
143.156 
153.215 

143.163 
153.213 
2 ~ 3 1  
143.152 

143.52 
143.163 
143.141 
I53~15 

143.152 
143.152 
143.155 
153.215 

153.215 
143.156 
143.155 
143.163 

153~15 
224.521 
143.156 
143.141 

153.215 
153.215 
143.142 
153.215 

143.142 
143.142 

Source: USDA Soil Conservation Service, 1986. Unpublished soil survey. 
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programs. The Safford D ~ t ~ c t  is now operaHng under two 
catego~es  of suppression ac~on: 

1. Suppression- In i~al  a t tack ac~on is required to contain 
all fires at  the smallest  acreage and at the least  cost. In- 
itial a t tack action will vary w~h  the conditions at the t ime 
of the fire start .  

I f  fire escapes in~ial  at tack,  BLM prepares an Escaped 
Fire S~uaf ion Ana ly~s  (EFSA). This determines the mcst  
approp~ate  suppres~on s t ra tegy based on safety, cost e~ 
ficiency and effectiveness of the fire suppression resource~ 
Value at  ~ s k  of the natura l  resources being threa tened  is 
also a con~dera~on in the determinat ion of the type and 
extent  of suppression action. 

2. Monitor - General ly  fires of short durat ion contained 
w~hin  na tura l  or man-made barriers.  Surveillance is the 
most approp~a te  response. 

In case of mul~ple  fires, BLM gives p ~ o r ~ y  to fires 
th rea ten ing  areas of higher va lue~ 

All reported fires are checked by a ~  reconnaissance or 
by ground transportat ion.  A fire in sn  ~rea w~h  a history 
of er ra~c fire behavior,  high concentration of fu~s ,  
dangerous ter ra in  or probabili ty of th rea t  to life or prope~ 
ty will have a resource advisor immediate ly  as~gned.  In- 
put  ~ o m  the resource advisors is s tandard operat ing p r ~  
cedure for most fires in the Safford D~t~c t .  T h e ~  active 
par t~ ipa t ion  in wildfire managemen t  helps to coordinate 
both fire and resource managemen t  objec~ves. 

Areas of Special Suppression Con~dera~on  were iden- 
fified and delineated on the Safford District dispatch map. 
Any wildfires on or w~hin  one mile of these areas will 
receive full and immediate  suppres~on.  

Pending comple~on of the San Pedro Management  
Plan/EIS and associated land use plans, all fires in the San 
Pedro EIS area will receive full and immediate suppressiom 

Presc~bed fires, in~uding  all ignition sources, may be 
used to achieve resource managemen t  objectives as defin- 
ed in presc~bed fire managemen t  plans. The Safford 
D ~ t ~ c t  ~ now working on an env~onmenta l  ana ly~s  tha t  
will cover proposed presc~bed fires by fuel types. BLM 
develops a presc~bed burn  plan for each fuel type. Detail- 
ed maps showing the proposed burn area, buffer zones and 
contingency plans will be ava~able  for each individual 
prescribed burn. When completed, the dist~ct will have the 
flexibfl~y of using a na tura l  s tar t  for a presc~bed fire. 
Qualified pe r sonn~  will a~end  all presc~bed fires in the 
dis t~ct  under  a w ~ e n  p r e s c ~ p t ~ n  (presc~bed fire plan). 
Presc~bed fires are mon~ored to assure they remain within 
presc~pfion. 

MINERALS 
The San Pedro EIS area  has one permit  for removal  of 

m a t e ~ a l  ~ o m  pubHc lands. Sierra Ready Mix runs  a 
crushing o p e r a ,  on in a m ~ o r  wash east  of the ~ p a ~ a n  
area. At the t ime of acquis~ion there was a second opera- 
~on run by Young Block just  south of Highway 90. The 
Young B~ck  o p e r a , o n  le~ in March 1988. 

In fiscal year  1987, Young Block removed 40215 cub~ 
yards of processed m a t e ~ a l  and Sierra Ready Mix remov- 
ed 120,000 tons of bankrun  m a t e ~ a l  for processing. The 
Young B~ck mate~a l  was predominantly used to manufa~ 

ture  concrete block and the Sierra Ready Mix mater ia l  to 
produce a spha~  and concrete. 

The Sierra Ready Mix perm~ expires on February 17, 
1990. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Introduc on 
The cu~ura l  resources of the managemen t  area repre- 

sent a diverse array o f~ t e  types, cu~ures and 5me  pe~ods. 
The human  occupa~on of the area began about 11,200 
years  ago. Many s~es have exceptionally high s~enSfic  
and/or public values with some values at the international  
~ve l  of importance. The EIS area provides a unique oppo~ 
tunity for the sc~n~fic study, pub5c interpretation and con- 
se rva~on of the full a r ray  of cultural  resources found in 
southeast  A~zona. 

About 150 recorded cultural  resource properties are in 
the EIS area. BLM has conducted a records search/l ibrary 
research inventory and field~hecked some of the more 
~gnif icant  ~ tes  on the property. The inventory was con- 
ducted in 1986 and 1987 by archae~ogis ts  John Herron, 
Deni Seymour  and Shefla Donn~ly.  An inventory of the 
e n t r e  property is needed to iden~fy and manage  the full 
a r ray  of cu~ura l  resources. 

Site and inventory data are on file at the Safford D i ~  
Office. S e n ~ v e  ~ t~spe~f ic  informa~on on archaeological 
resources is, however, classified and excluded ~om the 
Freedom of Information Act, and will be available only to 
qualified persons with l eg i~mate  research interests.  

Histo cal Contexts 
Descrip~ons and evaluat ions of the cukura l  resources 

of the San Pedro EIS area are in the f ramework of their  
historical context. A historic context is an organizahonal  
format  tha t  groups information about related h ~ t o ~ c  p r o  
pert ies based on a theme,  geographical l im~s and 
chronological period. A ~mple  historic context desc~bes 
one or more aspects of the historical development of an area 
and iden~fies the significant pa t terns  that  individual 
historic properties represent.  A set of histo~c contexts is 
a comprehen~ve  summary  of all aspects of the history of 
the area. 

The historic context is the cornerstone of the planning 
process. The goal of cultural  resource planning is to iden- 
tify, evaluate,  and manage  the full range of properties 
represent ing each historic context, ra ther  than  only one 
or two types of properties. Iden~fica~on activities are 
organized to assure tha t  research and survey ac~vi~es  in- 
~ude  properties represen~ng all aspects of the historic con- 
text. Evaluat ion uses the historic context as a ~amework  
within wh~h to apply the evalua~on c~ te~a  to specific ~ro- 
perties or property types. Major decisions about identify- 
ing, eva lua~ng  and managing  cultural resources are most 
reliably made in the context of other related properties 
(Depar tment  of the Interior  1983~ 

The following discus~ons include a synthes~  of the EIS 
area ' s  cukura l  history and previous research. A more de- 
tailed summary  is in the San Pedro acquisition En- 
vironmental  Assessment (U.S. Depar tment  of the Inte~or,  

47 

USSPRNCA01067



B u ~ a u  of Land Management  198~. A broader ~ e a t m e n t  
on southeast  AAzona, i n d u i n g  discuss~ns on m a n a g ~  
ment  o ~ v ~ ,  is ~ the ~ u t h e a s t  AAzona C h ~  I ~ v e m  
tory repoA (Bro~ t sky  and M e ~ t  198@. C h a n ~ n g  land 
use and the env]ronme~tM effects are t h ~ o u g h ~  cov~ed  
~ Historic~ Land Occupan~ of the Upp~ San Pedro Ri~er 
V a ~  S ~  1870 (Rodge~, Wm M. 1965~ and summariz-  
ed in Land Use His~ry: Upper San Pedro River Valley 
(Wi~en  and G M a n ~  198~. These p u b H c ~ n s  contAn e ~  
ce l~n t  b~ l i o~ -ap~ es .  

Description of Spec ic Histo cal 
Contexts 
The Clovis Hunters--11,200 Years Ago to 
about 8,000 Years Ago 

Them~ Big game h u n ~ n g  and ~ w a y s  of the f i r~  
A m ~ a n s .  

Pre~ous ~esearch. Byron Cummings  v i~ ted  the area  in 
1928(?) and A 19~ when he inves~gated a mammoth  south 
~ H e ~ f o r d .  The G i h  Pueb~  Foundation conducted surveys 
~ o m  192~193& Dr. Emil  W. Haury  ~ n d u ~ e d  U ~ v e r A t y  
~ A r k o n a  f ie~  ~ m i n ~ s  from 1937 to the 1970s. D~ Haury  
excav~ed  the Lehner  Ate in 1955 and 1956. Dr. C. Vance 
H a y n ~  conduced  the Murray  SpAngs P r~ec t  ~ o m  
196~1971, and excavated the E s c a p e e  m a m m ~ h  ~ 1967 
(on ~ a t e  owned land near  the EIS a re~ .  Dr. H a y n ~  did 
fuAher  excavations ~ the Lehner  Ate in 1974 and 1975. 
Dr. H a y n ~  and Bruce Huck~ l  ~ x c a v ~ e d  a m a m m ~ h  
in 1987 and 1988 ~ the H o r ~ t h i e f  Draw S~e. 

Processes and Paffern~ The Clo~s  hunters  had a mobile 
s u b A ~ a n ~  p a t t ~ n  Ea~d  on fol~wing herds ~no~v e~ inc t  
mammMs such as mammoth,  horse, cam~,  bison and tapk .  
They Mso ate smM1 game and p r o b a b ~  some ~ a n t  ~ods.  

Impo~ant Events. Clovis hunters  may have been the first 
Americans,  as thei r  s~es  are the o lde~ f i r m ~  d ~ e d  Ares 
in the New World (ca. 11,200 BP - b e ~ r e  present). 

Pmpe~y Types. There are ~ w  known types due to age, 
poor preserva~on if exposed, mobili ty of Clovis man  
@ ~ t i n g  ~ limited ma te~M remains), bm'ying of Ates by 
p o ~  ~ac iM and recent depoAt~n,  and recent erosion of 
Ates. There are ~m" known and projected s~e types: kill  
Ates, b u ~ h e ~ n g  ~tes ,  camp ~ e s ,  and a ~ m b i n a t i o n  of 
these types. The phy~cM remMns of the first  three s ee  
t y p ~  ~ d u d e  the ~I lowin~  ~ s i t ~ -  bones ~ a ~ m ~ s  and 
C ~ s  p r ~ t i l e  points; butche z~ng A t e -  bones of a~mMs,  
ch~ped  ~one  knives and ~ r a p i n g  ~ o ~ ,  and pos~bly  pro- 
jectile p~nts ;  and camp sites - fire hea r t h~  knives and 
s~ap ing  ~ o ~ ,  w ~  f l a k ~  b o n ~  ~ animMs a n ~  po~ibly  
¢o~s  and p r ~ t i l e  p o ~ .  

The Mun-ay Springs site ~ n t ~ n s  Clc~s  kill sites, butch- 
e~ng  s~e~  and a camp s~e. ~ Mso has  an Archa~  comp~ 
nent  and has  ~ d e d  Ag~f i can t  d ~ a  on the p r e - C ~ s  
a ~ m M s  and en~ronmen t .  The Lehner  S~e contMns k~l  
~tes ,  bu tche~ng  Ate~ and ~ b ~ v e d  to have an un- 
~ o v ~ e d  camp. 

The H ~ t h i e f  Draw ~ ~ present ly  being excavated 
and has the bones of a A n ~ e  m a m m ~ h  in a Clovis age 
depose. No c u ~ u r ~  a ~ i ~ s  or ~ u r ~  have been ~ u n &  

Locaton~ P a ~ e m ~  S~es are ~ ~ near  wash banks ~ S a n  
Pedro t ~ b u t a r y  ~ a m ~  P ~ e d  I o c ~ n ~  pat te rns  im 
~ude  a d ~ o n M  wash banks on o t h ~  t r ibutary  ~ a m s  as 
w~ l  as the banks  of the San Pedro Rive~ 

Cond~on, Souses of D~edomfion, and S e n ~ t ~ .  
O ~ r ~ ,  s~es are in ~od con~on  due to protec~on ~ 
depoA~on. Some A ~ s  m ~  have b ~ n  d e ~ y e d  ~ ~ o A ~  
and wea the~ng  ~ b ~  e ~ .  I m p a ~ s  have ~ s ~ d  
~ o m  eroAo~ ~ ~  ~ ~ ~ ,  and natura l  
~ n g  of depor ts .  

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ A t i v e  ~ human  d i s t ~ b ~  (such 
~ ~ t ~ o ~  d ~  ~ ~ e ~  p o ~  ~ s ~ y .  In ~ d ~ ,  e ~  
Aon and w e ~ h e ~ n g  can d i ~ u ~  the  ~ e ~  of ~ e  s~e  
~ a r ~ & ~  W ~  ~ ~  E m ~  ~ ~ 
washes are the  most  sensXive areas. 

Values. AH k n ~ n  sites have  ~ g h  ~ m ~ c  @esearch) 
values  on an i ~ n ~ n M  scale. H i ~  p u ~ c  use values 
occur at  select s~es. The EIS area  ~ more known 
C ~  ~ ~ a ~  ~ ~ a  ~ ~ ~ w  w ~  ~ e  a r ~  
has  the ~ e ~ e ~  p ~  of a ~  area  ~ r  ~ n g  ~ p o ~  
t a ~  i ~ m ~  on the  C ~ v ~  Cukure .  The M ~ r ~  
Springs and Lehner  S ~  have  f i ~ d e d  ~ ~  i ~ m  
~ n  ~ h ~  ~ h  ~ e ~  ~ ~ .  ~ ~ ~ 
d ~ a  ~ s  ~ e n  ~ d  A ~ e  H ~ ~  M ~ m ~  ~ e  
to ~ e ,  b ~  it  has  the ~ .  ~ e  EIS area  has a ~ 
~ ~ ~ A n  e ~ n ~  ~ p ~ d  p o ~ s  ~ 
Mons. ~ e ~ y ,  such evidence is t o t ~  AcMng in 
s o u ~  AAzonm 

These sites also ~ p ~  use values  as p ~ e n ~ M  im 
~ @ ~  ~ .  ~ e  M ~ y  ~ A n ~  ~ e  h ~  e ~ n M -  
~ ~ p ~  use values due to the abundance and dive~ 
A ~  of the excavated a A ~ ,  bone~ and ~ a t u r e ~  and the 
~ s ~ e  ~ ~ .  The Lehner  S~e has n e a r ~  equM u ~  
v ~  A ~  ~ e ~ ~  ~ M ~  ~ f f ~  ~ e  ~ d  
include the  E ~ a p ~ e  Site. 

~ ~ e g ~ r  of ~ ~ ¢ e s .  ~ e  Lehner  ~ t e  ~ 
a N ~ n M  H~toAc  ~ n ~ a ~ .  ~ e  M u r r ~  SpAngs S~e 
~ ~ ~ ~  ~ ~ e  ~ l  R ~ r  ~ s ~  
~ s  ~ r  ~ ~ ~ r m ~ n  ~ p o A ~ t  in A m ~  
p ~ y .  ~ ~ a ~ g h  ~ o A ~  ~ ~ m ~ n  to ~ e  ~ 
~onal R ~ s ~ m  

~ i n g  and Potential Uses. ~ e  ~ h ~  ~ Mam- 
m o ~  S~e ~ b ~ n g  e x c a v ~ e d  at  ~ t  and this  use wiH 
~ u ~  ~ c o u ~  be asAgned to p ~ H c  use ~ o n  c o ~  
~on ~ e x c a v ~ m  T ~  M ~ r ~  SpAng~ and Lehner  S~es 
are ~ w  b ~  m ~  ~ ~ ~ ~ d  ~ f f i c  
~ .  

~ u ~  ~ ~ m ~ s  M ~ e m e ~  ~ a  ~ p ~  ~ 
teres t  in the M u r r ~  Spffngs Site and the Lehner  Site 
@ ~ e ~ y  ~ n ~ d  ~ B L ~  ~ s ~ d  ~ ~ e ~  b ~ n g  ~ g ~ m  
ed as ~ o ~  skes ~ ~ e ~  ~ d  ~ ~  as p ~ c  
e ~  in ~ace .  

Cemm~me~s  and A g m e m e ~  ~ a  ~ e  Pa rks  ~ 
consideAng the  Lehner  S~e as a ~ ~ n  to the  
~ e  parks ~ e m .  ~ t ~ s  h a p p e ~ ,  ~ e  A ~  ~ d  ~ e  
to be pub l~  land but  ~ ~ e ~  m a n a ~ d  by BLM and 
~ a  ~ a t e  Parks.  

The Cochise  C u ~ u m ~ 8 , 0 0 0  BP to AO 1 
Theme. ~ h ~ c  h u n ~ n g  and g~heAng .  

P m ~ o u s  ~eseamh.  ~ e  ~ a  Pueblo ~ a t i o n  ~nducted  
inventoAes ~ m u ~ t  the  ~ c i ~  ~ o m  192~I938  and 
w o ~  ~ ~ e  San P e S o  E ~  area ~ o m  i936 to 1938. T h ~  
recorded 14 s~es in the EIS area. The p ~  of thei r  
~ a r c h  ~ ~ e  ~ r  S ~  P e S o  w ~  ~ ~ c ~ e  ~ d  ~ 
Coch~e sites. 

D~ Emil W. H a ~  conduced  U ~ v ~ A ~  ~ A A ~ n a  A~ 
~ o ~  S e m ~  fi~d ~ p s  ~ ~ e  a ~ a  ~ o m  1 ~ 7  ~ 1938 
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to the mid-1970s. They visited sites discovered by Gila 
Pueblo and recorded seven ~tes.  They also c ~ c t e d  or ex- 
cavated eroded sites (Cattanach 1966). 

The most intensive and extensive inventory in the EIS 
area was the Central  A~zona Pr~ec t  Cha~eston Dam and 
Reservoir  Survey in 1968 by the A~zona State Museum. 
They recorded 126 ~tes ,  including Coch~e s~es. The area  
~ o m  three miles south of Hereford to four miles north of 
C h a P e r o n  was part ial ly inventoried. In 1968 the A~zona 
State Museum conducted a survey for the Central  A~zona 
Pr~ec t  Tucson Aqueduct, recording one Cochise ~ te  in the 
EIS area. 

Processes and Pa~erns. The Cochise Cu~ure  people 
represented the southeastern A~zona manifestat ion of the 
Western Archaic or Desert  Culture tradi~on.  The Archaic 
people lived by ga the~ ng  wild plant  foods and hunt ing 
small  and medium-sized game. This s u b ~ e n c e  s t ra tegy 
represented an adapta~on to the d~er  climate that  fol~wed 
the last Ice Age. They lived in more than  one loca~on 
thoughout  the year  as they sought the areas containing 
plants and animals ready to harveY. Until late in their  long 
occupation of the area they lived in temporary b ~ s h  or skin 
covered shelters. Later they built shallow pit ~ructures  and 
may have started to practice limited corn agriculture. They 
used baskets  instead of ce ram~ vessels and ground t h o r  
plant  food with grinding stones (manos and metates)  and 
mor tars  and pestles. They hunted with spears and used 
chipped stone knives and scraping tools to obtain and p r ~  
cess some foods. 

Impo~ant Events. The m o ~  impor tant  single event  dur- 
ing the Coch~e Culture% long occupation was the acquisi- 
~on of an agricu~ural  techn~ogy - they began to grow corn 
in about 300 B.C. The t r a n ~ o n  of the area ~ o m  an 
economy based s~ely  on wild foods to one also based on the 
growing of plants  was to drama~cal ly  change the 
southwestern  ~festyle forever. This period is best 
represented on the upper San Pedro River. 

Prope~y Types. The known and pr~ected  site types are: 
art ifact  scatters ~ tone  t o ~ ;  fire hear ths  or roast ing p~s; 
artifact scatters w~h hearths or roa~ing  p~s; and p~ stru~ 
ture~  pit s tructures w~h ar~facts  a n ~ o r  fire features. A S  
di~onal data could group these s~e types into two ~asses- -  
base camps and work sites. Rock ar t  is an addi~onal  see  
type expected to occur. 

The EIS area has many  Cochise s~es, mos~y recorded 
by the ChaSes ton  Dam survey. Most of these are art ifact  
scatters wEh hear ths  or ar~fact  s c a r e r s  w~hout  hearths.  
The EIS area contains the type s~e for the San Pedro Stage 
of the Coch~e Culture  - AZ EE:8:I  (ASM) ~he Fa i rbank  
S~e). Three other highly ~gnif icant  San Pedro Stage sees  
are in the EIS a r e a -  AZ EE:8:5 (ASM), AZ E E l : 7  (ASM), 
and AZ EE:8:11 (ASM). These were e~her  excavated or col- 
lected by Gila Pueblo or the U n i v e r ~ t y  of A~zona. 

Locational Patterns. All known Coch~e sites are in one 
of two se~ings: on terrace tops immediately a~acen t  to the 
San Pedro River floodplain or on eroded surfaces ira- 
media te ly  adjacent  to side washes  0a rge  p ~ m a r y  
t ~ b u t a ~ e s  of the San Pedro~ The main  concen t ra t~n  of 
known s~es is along large washes on the west side of the 
r iver south of ChaHeston. 

Predicted Loca~on~ Pa~erns. Sites are also expected to 
occur along small  washes and on upland areas between 
washes. They are not expected to be visible except in e ro~  
ed areas and in wash banks where the wash has cut into 
and exposed sites. 

Condition, Sources of Detedofa~on and Sensitivity. The 
m ~ o ~ t y  of sites are badly eroded. This has t ransported ar- 
tifacts, d i~urbed  and destroyed ~a tu res ,  and mixed re- 
mains  of va~ous  ages. D e p o ~ o n  has covered sites, mak- 
ing discovery difficu~. Ca t~e  t rampl ing  has broken and 
moved ar~facts  and acc~era ted  erosion. Overall,  ~ tes  are 
in fair condition. 

Sources of deterioration besides erosion, d e p o ~ o n  and 
cattle t rampl ing  are off-road vehicle (ORV) travel,  collec- 
ting, and con~ruc~on  (such as roads). 

Coch~e s~es are highly vulnerable to disturbance ~om 
erosion, t rampling,  ORV use and construction involving 
earth movi~ g. Exposure caused by eros~n g rea t~  increases 
s e n ~ v ~ y .  Exposed remains  are ea s i~  moved and 
de~royed. BuSed remMns are easily destroyed by con~ruc- 
tion due to lack of visible surface remMns. Channel  cut- 
t ing can qu~k ly  destroy buried sites. The most s e n ~ v e  
area  is the w e ~  side of the ~ v e r  south of C h a S e ~ o n  along 
t ~ b u t a r y  washes. 

Values. The m ~ o ~ t y  of s~es are important  ~ r  their  ~ien-  
tific values. The high number  of late Cochise sites makes  
the EIS area a valuable source of data ~ r  the study of past 
adapta~ons to an a~d  environmenE The poo~y underwood 
t rans~ion  to an agricul ture and sedentary l i ~ y l e  could 
also be studied here. These are priority research o~ec~ves  
throughout  we~e rn  North Ame~ca.  A ~ w  known Coch~e 
s~es also have public use values as poten~al  interpret ive 
s~es, a l though these values do not appear  high (site AZ 
EE:8:I,  EE:8:5, EE:8:7, EE:8:11 (all ASMO. 

Na~onal Register of Historic P~ces. Many of the 
Cochise ~ tes  with integri ty would qualify for ~ o m i n a t ~ n  
to the National R e g ~ r  ~ r  their  sden~f ic  values. AZ 
EE:8:I (ASM) should be e~gib~ as a type s~e. P~o~ ty  sites 
~ r  n o m i n a t ~ n  to the National Reg~ter are AZ EE:8:I  
(ASM) - the F a ~ b a n k  Site, AZ EE:8:5 (ASM), AZ EE:8:7 
(ASM), and AZ EE:8:11 (ASM). All sites could be nomi- 
nated together  as a m u E i p ~  property nomina t~n .  

E~sting and Pcten~al Uses. One archae~ogicM research 
pr~ect  ~ presen t~  b~ng  conducted. Known ~tes with high 
poten~M ~ r  future s~en~fic ~udy  or public uses are l i~ed 
above. 

The Mogollon, Hohokam and Salado 
Occupation--AD 1 to 1450 
Theme. Preh~ to~c  Resource U~Hza~on and Agriculture. 

Previous Research. Ad~ph  BandeHer explored the 
Southwe~,  including the upper  San Pedro River Val~y ,  
for the Archaeo~gical  Inst i tute  of A m e r ~ a  in 1883 and 
1884. He reported at least one s~e of this pe~od near  Con- 
tenfion C~y in 1884. 

F rank  Russ~l  of the Bureau of Ame~can  Ethn~ogy ,  
Sm~hsonian  I n ~ u ~ o n ,  t r a v e ~ d  in the Sou thwe~  obser- 
ving ruins and mak ing  c o l l e e n s  in 1890. He may have 
passed through the EIS area. 

Cal l  Sauer  and Donald Brand of the Univers~y  of 
California, Berkley, conducted a reconnMssance survey of 
the Sou thwe~ in 1929 and recorded four sites in the EIS 
area. 

The Gila Pueblo Founda~on recorded ce r am~  period 
sees  in the EIS area  on ks  Eas te rn  Range of the Re$on- 
buff Culture inventory in 1929 and 1930. 

Univers~y ofA~zona  Archae~ogy Seminar F ind  T~ps, 
led by Dr. Emil  Haury  ~ o m  1937 to the 1970's, visited 
known ~tes  and took c ~ n s .  The Fa i rbank  Depot Site 
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AZ EE:8:3 (ASM) w~s a "Hohokam"  ~ excavated by this 
~ass.  

Most of the recorded sites of this historical context are 
~ o m  the C h a P e r o n  Dam and Resmwo~ S~uwey conduced  
by the Arizona State Museum in 1968. The Museum~ 1969 
inventory of the Tucson Aquedu~  P r ~ e ~  recorded three 
a d d ~ n a l  "Hohokam"  ~ t e ~  

Process and Pa~erns. The earHe~ ev~ence  of occupa~on 
follo~ving the end of the ~ t a b ~ s h e d  Coch~e sequence dates 
to AD 700 - but  ceramic-produ~ng peo~e  may  have o~ 
c u p i d  the area ~s e a r ~  ss AD 1. T h e ~  pecp~ had a culture 
tha t  was a mixture  of Hohokam and Mogol~m Floodplain 
and dryland agriculture were p r a ~ i c e ~  ~ o n g  with ga the~ 
ing and h u n ~ n ~  This subs idence  ~ r a ~ g y  was a re f in~  
ment  and expan~on  of tha t  established by the Cochise to 
adapt  to the arid en~ronment .  They were semi-sedentary, 
l iving in more than  one ~ a c e  each year.  They ~ved in 
shM~w p~  ~ r u ~ u r e s ,  made popery ,  and had the  bow and 
arrow. La te r  houses may have been su~ace  ~ r u ~ u r e s  of 
earth,  adobe or stone. 

Impo~ant Events. Impor tan t  events con~sted of the 
dev~opment  of agricul ture as a m ~ o r  subsistence ~c~vL 
ty, the a c q u ~ n  of a p~te~T making  ~ c h n ~ o g y ,  the 
development of semipermanent  house types, the use of the 
bow and a~ow,  and the change to a more sedentary 
l i f e ~ e .  

Prope~y Types. Known and p r e ~ e d  ~ t e  types are: ar- 
tifact ~ a ~ e r ~  ~a tu res ,  a r ~ f a ~  ~ a ~ e r s  w~h  ~a tu res ,  
agricul tural  field~ and rock a~ .  Another  p r e ~ e d  site 
type, though ~ n t a ~ v e ,  is socio-cultur~, such as shrines. 
Functional classifica~on as e~her  h a i t i a n  sites or work 
s ~  can occur w~h  more data ~ r  many  of the a ~ i ~  ~a t -  
ters and a ~ i f a ~  ~ a ~ e r s  w ~ h  ~a tu res .  

Loca~onal Pa~erns. The ~ c a t ~ n s  of a r ~  ~ a t t e r s  and 
a r t i fa~  ~a t t e r s  with ~ u r e  s ~ossible habitation site~ m'e 
on the San Pe~ 'o  floodplain and on ~ a c e  ~ p s  i m m e ~ a t ~  
~ a~acen t  ~ the San Pedro or its m ~ o r  tr ibutaries.  Other  
a ~ i f a ~  s c a r e r s  and ~ a t u r e s  ~ o t  appea~ ng  to be h a b ~ m  
~ o n ~  are ~ u n d  throughout  all e n ~ r o n m e n t ~  zones. The 
~ w  ag r i cu l t u r~  fields consist of dry]and rock p~e fields 
on a ~ u ~  areas a~ acen t  to m ~ o r  washe~ Rock a ~  oc- 
curs at or near  the base of h~l  ~opes. 

Predated Loc~ ion~  Pa~ern~ In add~ion to the pa~e rns  
r e n e w e d  above, the fo l~wing are p r e ~ e d .  Many of the 
a r ~  ~ a t t e ~  and ~r~fact  ~ a t t e r s  ~ i t h  ~ a t u r e s  n ~  
b ~ v e d  to be habRa~on  ~ tes  may  be h a N t a t ~ n s .  I f  this  
is the case, hab~a t ion  sites would be Nund  on the terraces 
away ~ o m  the San Pedro. Dry-land agricu~urN fields could 
be anywhere  cn the property. F~od~vater f i~ds  may o ~ u r  
cn the San Pedro floodplMn and in m ~ o r  side ~ 'Mnages  
but ~ ~ p re~c ted  t h ~  any Wesent ha~e been Nther  b u r ~ d  
by depoNfion or removed by erosion. Any fields ~und ,  
however, may  not be d is t inguNhaNe from la ter  Soba~ur i  
field~ Rock art  could be anywhere  boulders or cliffs are 
ava i lab~ .  

C o n d ~ n ,  Sources of Dete~o~on and S e n s ~ t y .  
Overall,  the known ~ tes  are in fair  cond~ion. Ero~on has  
• ~u rbed  many  s~es and ~ des~oying such Ngnificant 
s~es as the Fa i rbank  Depot see .  FloodplMn depoNts are 
beHeved to have buNed m a n y  Ntes. Many h a b ~ a t ~ n  type 
sees  were c ~ e d  and dug ~ r  t h e ~  a r e n a s .  Catt le  
~ a m ~ i n g  has ~ u r b e d  m o ~  sees  and a sand and gravel  
extraction operation on the w e ~  side of the San Pedro River 
has  destroyed at  l e a ~  parts  of sites. Road and other con- 
s ~ u ~ n  has  i m p a l e d  a ~ w  known ~tes .  Off-road vehi- 

cle t ravel  has disturbed a ~ w  ~ s  and has ~ s ~ d  in i ~  
creased c r o t o n ,  as has  catt le ~ a m ~ i n ~  SEes of this  
historic ~ n t e x t  are sensitive to land uses in a manne r  
~ m ~ a r  ~ t h ~  ~ u s ~ d  ~ r  the  Coch~e ~ s .  In a d ~ o ~  
s~es  ~ n t M ~ n g  ~ u ~  such as house~ are even more 
s e n ~ v e  W ~ u r b a n c ~  Possi~e hab~a~on  s~es, rock art, 
and o t h ~  small s i t ~  me m o ~  ~ns i t ive  ~ c~ nstruction and 
ORV use than  Im~ger m ~ e  ~ e r s e d  s i t ~  ~ i f a c t  ~ r s ) .  

Y~uem The p ~ m a r y  vMue ~ent i f ied  ~ r  ~1 known ~ t ~  
is s ~ e n ~ f i ~  To v a r y ~ g  degrees, ~1 have ~he po~n t iM ~ 
yield i m p o ~ a n t  i n f o r m ~ n .  

Several sites have publ~  use values for ~mited develop- 
ment  as ~ r p r ~ e  sites. Among these are a ruin south 
cf  C h a S e ~ o n  (AZ EE:8:20 (BLM)), a ~ n o a h  ~ the 
Charleston Hills with associated rock art ,  (AZ EE:8:35 
(ASM~ and the Boq~Has  R ~ n  n o ~ h e a ~  ~ Terrenate  (AZ 
EE:8½ (AMF)). The p u N ~  u ~  v ~ u ~  ~ f t h ~ e  ~ s  appear  
~ be r ~ a t i v ~ y  low. 

National Register of His~ric Places. All sites with iniegri- 
ty b e a n i n g  ~ t ~ s  M ~ o ~ c  ~ n t e x t  w o ~ d  q u a l i ~  ~ r  
n o m i n ~ n  ~ the National Regis~r as a m M t ~ l e  prope~ 
ty n o m i n ~ n  because ~ their  po~nt iM to yieM informm 
~on i m p o ~ a n t  in preM~ory.  

E x ~ n g  and Poten~al Uses. The e ~ i n g  use of MI s~es  
is ~ m  p r o ~ i o n .  The p ~ m a r y  p ~ e n ~ M  use is sciem 
tific study. C ~ a m ~  and chronNogy studies are critical 
research p~o~ties.  An inventory ~ t h e  EIS area ~ ~ q u i ~ d  
~ ident i~  s i t ~  and determine epprop~ate  u s ~  under lon~ 
t e rm  management .  

The Sobaipu~ Occupation--About 1450 to 
1769 
Theme. Protohistoric agricul tural  c o m m u ~ .  

Pre~ous Research. The o n ~  known field ~ a r c h  con- 
ducted on the Upper  San Pedro Soba~uN was the excava- 
~on ~ G a y b a N p i t e a  and the PreNNo of Santa Cruz de Te~ 
~ n ~  Dm ChaNes DiPeso ~ t h e  A m ~ i n d  Founda~on ex- 
cavated these s~es in 1950 and 1951. D i P ~ o  b ~ v e d  the 
P r e N d ~  was built  on the SobMpu~ village ~ Q ~ b u ~ .  He 
concentrated his excava~ons on houses and other ~ u ~ s  
iden~fied as SobNpu~.  Three U n N ~ N t y  of A~zona  
students  are now conducting fieM research on the  
SobMpu~. L im~ed  r e ,  arch has ~ c u ~ e d  on the S o b a ~ u ~  
or Upper  P ima in other a r ea~  

Processes  and Pa~erns. The o ~ n  of the San Pedro 
Sobaipm'i and the  date of t h e ~  f i r~  occupat~n  of the area  
is unknown. They were there  when Fray  M a r ~ s  de N ~ a  
marched through ~ 1539. They r epor~d ly  abandoned the 
San Pedro ~ r  the N ~  ~ m e  shortly a ~ e r  1780. They based 
t h e ~  ~ on an agricutturM subsistence ~ r a ~ g y ,  H ~ n g  ~ 
~Hages  ov~ looMng the ~ver .  The Soba~uN ~ p o ~ e ~ y  
prac t~ed extensive i ~ a t i o n  agriculture on the San Pe~ 'o  
floodNMn. They may  have lived par t  of the year  in the  
small camps away ~om the ~ve r  to be close to plant gather- 
ing or hunt ing  a rea~  They were very i m p ~ t a n t  to the  
Spaniards ~ r  they served as a buffer agMn~  the Apach~ 
This M~wed  the SpaNards  ~ mMntMn a n o ~ h e r n  b ~ d e r  
~ a great  ~ a n c e  ~ o m  their  mNNon locations. 

ImpoNant Events. The m o ~  i m p ~ t a n t  e v e n ~  i n v N ~ n g  
the Sobaipuri ~ve~ their  b a t t l ~  with the Apache and their  
contacts with the J e s ~ t  missionary Eusebio Kino ~ o m  
whom they ~ N e d  ca t t~  and a varieW of European crop~ 

Prope~y Type~ The o ~ y  type ~ ~ ~ c v e ~ d  ~ d ~ e  
are villages. Two pre~cted  t y p ~  are agricuEurM fi~ds and 
burial  sites. Temporary  camps may be present.  
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Loca~onal Pa~ern~ All known villages sre on terrace tops 
oveHooking the San Pedro floodplain. They are concen- 
t ra ted on the west ~de  of the ~ v e r  between Saint David 
and some p ~ n t  south of Fairbank.  

Predicted Loca~onal Patterns. Bu~al  ~tes  should be near  
the villages and rarely in villages. Agr~ul tura l  fields were 
present  on the floodplain of the San Pedro according to 
historic records. B u s e d  remains  ~anals ,  ditches, other 
agricul tural  features,  field houses and farming tool~ are 
predicted for the floodplain of the r iver  and for the larger  
~de drainage floodplains. D r y , a n d  f i~ds may occur on the 
terrace tops. 

Condi~on, Sources of Detedora~on, and Sensitivity. 
Known s~es are in fair condition. C r o t o n  has been the 
main cause of impact. In add i son  to exposing remains  to 
other impacts and destroying par t  or all remains  of a few 
villages, erosion has likely removed e n t r e  ag r~u l tu ra l  
fields on the floodplains. Depos~ion has buried houses, 
pos~bly e n t r e  villages, and has covered all fields on the 
floodplaina Cattle trampling and artifact co~ecting has had 
some impact. The shallow houses and features are very sen- 
~ t ive  to erosion. Areas of high sens~iv~y  are the terrace 
tops a~acen t  to the river. 

Values. The p ~ m a r y  value for all s~e types is s~en~f ic  
value. This ~me  pe~od is the biggest gap in the knowledge 
of southwestern prehistory and history. The San Pedro can 
cont~bute  more than  any known area  to filHng this gap, 
for the area contains more Sobaipu~ s~es of this period 
than  any other area. Impor tan t  research topics include 
Spanish contacts, Apache contacts, Sobaipu~ movement ,  
and Sobaipu~ Hfe~yle. 

The Sobaipu~ s~es have pub l~  values, for they may be 
of s o ~ c u l t u r a l  value to the P ima and Tohono O'odham 
living in southern A~zona today. 

Several s~es appear to have add~ional public use values. 
Spe~fically, Gaybanipitea has good o p p o r t u n ~ s  for publ~ 
interpreta~on and other sites have some publ~ interpretm 
tion value. 

National Register of Historic Places. All proper~es w~h  
integri ty belonging to this historic context would qualify 
for nomina~on  to the National Register as a mul~ple  pro- 
perty nomina~on.  They would qualify because of their  
poten~al  to yield important  informa~on and possibly for 
their  association with important  events (Spanish co~nial  
efforts and Apache raiding) and persons (Kin~.  

Exis~ng and Potent~l Uses. The village s~es are now the 
subject of archaeological and histo~cal  studies. Poten~al  
uses include scientific research, and to a lesser extent,  
development as pub l~  exhib~s in place. 

The Apache--About 16~0 to 1886 

Theme. Apache r ~ d i n ~  warfare  and foragin~ 

Previous Research. No field research has occurred. 
H ~ t o ~ a n s ,  a rchaeo~g i~s ,  and others have conducted 
l im~ed l ibrary and archive research on Apache ac~vi~es  
in the area. Several known Spanish h~to~cM ~ urna l s  con- 
tain i n fo rma t~n  on the Apache. 

Processes  and Pa~erns. Research in~ca tes  tha t  the 
Apache a r~ved  in the sou thwe~  in about AD 1500. A 
nomadic people, they were reportedly in the Upper  San 
Pedro area by AD 1640, subsiding on the ga the~ng ofw~d 
plant  ~ods  and h u n ~ n ~  The Apache did limRed farming 

in other areas. In this area they are best known for their  
raids and bat t les  w~h  the Sobaipu~,  Spanish sett lers and 
soldiers, Mexican ranchers,  and e a s y  Ame~can  settlers. 
Their  houses were brush shelters some~mes  covered with 
animal skins or dirt. They ~ayed  in one place for only short 
t ime pe~ods and had few possessions. Many of t he~  posse~ 
~ons  by the 1800s were of Anglo o~gin. Remains  of their  
presence are difficu~ to find and iden~fy today. The EIS 
area  has no reported s~es. 

Impo~ant  Events. The mo~  important Apache events were 
their  raids on the Sobaipu~ and foreign intruders.  This 
raiding was the m ~ o r  cause of abandonment  of the area 
by the Sobaipu~, the preven~on of permanent  and expan~  
ed Spanish s e d i m e n t ,  and the long delay in Ame~can  
set t lement.  

Prope~y Types. Predicted s~e types are: temporary camps 
and rock art. A possible site type is shrines. Isolated ar- 
~facts  and features  (non-~te~ will be very important .  

Predicted Loca~on~ Patterns. It  is predicted tha t  visible 
and r e c o g n ~ a b ~  sites will be rare, with the m ~ o ~ t y  e a ~  
of the San Pedro River. They could be in any environmen- 
tal  setting. No villages are expected in the EIS area. 

Condition, Sources of Deterioration and and Sen~t~ity. 
Pos~ble  sources of deterioration are erosion, w e a t h e ~ n ~  
depos~ion, and cattle t r a m p l i n ~  

Values. Poten~al  values are of two types: s~en~f ic  and 
s o ~ c u E u r a l .  Any scien~fic data tha t  could be obtained 
~ o m  sites would be very important  in recon~ruc t ing  the 
poorly known ac~vi~es  and l i fe~yle of the early Apaches. 
Present  day Apaches in southern A~zona and New Mex- 
ico may  value ear ly Apache sites for social, cultural,  or 
he~ tage  reasons. 

P o t e n ~  Uses. Sites could be the su~ec t  of s~en~f ic  
research. 

The Spanish--1539 to 1820 

Theme. Spanish exploration, religious and mi l~ary  ac- 
~vi~es ,  and r anch in~  

Previous Research. The only field research conducted in 
the EIS area was the excavation of the Spanish Pre~dio 
of Santa  Cruz de Terrenate .  The site was excavated by 
Cha~es  DiPeso of the A m e ~ n d  Founda~on in 1950 and 
1951. Only part  of the site was excavated and work ~cus- 
ed on the s t ructures  Di Peso believed were the r e m ~ n s  of 
the Sobaipu~ village of Quibu~.  

Much l ~ r a r y  and archival research has been ac- 
compl~hed on the Spanish occupahon of the southwe~,  
with some of the work being directed at the upper San 
Pedro area. Some of the research conhnues at present. 

lmpo~ant Processes,  Events and People. Spanish 
presence in the Southwe~ was a process of explora t~n,  
m i n i n ~  ranching, es tabl ishment  of a m~sion sy~em,  and 
an a t tempt  at es tab l~hing  permanent  setUements.  The 
Spanish were the first Europeans to enter  we~e rn  North 
Ame~ca.  Both Fray  Marcos de Niza in 1539 and Fran~sco 
Vazquez de Coronado in 1540 ~ l ~ w e d  the San Pedro River 
in t h o r  exp~ra~ons .  The J e s u s  priest Eusebio Fran~sco 
Kino vi~ted the San Pedro in 1692 and stopped at Quiburi 
on a la ter  trip in 1696. He le~ cattle and crop seed with 
the Sobaipu~. From 1705 to his death in 1711, Kino ~ugh t  
without su~ess  to get a mission established at Q ~ b u ~ .  Ap- 
proval ~ r  construc~on of a presidio ( ~ i f i e d  se~lement)  
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to protect ranchers  ~ o m  the Apache was ~ v e n  ~ 1772. 
C o ~ r ~ i ~  ~ g ~  ~ 1 ~ 5  ~ ~ 7 6  ~ ~ e  ~ e ~ o  ~ S ~  
C ~  ~ ~ r ~ n ~ e .  ~ m ~  h a ~  ~ e n  on ~ e  ~ e  ~ Q ~ b ~ .  
~ n m e ~  of the po~,  due to the con~nuous ~ a c h e  
~ ,  ~ c ~ d  in 1780. T ~ s  m ~ k e d  ~ e  end ~ S p ~ s  
~ e m p t  to m ~ n ~  its nor thern ~ o n t ~ r  beyond Tucson. 

C ~ e  rancMng began in 1696 when Kino ~ t  ca~ 
tie to ~ e  S ~ p u ~  ~ Q ~ b u ~ .  Ca~te  n u m b ~ s  ~ m ~ n e d  
~ w  unH1 1790-1811 when a ~ w  ~ a ~ s h  c ~  b ~ s  r ~  
ed m a ~  cattle. 

Pmpe~y Type~ K ~ w n  s~e ~ e s  cons~t ~ ofa  ~ n ~ e  
~ .  A p o ~  ~ e  ~ e  ~ ~ ~ ~ e  ~ 
b ~ E  in S ~ p u ~  ~ s  ~ house ~ s ~ n g  S p a ~ s h  
p ~ e ~ .  An adobe brick b ~ l ~ n g  ~ G ~ b ~ i ~ a  was in- 
~ d  ~ D ~ o  ~ b ~ n g  a ~ s ~ a .  A n ~ h ~  p o s ~ e  ~ 
t ~ e  is the S p a ~  ranch house. None have  been r e p a i d  
but  S p a ~ s h  ~ ~ d  run  cable  on the area.  

Loca~on~ Pa~ern~ ~ t ~ y  s~es  are ~ good d e ~ n ~ v e  
~ s .  A ~  ~ i ~  ~ s  s h o e d  be on ~ n e ~  ~ e  ~ r  
~ w ~  ~ m  V ~  ~ d  be ~ S ~  ~ s .  

Cond~on, Soumes of D~e~om~on and S e n ~ .  ~ e  
Presidio of San ta  C r ~  de Terrenate  is in poor condition 
as a result  of w e ~ h e ~ n ~  E ~ a v ~ n  of the site and the 
~ ~ ~ g  ~ e  e ~  ~ ~  h ~  ~ ~ d  
the w e a t h e ~ n ~  De~ruc~on  of par t  of the ~ ~ e d  
when t reasure  h u ~ s  ~ g  at  the s~e. In a d ~ o n ,  c o l ~  
tors have ~ ~ ~ s .  The ~ ~ ~ g h ~  sen- 
sitive to w e a t h e ~ n ~  c ~ n ~  and uncontrolled visitor 
~ .  

V~ues .  The P r e ~ d ~  is the only one in the ~ u ~  u n ~ r  
~ d ~  m a n a ~ m e ~ ,  ~ ~ a n ~ u ~ l  ~ n g  and ~ 
ruins of a commandeffs  q u ~  of ~ a t  t ime p e ~ o ~  

~ e  Presidio has ~ p ~  values ~ r  in terpre ta~on.  
~ e  ~ e  ~ p o ~ u ~  ~ r  ~ l ~ m e ~  ~ ~ e  ~ ~ an 
exhibit  ~ p ~ .  ~ ~ c  v ~ u e s  are also presen~ as 
only a p ~  ~ e  ~ e  h ~  b ~ n  e ~ e &  T ~  ~ ~ d  
~ e l d  much i ~ ~  on the l ~ s ~ e  of the S p a ~ s h  
s ~ e ~  and ~ ~ ~ .  ~ ~ o ~ d  ~ o ~  d ~ a  ~ 
se~le the ~ e ~ o n  w h ~ h e r  Q ~ b ~  ~ ~ ~ s  loca~on. A& 
~ i o n ~  data on the p r~h~ to f i c  ~ p ~  ~ ~ s o  beHe~ 
ed to be present.  

~ n M  R ~  of ~ o ~ c  P~ces. ~ e  P r e s t o  ~ S a ~  
ta  Cruz de Terrenate  is on the ~ R ~ s ~  

E ~ g  and ~ a l  ~ ~ e  ~ o  ~ b ~  ~ e d  ~ 
~ s  ~ ~ ~ s .  ~ p ~ u ~ s  are M ~  ~ d ~  
m e ~  ~ a p ~  ~ t  ~ ~ e .  H i ~  ~ a ~ h  ~ b ~  
ing conducted and there  are good o p p ~ t u ~  ~ r  ~ t u r e  
excavation and other sden~f ic  ~ .  

ResuRs of Previous Management Ac~ons. D e t e r ~ r a t ~ n  
of the Presidio has  nearly e n ~  ~ u ~  ~ c ~ ~ n  
~ a c ~  ~ d o s ~ e  ~ d  ~ m p ~ f i o n  ~ e m ~ n ~  ~ f l ~ m  
~on of adobe w ~ .  

Comm~me~s  ~ d  A g ~ e m e ~  A f i z ~ a  ~ e  P ~  is 
~ n ~ d e f i n g  the p ~ o  ~ a p ~  ad~f ion  to ~ e  ~ e  
parks sy~em.  If  this were to occu~ the w ~ e ~  w o ~ d  corn 
~nue  to be p u ~  ~ n d  b ~  ~ a ~ v ~ y  m a n a ~ d  by BLM 
and Arizona ~ e  ~ r k s .  BLM's c ~ m ~  ~ to W ~  
~ e  ~ a n ~ n g  w ~  ~ the P ~ s ~ .  

Mexican Ranching--1821 to 1853 

Theme. M e , c a n  ranching. 

Previous Research. The only studies known are h~storical 
research on the g e n e r ~  M e , c a n  occupa~on of the 
Sou thwe~  and ~mEed  research on the land ~ 'an ts .  

Impo~ant Processes Events and People. Two ~mpo~ant 
events  were the e ~ a b l ~ h m e n t  of two land grants  and a 
sharp  de~ine  in ranching. The EIS area  was par t  of large 
Spanish ranches. The two land g r a n ~  in the EIS area were 
granted  by the government  of M e , c o  a~e r  M e x ~ a n  
independence. 

A grant  was issued in 1827 ~ r  the San Juan  de las B ~  
qui~as y Nogales land grant.  C a p t ~ n  I g n a c ~  E~as Gon- 
zaIez a~d Nepomu~no  Felix p ~ d  the equ iv~en t  of $240 
and received tlfle in 1833. The first U.S. pa tent  ~sued  ~ r  
the Boquillas grant  p rope~y  was to Will iam Randolph 
H e a r t  and h ~  mother  in 1901. A grant  was issued in 1827 
to R a f a ~  Elias GonzMes ~ r  the San R a f a ~  d ~  V M ~  land 
grant ,  w~h  the t ~  issued five years  later.  The Camou 
brothers received the f i r~  U.S. patent.  Cornetl Greene pur- 
chased the property in 1905. (See Appendix 9 ~ r  a ~st  of 
owners). 

E ~ a b l ~ h i n g  the land grants  was impo~a n t  because ~ 
M~wed the large ranching opera~ons of the Spanish se~ 
~e r s  to continue into the Mexican and A m e r ~ a n  pe~od~  
Cat t le  n u m b e r ~  howeve~ decreased until  the 1880s. 

The decline of ranching ~a t f le  n u m b e r ~  m~rored  the 
M e , c a n  pe~od decline in generM. Apache r ~ d s  prevented 
set t lement  and des~oyed ranches. A r e p o s e d  6~000 ~ose  
cattle roamed sou thea~e rn  A~zona in 1851. 

Prope~y Types. There sre  no known Mexican s~es in the  
EIS area.  P r e d a t e d  types are ranch houses and assoda ted  
ou tbu i l~ngs  and graves. A Mexican ~ ~ r e p o s e d  ~o be 
in the EIS area.  

Pre~cted Loca~onal Patterns. Ranch houses are expe~ed 
to be in or near  the ~ p a ~ a n  zone. 

Values. Mex~a~  s~es having  integri ty are expected to be 
i m p o ~ a n t  sources of ~ n t i f i c  and hi~or icaI  in f~rmat~n ,  
as the Mexican lifestyle is ~oo~y knowm 

Amedcan Ranching and Farm~g--1853 to 
1988 

Theme. A m e r ~ a n  ranching  and farming.  

Previous Research. The m ~ o r  research and publication 
completed was a thesis prepared by J.& Wagoner  in 1949 
on the h i~o ry  of ranching in southern A~zona.  Several  
~ u ~ e s  on env i ronment~  change have deMt w~h  ranching 
and farming in the area  (Rogers 1965, W~kin and Galante  
1987~ The only known ex ten~ve  field work was by 
Has~ngs  and Turner  wh~e p r e p a ~ n g  the i r  book "The 
Changing Mi~" .  

Processes and Pa~erns. The history of ranching in the 
upper  San Pedro was a process of inc rea~ng  cat~e and 
sheep numbers  un~l  1891 and then  decrea~ng number~  
Ranching was ~ s o  a process of c h a n ~ n g  ~ o m  many  smMl 
operations ~ ranching dominated by a ~ w  large operations. 
These pos~1891 pa t te rns  or t rends have con~nued to the 
present.  

The t rend in fa rming was one of increasing fa rm 
numbers  and sizes through time. While the ra i~oads  were 
b ~ n g  built, Chinese laborers estabfished small fa rms near  
Fairbank. Mormons farmed on homesteaded lands near the 
n o a h  end of the EIS area  and in the area  b ~ w e e n  Lewis 
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Sp~ngs  and Mex~o b e ~ n n i n g  in the 1870s. Fields were 
recent~  c ~ v a t e d  south of Highway 90 under agr~ul tura l  
leases ~ o m  Tenneco West. 

Impo~ant Events and P e o ~  The reestablishment of corn 
trolled herds in the 1850~1870s marked  the b e ~ n n i n g  of 
cable  ranching as a m ~ o r  bu~ness  in the area. The pur- 
chase of the land grants  by Ame~cans  between 1880 and 
1905 was the birth of the large ranches. Two of these ranch- 
~rs were important  men - W i l l ~ m  R a n d ~ p h  H e a r t  and 
Cornell Greene. Abandonment o f m o ~  of the railroads cau~ 
ed FMrbank ~ become p ~ m a ~  a ranching ~wn.  Here~rd  
became a ranching community when Greene bui~ his house 
there.  A c q u ~ n  of the g r a n ~  and a ~ n i n g  r a n g ~ a n d  
by the Boquillas Land and Ca t t~  Company (1901 and 1912) 
marked  the end of ~ca l  ownership of the largest  ranches. 
The se t~ement  by Mormons and other eaHy homesteaders 
was the ~ a ~  of a growing farm economy. Acquisition by 
BLM marks  the end of ranching and farming as m ~ o r  
b u ~ n e ~ e s  on the s u ~ e ~  lands. 

Prope~y Types. Only a ~ w  site types have been iden~fied: 
ranch headquar ters  (BoquiHas), range i m p r o v e m e n t ,  
ranch houses ~he San Pedro Ranch House and ou~ 
bui l~ngs) ,  ag r~uEurM fields, w~ls ,  ponds, dams and i~ 
~ga t ion  canMs. A p re~c ted  site type is graves. 

Loca~onal Pa~erns. The ranches composed the e n t r e  EIS 
area. The location of all known ~ te  types is on the San 
Pedro f l o o d ~ n ,  except tha t  a minori ty of the range  im- 
p r o v e m e n ~  are on the a ~ a c e n t  terraces or in ~de  
drainages. Graves could be in any se~ in~  Pond~ dams and 
canals would be Mong the San Pedro River. 

Con~fion, Sou,ces of Dete~o,ation and Sensitivity. 
Overall,  the sites are in good c o n f r e r e  The Boqui l~s  
Ranch headquarters  is in e x c ~ n t  c o n ~ o n ,  Mthough the 
originM bu i l~ngs  may be gone. The San Pedro Ranch 
House is in good c o n ~ o n .  The p ~ m a r y  threats  ~ the San 
Pedro Ranch House are fire (il~gM ~ n  cam~,  vandM~m, 
and gradual  weathe~ng.  The agricul tural  fields are 
g r a d u M ~  rever t ing  back to na tura l  vegetation. 

The most sensit ive site types are those w~h  standing 
structures. They are h igh~  vulnerable ~ construction, yam 
dM~m, w e a t h e ~ n ~  and in some cases fire. The area  of 
h ighe~  sens~iv~y  is the San Pedro f l o o d ~ m  

Values. All ~ te  types have scien~fic values. Ranch head/ 
qua~er s  and houses have very high s~en~fic  vMues. They 
can p ro~de  data to a d d r e ~  two m ~ o r  r e~onM data  gaps: 
pioneer l i fes ty~s  and the na ture  of e a r ~  ranching, farm- 
ing and homes tead in~  

The Boqui~as Ranch H e a d q u a ~ e ~  has e x c e p t ~ n M ~  
high public values. I ts  in teg~ty  is high and ~ provides op- 
portunEies to preserve and interpret  a rare and impo~an t  
~ type. Local and ~ r m e r  residents consider the proper- 
ty to have so~o~ulturM vMue as an impo~ant  p a ~  of t h o r  
he~tage .  The San Pedro Ranch House has high pub l~  
values as a poten~M interpre~ve ~te  and the opportuni~es 
~ r  publ~  use are high. The historical significance of the 
property and ~s past  residents is low in compa~son to the 
BoquiHas Ranch H e a d q u a r t e r .  

National Reg~ter of Historic P~ces. All ranching sites 
with integrity wou~  qu~ify  for nomina t~n  to the National 
R e g ~ r  as a m u l t i p ~  property n o m i n a t ~ n  ~ r  thei r  
research values and t h e ~  asso~a~on  with impo~an t  
events and people. The BoquiHas Ranch H e a d q u a ~ e r s  
meets  the same cri teria ~ r  n o m i n a t ~ n  as an i n ~ d u M  
property. The San Pedro Ranch House may be ~ i ~ e  im 

dividually for its a s so~a~on  with important  events. The 
Boqufllas Ranch Headquarters  and San Pedro Ranch House 
are the top p ~ o ~ t y  sites for listing. 

Existing and Poten~al Uses. The Boqui~as Ranch Head- 
quarters served as a ranch headquarters until 1988. At that  
t ime ~ changed to a BLM re~dence and f i~d maintenance 
headquarters .  Poten~al  uses include part ial  public use as 
an interpret ive site ( p ~ m a ~ l y  the commissaryh and con- 
~nued use as a residence and maintenance center. The San 
Pedro Ranch House is being s t a b i ~ e d  and security is be- 
ing provided. Poten~al  uses include public use as an en- 
v i ronmenta l  education center, an interpret ive cente~ an 
office for the F~ends of the San Pedro support group, and/or 
a temporary  visitors center. The San Pedro Ranch House 
requires r ehabf l~a~on  before public use. 

Resu~s of Previous Management Ac~ons. Stabihza~on 
of the San Pedro Ranch House will preserve it for future 
public use while preserving s~en~f ic  and other values. 

The Proces~ng of Gold and Sider Ore--1878 
to the 1890s 

Theme. H u m a n  use and occupation as it relates to mining. 

Previous Research. Much historical research has been 
done on this subject. There are many  books and articles 
on the ore mills and m i l  towns, especially C h a P e r o n .  No 
archaeo~gical  studies are known to exist. 

Impo~ant Processes and Events. Mineral related ac- 
t iv~ies  on the upper San Pedro River were the result  of 
the discovery of silver near  Tomb~one  in 1877. The lack 
of water  near  the mines for ore processing led to the con- 
s t ruc~on of s tamp mills along the San Pedro River, a 
min imum of six miles away. The large mills were: Gird 
Mill, Corbin Mill, Boston Mill (also called E m p ~ e  Mill), 
Grand Central  Mill, Conten~on Mill, and Sunset Mill (also 
called Head Center  Mill and B u l l i o n v i l ~  Smal ler  mills 
were the Fa~bank ,  Hereford, and Clifford Mills. The Gird 
and Corbin Mills were among the largest  s tamp mills in 
the country and their  machinery  came all the way ~om 
Europe. A sawmill,  parts  of w h ~ h  came by sea and land 
~ o m  San F r a n ~ s c ~  operated in the Huachuca  Mountains 
to supply lumber to con~ruct  the mills. The mills operated 
for about ten years,  unti l  the Tombstone mines shut down 
in 1887 due to flooding. 

Mining towns sprang up near  several  of the mills: 
Millville, ChaSeston,  Conten~on City, and Emery  City. 
Fa i rbank  began as an important  shipping and rai lroad 
town at a m ~ o r  junc~on of ra i~oads  connecting the m~ls, 
mines and towns. Hereford s tar ted near  a small sme~er  
and later ~904) became a ranching town on the large Green 
Catt le  Company ranch. A local miner  s tar ted Lewis 
Sp~ngs.  

Prope~y Types. The known s~e types are: mill sites, mill 
towns, houses, commer~a l  business buildings, w~ls ,  
cemeteries and graves. 

Loca~onal Pa~erns. The known property types are on or 
near  the San Pedro floodplain. Mill s~es are at the base 
of terrace ~cpes a~acen t  to the ~ver  floodplain. Towns ~re 
on the floodplain or on low terraces next to the floodplain. 
Houses could be anywhere but would be expected to be near 
mill ~tes  (such as the Brunckow Cabin~ Wells are at town 
sites. Cemete~es  and graves are on hil~ops or other ter- 
races at  some distance ~ o m  towns. 
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Predicted Locational Pa~erns. Graves coMd occur in any 
~c a t~ n .  

Cond~on, Souses of D~edomt~n and S e n ~ .  In 
g e n ~ ,  the m i ~ n g  s~es m'e in ~ ~ n d ~  Dig~ng and 
c o l l ~ n g  by ~ l i c  hunters  has s ignif icant~ r e d u ~ d  sciem 
fific v a ~ e s  at town s~es. Graves have been opened and 
~m e te r y  headstones and fences have been destroyed, ~Nen  
and moved (such as the C h a r ~ o n  C e m ~ y ~  Nearly all 
lumber has been ~ m o v e d  ~om mMN and buil~ngs.  Ca~ 
fie ~ a m N i n g  has impac~d the ~ a n ~ n g  wMls ~ h o u s ~  
and ~ h e r  bui l~ng~ Erosion h ~  destroyed many b~l~ngs ,  
~peNal ly  at C h a P e r o n  w h e ~  the San Pedro has chan~  
ed course and increased in channel size. Gen~M w e ~ h e ~  
~ g  has worn down adobe b~lNngs .  Very ~ w  adobe 
bu i l~ngs  remMn except at Charleston. The 1887 e a ~  
quake repo~edly shook down bui l~ngs  at  Charleston, and 
s~eet  f ightNg exercises held there  in World War II im- 
pa~ed  the Nte. 

The most senN~ve ~ u ~  types are adobe bu i l~ngs  
(we~he~ng  and eroNo~ and towns @eric h u n t e r ~  High 
~ n s h i v i t y  areas wo~d  be the town sites. 

VNue~ All known mining sites have Ngh scientific values, 
e s p ~ i a l ~  the ~ w n  s ~ .  Town N~s  coMd ~ d  e~en N v e  
~format ion  on every day life on the m i ~ n g  ~o n t~ r .  
S t u ~  on this are rare t~ 'oughout  ~ u t h e r n  A~zonm The 
m~N could pro~de  b a b y  needed data on the techn~ogy 
~ ~amp mflN. The ~ w n ~  milN, ~ m ~ e N ~ ,  and gra~es 
have ~ g h  public vMues. T h e e  ~re c p p ~ t u N f i ~  Nr public 
i n t ~ p r ~ n  ~ C h a ~ e ~ o ~  MiMvil~, and the two mMN 
by Mill~He (Gird and Corbin). The town~ mills, ~ m e t e ~ ,  
and graves aNo have high socio-cuitural values m the pe~  
Ne ~ r m e N y  a s ~ N ~ e d  w~h the area. 

National Register of His~ric Places. All m i ~ n g  sites ~ i th  
inte~ ' i ty  would quality ~ r  n o m i n ~ n  to ~he National 
Regis~r as a m ~ e  prope~y nomin~ion  ~ r  t h e ~  
association with impo~ant  events and peo~e and ~ r  thNr  
p~enf iM ~ ~ d  information impo~ant  in Amer%an 
M ~ y .  Each of the towns and mill sites qua l i~  ~ r  in- 
~ d u M  n o m ~ n  s. 

Transpo~a~on and Commeme During the 
American Seffiement--1853 to 1912 

Theme. Transportat ion and commerc~ 

P r e ~ o u s  Reseamh.  Limited resem'ch has occmTed p e ~ m  
ing spe~ficMly to t h ~  historic context. David M3n'ick's 
books on railroads are excellent works on the h i~ory  of 
r ~ o a d s  in the area. General research has been conduced 
on the W ~  Fargo Stage system. 

P r o c e s s e s  and Patterns. Very ~ w  roads existed before the 
1870s. The exten~ve  mining activity and, to a lesser ex- 
tent,  ranching led to e~abHshing a network of roads and 
railroads. The W ~  Fargo Company established sta~ons 
at most of the to~vns and in other ~ a t e d  Mcat~ns. T h ~  
~anspor ta t ion  and ~ g h t  system was a key f av o r  in the 
Amer~en  s e ~ m e n t  of ~he regiom 

Many rail  Hnes were bui~ to conne~ the mines, mills, 
towns and the o u t , d e  wofl~ Each mill had ~s own spur 
fine. F ~ r b a n k  ~ a ~ e d  as a railroad town at the m ~ o r  i ~  
t e r s e r / o n  of railroads. Depots were buil~ o~en with a 
number  of associated bui l~ngs  and houses, Mong each raft 
Mne. Towns and depots were water  and fuel ~tes. Ore, ca~ 
fie, supplies, marl and passengers were ~anspor ted  by 
t ra im 

Impo~ant Events and People. Important  even~  included 
the ~Mowing: e~abhshmen t  of W~ls  Fargo agenc~s in 
1880 at Contention City, Chm'leston, M i l l v i ~  Benson and 
Tombstone, in 1883 at Fairbank,  and in 1904 at Lewis 
~p~ngs and Hereford; construction of railroads and ~ g h t  
roads; e~ab~shment  of Fairbank as a ra~road town in 
1882; ~ n  robbery at Fai rbank by the B ~  Stfies-Bu~ 
Alvord gang in 1900 and the s h o ~ u t  w~h She~ff  Jeff  
M~ton; and the ~osure of the Tombstone mines in 1887, 
marking the beginning of the end ~ r  most of the railroads, 
~age  lines and ex tens~e  commerce. 

P rope~y  Types.  Known prope~y types are: road~ ~age  
~ a t ~ s ,  rM~oad ~nes, raMroad ~ e ~ s ,  badges,  depots, 
ra~road ~ n g s ,  ~wns,  commissm~es, houses, r ~ o a d  ~ 
~ons snd cemeteries. 

Loca~onai  P a t ~ m s .  H i~o~c  roads are in ~1 e n v ~ o n m e ~  
tal zones throughout  the prope~y.  Stage ~ a t ~ n s  are at 
towns and e~ewhere  on or a~acen t  to the San Pedro 
floodpl~n. R~Iroads are on the San Pe~'o and Babocomari 
River floodpl~ns and on the ~ r r a c ~ .  M ~ n  ~nes ran n o ~  
south b ~w een  Benson and Bisbee ~hrough the San Pedro 
Valley), w~h eas~we~ lines to Tombstone and NogMes. 
Spin" ~nes ran  to the mf l~  and towns. In generM, the 
p~mary  li~es ~i low rivers because of water  and fu~  sup- 
plies and ter ra in  f a~or~  

Predicted L o c ~ i o n ~  P a ~ e m ~  The Drew Stage Station is 
believed to be located about two miles n o a h  of Con ten t~n  
C~y, on or near  the San Pedro floodplMn on the east Mde 
of the river. 

Cond~on, Sources of D~edora~on and S e n s ~ t y .  The 
generM condO/on of the ~ tes  is poor. Roads and abando~ 
ed railroad beds are h i g h ~  eroded and overgrown and 
som~imes  ~ff icul t  to see. Stage sta~ons have n ~  been 
/dent/fie& RM~oad ~ e ~ s  have been mostly destroyed by 
sMvaging the t imbers and by floods. Depots, houses, 
rai lroad ~ a t ~ n s  and other bu i l~ngs  are mostly gone ex- 
~ p t  a ~ w  intact cement ~undat ion~ The railroad master 's 
house at FMrbank was des~oyed by fire in 1987. 

Highway construction d e , t o y ed  about half  the buildings 
at Fai rbank and now by present  adminis~at ive  use of the 
histo~c propm£y. The wesence of BLM personnel Mso p r~  
te~s  the ~ w m  The Fairbank Cem~ery  has had head ,ones  
and ~nces  d e ~ r o y e ~  and graves opened. Weathe~ng  has 
de~royed grave marker~  

The mo~  sensitive prope~y type ~ buildings c o n s t ~ e d  
of woo& They are extremely senMfive to fire. Roads and 
railroad beds are sensitive to erosion. Pre~ously  inhabRed 
~ a t ~ n s ,  towns and other site types are sensitive to ~ g ~  
ing and eollec~ng by relic hunters,  con~ruc t io~  and 
rehab i t i t a t~n  ~ r  uee. 

Yaluem AM known s~es have sdenfific values. Railroad 
towns (Fa~bank) have very high scientific vMues. AM s~e 
types can pro~de impo~ant  information on ~ a n s p o r t ~ n  
and commerce during this peso& Some Ntes can y i ~ d  im 
~ r m a t ~ n  on the l i f e ~ e  of ~ r m e r  cccupants. ThN ~ an 
impm~ant data need in southeastern Arizonm 

Several s~es have public vMuem FMrbank, the ra i~oad 
commi~ary  at the Boquillas Ranch Headquarters,  and the 
rN~oad  ~e bu i l~ng  at the San Pedro House (temporary 
quarters  ~ r  railroad workerN have high vMues Nr in te~ 
pretafion as exhib i~  in place. Other sites may also have 
publ~  value~ 

National Register of Historic Places. All s~es with integri- 
ty b~onging  to t h ~  h i ~ c r ~  context would q u ~ i ~  for 
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nominat ion on the National Reg~ter as a mul~ple  prope~ 
ty nomination. Qualifying values include association with 
important  events  and people, and the poten~al  to yield in- 
forma~on important  in A~zona  history. 

Most of the sites would also qualify as individual n o m i n ~  
~ons. Fa i rbank  is the top p d o ~ t y  site for ~s~ng  ff in- 
dividual s~es are nominated. 

Existing and Poten~al Uses. Many of the roads are no 
longer in use. A~ but  one ra i~oad  ~ne ~ abandone& The 
Fairbank site ~ presently a temporary BLM administrative 
s~e. Poten~al  uses include s~en~f ic  study at  all s~es and 
pub l~  interpreta t ion at select sites. 

Resu~s of Previous Management Actions. Fairbank ~ be- 
ing protected by the presence of BLM f a c ~ s ,  a l though 
this use ~ to rag~  ~ cau~ng some impa~.  Fairbank requires 
an evaluat ion of preservat ion needs. I n t e ~ m  s tab iHzat~n  
of the mercan~le  store will result  in the long t e rm prese~ 
vation of significant buildings. 

U.S. Government and Mili~ry 
A~ivi~es--1846 to 1940 

Theme. U.S. government  and the mili tary.  

Pre~ous Research. Lim~ed research has occurred on the 
Mormon Bat ta~on ' s  march down the San Pedro, in~uding 
some field studies. No known research is available on 
Civilian Conservation Corps ac~v~ies  in the EIS area  or 
on a rmy maneuvers  at  Cha~es ton  du~ng  WoHd War  H. 

Impo~ant Events and People. The Mormon Battalion,  in- 
fantry  volunteers in the Army of the West, marched down 
the San Pedro River in 1846 enroute to California during 
the Mexican War. Led by C~onel  Phfllip St. George Cook~ 
they reached the San Pedro near  Hereford and fo~owed the 
Aver  north to about Benson. While in the Cha~eston-  
Fai rbank vi~ni ty  they engaged in the only action they had 
in the war. Wild catHe charged the Ba~al ion  in what  has 
become known as the BaSle  of the Bu~s. 

The San Pedro was a crossroads for the a rmy in its pur- 
suit of Apache raiders until 1886. Fort Huachuca (adjacent 
to present  day Sierra Vista) was established in 1887. The 
U.S. Army used Charleston to practice street f lgh~ng du~ 
ing World War II. 

The Civilian Conserva~on Corps (CCC~ adminis tered 
by the Works Progress Adminis t ra~on,  worked on conse~ 
va~on pr~ects  along the San Pedro in the 1930s. They us- 
ed and may  have built  the northern-most  house and 
garage/shop at Fa~bank .  The nature  of t h o r  work and the 
location of other ~ tes  in the EIS area  are unknown. 

Prope~y Types. Known property types are: t raf i~  b a t h e  
sites (Bathe of the Bull~; and CCC camps (Fairbank). 
Predicted s~e types are Army camps and CCC conserva- 
tion features. 

Loca~onal Pa~erns. The Mormon Ba~aHon trail  is 
p ~ m a ~ l y  on the San Pedro floodplain and on the nearby 
terraces (exact route unknown). The exact location of the 
BatUe of the Bu~s is unknown. The Fa i rbank  CCC Camp 
is on the San Pedro floodplain. No predic~ons can be made 
on the ~ca~ona l  sett ings of a rmy  camps and CCC conse~ 
vation ~a tu res .  

Cond~ion, Sources of Dete~ora~on and Sensitivity. The 
Mormon Battal ion trail  is in poor condi~on and signs of 
~ are visible in perhaps only one place. The CCC buildings 

at F a ~ b a n k  are in good condi~on. They have dete~ora ted  
some due to general wea the~ng  and reSc hunters have col- 
lected ar~facts.  These buildings are very sens~ive to 
w e a t h e ~ n ~  v a n d a l ~ m  and adap~ve  use. 

Values. All property types possess s~en~f ic  values and 
publ~  use values. Values are relat ively low for the Mor- 
mon B a t t a l ~ n  trail  and the Ba the  of the Bulls site due to 
t h e ~  poor integr~y.  Sc~ntif ic values are moderate  ~ r  the 
Fai rbank CCC buildings and the publ~ use values are also 
moderate.  L im~ed  interpreta t ion ~ r  visitor use could be 
accomplished. 

National Reg~ter of H~to~c Places. The Mormon Bat- 
talion trail ,  in~uding  the Ba the  of the Bulls site, may be 
~igible  for nomina~on  because of ~s  a s so~a~on  with im- 
por tant  events  and persons. The Fa i rbank  CCC buildings 
may  be ~ i g i b ~  by themselves  ~ r  their  asso~a~on  with 
an important  event  or they may be e l i ~ b ~  as part  of the 
town of Fairbank.  

Existing and Poten~al Uses. The Fairbank CCC Camp is 
part  of the temporary  BLM admini~ra t ive  site. The house 
is used to ~ore  equipment,  the garag~shop  is a fire cache, 
and the shed is used for horse ~ed.  The potential  uses in- 
clude pub l~  in te rpre ta~on as par t  of the i n t e rp r e t a t~n  of 
Fairbank.  

Resu~s of Pre~ous Management Action~ A preservation 
evalua~on,  completed in 1988, will lead to the ~ab iHz~  
tion and secu~ng of the Fa i rbank  CCC buildings. 

PALEONTOLOGICAL 
Dr. Everet t  H. Lindsay of the Un ive r~ ty  of Ar~ona  

invento~ed the EIS area for paleont~ogical  resources in 
1986 and 1987. This inventory,  conducted for BLM, con- 
sisted of v i ~ n g  the 14 known sites and surveying high 
potential  locations throughout  the EIS area. The known 
s~es were recorded and 22 new sites discovered and record- 
ed. The m ~ o ~ t y  of sites are cf Pl~stocene age (2 million 
- 10,000 years agok The remaining s~es date to the Pl~cene 
(7-2 million years ago) and the H~ocene ages (10,000 years  
ago to the present~ Most of the fossi~ are m a m m a ~  but 
tu rves ,  snails and plants are also found in some of the 
depor ts .  Nine sites were das~f i ed  as Class I, containing 
or producing fos~ls of ~gnif icant  s~entific interest.  

The paleont~ogical  resources of the EIS area rank  
among the top two paleontological areas  in Arizona. They 
rank  in the top five for the late Cenozo~ (approximately 
1~ mi l l~n years ago) terrestrial deposi~ in N o a h  Ame~ca. 
The EIS area ranks  as the top area in the we~ern  
h e m ~ p h e r e  for paleont~ogical  sites associated with early 
man. This is because of the number  of sites, the e x c ~ n t  
chron~ogical  control of those sites, and the potential  ~ r  
addiSonal  sites. The fossi~ of the EIS area have a high 
potential  for y i~d ing  important  i n fo rma t~n  on mammal  
e v ~ u t ~ n  and intercon~nental  dispersal, the earl iest  
humans  to occupy North America, late Cenozoic geology 
and life, vegetat ional  changes, and climatic changes. 

Exposed fossi~ are in and near the ~ver  and wash chan- 
nels. Many are consequently in poor to fair condi~on as 
a result of erosion and exposure. Fos~ls, located throughout 
the EIS area, are concentrated between Cha~es ton  and 
Highway 90. 
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SOCIAL 
A social a n ~ y ~ s  ( U n i v e ~ y  o fA~ zona  198~ has  been 

comp~ted.  The ini~M par t  of this ~udy ,  conducted p~or  
to BLM's acquis i t~n  of the San Pe&'o EIS area, was up- 
dated in 1987. This r epo~  ~ ava i lab~  for review at the Saf- 
~ r d  D ~ t  Office. 

~ is a p p ~ e ~  from ~ a n a ~ s  and subseque~  ~ s ~  
s i o ~  between BLM ~ e c i a l i ~ s  and ~ e  p u b ~  ~ ~ e  pro- 
~ct ion  and enhancement  ~ t h e  ripm'ian ~ o ~ s t e m  and ~ e  
~ e ~ a ~  and ~ u ~  ~ ~ g n ~ c a n t  ~ M  a ~ i ~ s  ~ e  

most i m p o ~ a ~  ~ a m ~ o r i ~  ~ @ o n ~ s .  W h ~  the use 
of the  area  ~ r  r e ~ e a ~ o n M  p ~ s  was v ~ u e ~  ~ m l  
~ ~ e  w ~  also impoAant  ~ them. ~ m i l ~  ~ n d  and 
~ a v ~  ~ o m  the San Pedro is ~ k n o w ~ d ~ d  ~ be impo~ 
rant  as an i ~ s ~ e  and i m ~ A a ~  source ~ m ~ e ~ M ,  
yet  a need ~ ~ m l  ~ e  ~ e  ~ ~ resource is a p p ~ e ~ .  
O ~ m a d  v e ~ e  use and m i ~ n g  m e  ~ e m e d  ~ p m p ~ e  
~ m o ~  ~ e  r e s ~ n ~ n t s  b ~ a u s e  ~ felt these activities 
would ~ h ~ m ~ l  to ~ e  e n ~ m n m e ~ ,  ~ u ~  ~ a ~ o n M  
uses of the r iver  and be u ~ a i r  to all concerned. 
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r e ~ u r ~ s  under  this ~ r n a ~ v e .  T h e ~  will be m o d u l e  
impacts to the ~ o n o m ~  component. 

Intense f i ~ s  and the s u p p r e ~ n  a ~ n s  en them ~viH 
have some s ~ f i c a n t  s h ~ t ~ e r m  impacts  on culturM, 
p M e o n t ~ o ~ c ~ ,  ~suM,  s~ls ,  vegetat ion and w ~ i ~  
resources. L o n ~ r m  benefits can occur to ~suM,  vegetm 
fion and w f l ~ i ~  r e ~ u r ~ s .  

Visual 

T h ~  M ~ r n ~ i v e  m a k ~  no ~ s u M  ~ s o u m e  m a n a g e m e ~  
WRM) classifications. 3he  p r ~ t i o n  of fend  by the more 
restrictive VRM classes will not be avMIab~.  The area,  
howeve~ wftl be managed  as ff ~ were a VRM Class HI 
a ~ a .  No impacts  are a n ~ c ~ e d  ~ o m  i m ~ e m e n ~ n g  t ~ s  
VRM Class IH management .  

Admin~Wat~e Fa~l~es 

C o n ~ n ~ n g  ~ e  ~ e  ~ e  c u r ~  ~ c i l ~ e s  wiU have no 
~ g ~ f i ~  i m p ~  on any  ~ h ~  ~ u r ~ s .  

C o n ~ u ~ o n  

Imp~men ta t ion  of the resou~e  management  proviMons 
of the No Action Al~rna~ve  will not have  any Mgnificant 
~ n ~ t e r m  impacts  on the environment.  This Mternat ive 
will have a significant impact  on recreat ional  use and a 
moderate i m p a ~  on the econom~ ~ement s  of the EIS m'em 

C e r t ~ n  resources wftl benefit ~ o m  the No Action Alte~ 
na~v~ These include wa te~  ~vildli~, culturM, vege ta~on 
and soils. 

PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 

RecreaUon 

The r e ~ e a t ~ n  m a n a g e m e n t  p r o ~ o n s  of the Pres~vm 
~on A l~rna~ve  are expected to benefit  most  other 
resom'ces. Prohibiting ORV use (closed de~gnation) ~nd the 
• ~ h a r g e  cf  f i r e s rm~ p r o ~ n g  only a ~ w  smM1 
d e v ~ o p m e n ~ ,  and r e ~ i n g  use to p ~ m i ~ v e  and non- 
i m p ~ n g  ~ r m s  will p ro~de  moderate  ~o ~gnif icant  
benefits ~ water  quMity, wil~ife, vegetation, soils, culturM 
and p ~ e o n t ~ o ~ c M  resources. 

I m p a c ~  to off-road veh ic~  users wftl occur as this area  
is unava~able  ~ r  t h o r  use. Recre~ ion  r ~ e d  to veh~les  
and roads is a~o  ~gn i f i c an t~  i m p a l e d  as no roads are 
a v ~ l a b ~  ~ r  p u b i c  use. 

I m ~ e m e n t a t i o n  of this ~ r n ~ e  will have  both a 
negat ive and p o ~ v e  effect on p u b l k  r e l e a r n  expe~m 
~ons and may have econom~ impacts assoda ted  with 
restricted recreation opportunities. 

Areas of Critical En~ronment~ Concern 

D ~ n ~ i n g  ~ e  e n ~  San P e S o  E ~  ~ e a  ~ an ACEC 
and i m ~ e m e ~ g  the management  g ~ d ~  of the 
Prese~atio~ Alternative p ~ s  W ~  for ~ ~ ,  

s~ls ,  wildl i~,  water  quality, ~suM,  cultural  and pMeom 
t ~ o ~ c M  resources. De~gnat ion  of the three  RNAs and im- 
p lement ing  the a d ~ o n ~  managemen t  con~ra in t s  ~ r~  
~ d e s  a d ~ t ~ n M  pr~ec t ion  ~ r  the vegetat ion communizes  
~ u n d  in them. The de~gnat ion  of the RNAs w~l not 
~ g n i f i c a n t ~  impact  other resources. 

Lands 

M ~ e n a n ~  ~ e~s t ing  ROWs wi~ be subject ~ s t ip~m 
fions ~ p r ~ t  c u ~ u r ~  and p M e o ~ o ~ c M  ~ s o u r ~ s .  Im- 
p a ~ s  to these resource~ t h ~ e f o r ~  are n ~  expe~ed  ~ be 
~g~f i can t .  

De~gnaUon of ROW c ~ d ~ s  ~ C h a S e ~ o n  and 
H ~ e ~ r d  ~ m i ~ m h e  adverse e n ~ m n m e n t M  impacts and 
the proliferation ~ ~ p a r ~ e  ROWs. Construction ~ the ~ 
ridors is dependent  on c a ~ c a ~  e n ~ n m e n t M  
a ~ s m e n ~ .  Some m o d u l e  i m p ~  ~ ~ s u M  ~ s o u ~ e ~  
scils and vegetation are anticipated w i t h ~  t h e ~  con'idors. 
No i m p a ~ s  to other resources will occur outside the  
corridors. 

Water 

Not p u m p ~ g  the ~ g a t ~ n  wM~ will have no ~gnifi-  
cant benefits ~ impacts on water  qu~ i ty  and quantity. The 
p u m p ~ g  ~ the n o ~ r ~ g ~ n  weEs will ~ s u ~  in m ~  
benefits to a d m ~ i ~ r ~ N e  activities. 

Wfl~ffe 

Certain p r o ~ s ~ n s  of the w f l d ~  m a n a g e m e n t  ~ m p ~  
nent  of the P r ~ v a t i o n  A l~rnahve  wilt have benefits on 
resource vMue~ Inc rea~ng  spedes  ~ v e r ~ t y  will benefit  
~ e ~ n  vMues. C o m ~ e ~ n g  h a ~ t ~  i m p ~ v e m e n t  pr~-  
e ~ s  ( r e p e n t i n g  ~ r m  fieMs, presc~bed fire, developing 
ponds and m a r s h ~ ,  ~ a n ~ n g  trees) wiI1 benefit Threatened 
and Endangered and other w f l ~ i ~  species, vegetat ion,  
recrea~on and visuM r e s o u n d .  These ac~ons can cause 
minor ~ ~gnfficant impacts ~ culturM and pMeontoto~cM 
re~urces ,  s~ls ,  wa te~  vegeta~on and visual  resources. 

V e g ~ n  

R e ~ a n t ~ g  abandoned ~ r m  f inds  w~h  n ~ i v e  ~ s ,  
~ r b s  a n ~ o r  shrubs will benefit  ~ ,  recrea~on and 
s o f l ~ ~  resources.  R e C a n t i n g  will resul t  in 
m o d e r ~ e  benef i~  ~ softs and ~ ~  as ~ reduces e r~  
~on  by ~ e ~ g  ~ ~  cove~ 

Presc~bed fires can cause minor to ~ g ~ f i c a ~  s h o ~  
t ~ m  impa~s  ~ c ~ t u r ~ ,  p M e o ~ o ~ c M ,  ~ i l s ,  ~ t ~ n  
and visual resources. S ~ n ~ c a ~  l o n ~ r m  ~ s  ~ H  o~ 
cur to vegeta~on.  Minor benefits can occur to other 
~ ~ .  

S ~ U W ~ s h e d  

Gabion and ~ k e  i n ~ f i o n  wftl po tenf iM~ provide 
~gnif icant  benefits to fish and aquatic habRat.  Building 
gabions and ~ k e s  on ~de c h a r m , s  can ~ u r b  cuRurM and 
pMeonto~gicM resources th rough  construcUon and 
~Rafion.  

Const ruc~ng the St. David detention dam will reduce 
s~ l  ~ss ,  deposR soils behind the structure,  regrade the 
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C H A P T E R  4 

E N V I R O N M E N T A L  C O N S E Q U E N C E S  

INTRODUCTION 
Chapter  4 analyzes the environmenta l  consequences of 

implemen~ng  the al ternatives,  in~uding  the Preferred 
A~erna~v¢ The ~ v ~  of ana ly~s  ~ r  each resource depends 
on the degree of impact  expected. The interdiscip~nary 
t eam determined no measurable  i m p a ~ s  would occur to 
topography, ~ r  qual~y or climate and they are not ~scus~  
ed fur ther  in this  chapter.  

BASIC ASSU PTIONS 
The i m p a ~  ana ly~s  was based on the ~Howing 

a s s u m p t ~ n ~  

1. Funding and pe r sonn~  will be ava i l ab~  to fully im- 
plement  any a~ernat ive .  

2. Those resources now rec~ving  spe~al  protec~on will 
continue to receive tha t  protection. 

3. The defini~on of ~ n ~ t e r m  is five years  or more. All 
impacts are l on~ te rm unless otherwise noted. 

4. N a i v e  Ame~can  re~gious prac~ces shall receive due 
consideration under the provisions of the Ame~can Indian 
R~ig~us  Freedom Act (P.L. 95-341~ 

5. BLM will w~te  Envi ronmenta l  Assessments  before 
i m p ~ m e n ~ n g  any ac~vi ty  plans or s ~ s p e c i f i c  ac~ons. 

6. Ground and surface water  will be adequate to main- 
ta in  the ~ v e r  s y ~ e m  ~ ndud i ng  the ~ p a ~ a n  and aqua~c 
h a b ~ a t ~  and all of the consump~ve and nonconsumptive 
uses desc~bed in the a l ternat ives  ~ r  about 15 yea r~  

7. Cu~ura l  resources will continue to de te~ora te  
through na tura l  ~rces ,  v i ~ t a ~ o n  and vandal ism ffno cor- 
rective or p reven~ve  ac~on occurs. 

8. Inven to~es  ~ r  cu~ura l  resources and nat ive 
Ame~can  values will occur on areas of proposed land uses. 
Protec~on of ~gnif icant  values will occur through 
av~dance  and mit iga~ve ac~ons. Compliance with Sect~n 
106 of the National H&&~c Preservation A ~  of 1966 and 
its implemen~ng  regula~ons  in 36 CFR 800 will occur 
b e ~ r e  ~ a r ~ n g  spe~fic p r ~ e ~ s  resu l~ng  from this plan 's  
d e ~ o n ~  

9. All i m p a ~ s  are direct unless otherwise noted. 

 MPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES ON 
RESOURCES 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Recreation 

U n d ~  t ~ s  a ~ n ~ e  ~ e  ~ be ~ ~ p ~ e s  ~ r  
recreation. This ~11 result  in ~ g ~ f i c a ~  i m p a ~ s  to tha t  

portion of the public de~f ing to see and recreate on the San 
Pedro. The closure of the San Pedro EIS area  to public 
r ec rea t ion  use, coupled wi th  the  absence  of any  
developments,  will benefit most other resources. 

Areas of Cdtica~ En~ronmen~l Concern 

Under this ~ te rna f ive  ACECs and RNAs are not recom- 
mended for designation and there are no i m p a ~ s  to other 
resources. The s p e r m  resources of the San Pedro, however, 
will not receive potenfiM p r o t e ~ n  from an ACEC or RNA 
designation. 

Lands 

Eliminat ing  any p r o ~ o n s  ~ r  new ROWs can have 
econom~ and so~M impa~s  due to the ~ c k  of new u~lities 
or the increased costs of routing the util i ty lines over 
grea ter  ~ a n c e s .  

Water 

Benefits will occur to water  quality and quant i ty  due 
to the absence o fp~luf ing  a~ivif ies  and consumptive uses. 
The inabfl~y to pump water  can adve r s~y  i m p a ~  w i l ~ i ~  
~ surface flow disappears and water  is not ava i lab~ .  

Wildlife 

I m ~ e m e n f i n g  the ~ a n n e d  wildli~ actions of this alter- 
nat ive wilt not have any impa~s .  Minor benefits will come 
from inventory and m o ~ n g  work. 

V e g ~ i o n  

The No Action Alternative will allow for na tura l  plant  
succession on previously used farm and ranch lands. This 
na tura l  succes~on will benefit  wildlife habitat ,  soils and 
watershed.  

S~UW~e~hed 

There will be minor benefits to soil and cultural  
resources through reduction of erosion caused by the lack 
of a~ivi f ies  and by increases in vegetat ive cover. 

C u ~ u m U P a ~ o ~ o ~ c ~  

There will be no ~gnif icant  i m p a ~ s  from the cultural  
or pMeont~o~ca l  management  a ~ n s  ~ t h ~  M ~ r n ~ N e .  

Minerals 

Benefits will occur to water  and air quality and to visual 
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chann~ ,  and cause an increase in ~ p a ~ a n  vegetation.  
Moderate  impacts  to cultural,  p a l e o n t o ~ c a l ,  v e g ~ a ~ o n ,  
water ,  soils and visual  resources can occur ~ o m  
construction. 

Moderate benefits will occur ~ o m  r e e s t a ~ h m e n t  of 
vegetation a~er  removal  of the farm-find ~ k e s  and berm~ 
Removal of these ~ k e s  and berms will minimally  increase 
s~ l  ero~on in the sho~- te rm and m o d e r a t e ~  in the lon~  
t e rm as na tura l  d r~ nages  r e e ~ a b l ~ h  themselves.  

~ r ~ o ~ ~  

No ~gnif icant  impac~  will ~ s ~ t  ~ o m  i m N e m e n ~ n g  
the c ~ t u r a Y p a l e o n t ~ o ~ c a l  managemen t  actions in this 
a l ~ r n ~ N e .  M ~  benefi~ can ~ c u r  ~ cu~ural  ~nd paleom 
t ~ o ~ c a l  resources and the social ~emen t .  

Mineral 

Benefits will occur to air and water  quality and to visual 
resources under  this a l ternat ive.  There will be moderate  
impacts  to the econom~ component. 

Fire 

Full suppression of fires creates a poten~al  for increases 
in future fire size and intensity,  possibly resul t ing in 
moderate  impacts to all resource~ 

Visual 

Under the P r ~ e r v ~ n  Alternati~ manageme~ t of mo~t 
of the San Pedro's  scenic ~ p a ~ a n  corridor ~2%) will be as 
VRM C ~  I and H ereas. Th~  wiH p r o ~  the ~enic  quali- 
ty along the San Pedro River by r e ~ c f i n g  any changes 
in the visual character of the area ~ee AppenSx ©. As t h ~  
a l ~ r n a t N e  proposes only a ~ w  small  d e v ~ o p m e n ~  
(highway p u l ~ u t ~  signs) there will be l ~ e  impact  to 
visual resources on the San Pedro. 

Admini~ra~ve Fa~l~es 

Expan~on  of admin i s t ra~ve  f a ~ l ~ s  at Fa i rbank  will 
have  minor impacts  on cultural,  visual and vegetat ion 
resources. Con~nuing  the use of other adminis t ra t ive  
facilities will not significantly impact any other resources. 

Research 

Development of a small research f a~ l~y  at F a ~ b a n k  
will have minor impacts on cultural,  visual and vegetat ion 
resources. Moderate to ~gnif icant  benefits will r e su~  to 
those resources being studied. 

Con~u~on 

I m ~ e m e n t a t i o n  of the Pr~ervation Aherna~ve will not 
have any ~gnif lcant  i m p a a s  or benefits on the environ- 
ment.  Some resources wi~ rec~ve  benefits ~om i m ~ e m e ~  
~ng  the Preservation Alternative, inc lu~ng water, wildlife, 
vegetation,  soil/watershed and c ~ t u r a l  resources. 

Implement ing  this a~e rna t ive  will cause both positive 
and negat ive effects on public expeaa t ions  ~ r  recreation 
and will have moderate  econom~ i m p a ~ s  resul t ing ~ o m  
r e ~ c t e d  recreation opportuni~es.  

Some moderate impa~s  Can occur to culturM and paleon- 
to~gical  resources ~ o m  actions such as ROW corridor 
work, dam construc~on, fire suppression and habi ta t  im- 
provement  p r~ec~ .  

U ~ Z A ~ O N  A L T E R N A T I V E  

Recrea~on 

Minor impacts  are expected to water  quality, wildlife, 
vegeta~on,  s~ls ,  cu~ura l  and paleonto~gical  resources 
from the deve~pmen t  of recreational f a ~ l ~ s  and overa~ 
recreation use. The ORV de~gnation (limited to designated 
road~ will have m ~ o r  benefits for water  qual~y,  wildlife, 
vegetat ion,  s~ls ,  cu~ura l  and paleontological resources. 

Impacts  to wildlife, vegetation,  soils and cu~ura l  
resources  will be low because  most  of the  large 
dev~opments  are in old farm fields and other previously 
d~turbed areas. The total area  of disturbance is about 130 
acres, with 75% of this acreage in the four large 
devdopments.  Many of the impacts wi~ be short-term, with 
l on~ te rm benefits upon completion of landscaping around 
most of the developments.  

Impacts  to off-road vehicle users will occur as this area  
will be unavai lable  for their  use. 

Recreat ional  use and development will result  in 
moderate  benefits to the econom~ component. 

Areas of Cr~ical Environmental Concern 

Designating the entire San Pedro area as an ACEC and 
implement ing  the managemen t  guidefines of the U t i l ~  
~on Al~rna~ve wi~ provide prote~ion ~ r  vegetation, soils, 
wildli~, water  qual~y, visual, cu~ural  and p a l e o n t o ~ c a l  
resources. D e ~ g n a ~ n g  the three RNAs and implement ing 
the additional managemen t  constraints  will provide addi- 
~onal  p r o t e ~ n  for the v e g e t a t ~ n  c o m m u n e , s  ~ u n d  in 
them. The designation of the RNAs will not ~gn i f i c an t~  
i m p a ~  other resources. 

Lands 

Work w~hin  the ROW cor~dors can have moderate  im- 
pacts on cu~ural  resources if nct mi~gated.  These imp a~s  
become in~gnif icant  outside the cor~dors. Benefits will 
r e su~  to social and econom~ components due to presence 
of addi~onal  util i t ies in the San Pedro Val~y .  

Water 

Lim~ed  well pumping will minimal ly  impact  surface 
water  flow. Minor water  quali ty impacts will occur ~om 
ag~cu~ura l  re turn  flow. L im~ed  pumping of ~ g a t o n  
wells will benefit  v e g e t a t ~ n  in the local area of pumping. 
Minor soil disturbance will occur due to pumping the ir- 
r igat ion wel~.  
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• The Propped Ac~on closes 47,668 a ~  ~ m i n e r ~  en- 
t~T. No p ~ e c t i n ~  explor~ion ~ m i ~ n g  ~ allowed. The 
i m p a ~ s  will p ~ m a ~  affect the sodal  and ~ o n o m ~  
~mponen t s .  

• The Proposed Action closes 47,668 acres to o ~ a d  u ~  
by vehicles. OMy d e ~ g n ~ e d  ~ a ~  will be a v ~ l a b ~  ~ r  
v e ~ c ~  us~  The i m p ~ t s  will p ~ m a ~  affe~ ~ e m  
tionists u ~ n g  o ~ a d  vehicles and the social and 
~onomic  ~ m p o n e n t m  

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE 
COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

This sec~on iden~fies the i ~ e v e ~ l e  and i ~ e ~ v a ~ e  
~ m m ~ m e n t s  of ~ u ~  r e s t i n g  ~ o m  the Proposed 
A ~  

The Proposed Ac~on proposes ~ w  ac~ons not c a p a b ~  
of b ~ n g  r e v e ~ e ~  I m p a c ~  ~ c ~ t u r M  and p ~ e o n t ~ o ~ c a l  
resources are,  ff not m i ~ g ~ e ~  ~ r e v e r ~ b ~ .  Changes  in 
cultural  and p M e o n ~ c M  r e ~ u r ~ s  and the ~ ~ d ~ a  
are ~ r e t ~ e v a b ~ .  While there will be i ~ e v ~ s i b l e  and i~  
retr ievable comm~ments ,  none are ~ g ~ f i c a n t  due to 
av~dance/mit igat ion.  
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~onal  protection for the vegetat ion commun~ies  found in 
them. The de~gnat ion  of the RNAs will not ~gnif icant ly  
impact  other resources. 

Lands 

Work within the ROW corridors can have moderate  im- 
pacts on cultural resources ~ n o t  mitigated. These i m p a ~ s  
become in~gnif icant  outside the cor~dors. Benefits will 
result  to social and econom~ components due to the 
presence of addi~onal  utififies in the San Pedro Valley. 

Water 

N ~  p u m ~ n g  the ~ g a t ~ n  w ~  will result in no ~gnifi- 
cant benefits or i m p a a s  on water  qual~y and quant~y.  
P u m ~ n g  one i r~gaf ion  w~l  in suppo~ of a r e s e e ~ n g  pro- 
ject wi~ result  in moderate  benefits  to vegetat ion and 
wildli~. Minor benefi~ ~ r  the resource and admin i~ra tNe  
ac~vi~es  can occur ~ o m  p u m ~ n g  the n o n ~ g a ~ o n  w ~ .  

Wildlife 

Construction of wildlife habi ta t  improvement  pr~ec ts  
will cause minor impacts to cultural,  paleontological, softs, 
wate~  vegetat ion and visual resources, p ~ m a ~ l y  during 
the short~erm.  Completing these pr~ects  will benefit  
Threatened and Endangered and other wildlife species. In- 
creasing species diversity will benefit  recreation values. 

The use of presc~bed fires will cause shorVterm minor 
impacts  to vegetat ion and visual  resources. In the ~ng-  
term, presc~bed fires wi~ benefit wildlife, vegetation, soi~ 
and visual resources and result  in less intense and s m a l ~ r  
wildfires. 

V e g ~ n  

Replan~ng  and ~ g a t i n g  one farm field will result  in 
minor  shor~term impacts  to soils, vegeta~on,  water  and 
visual resources. Benefits will occur to vegetation, soils, 
and wild~fe hab~a t  by expe~menta l  seedings, na tura l  
revege ta~on and presc~bed fires. 

S ~ U W ~ e ~ h e d  

Removal of the farm-find dikes and berms will minimal- 
ly increase soil erosion in the shor~term and moderately 
in the lon~term.  Construction of erosion control structures 
in ~de chann~s  can have moderate impacts on cultural and 
paleontological resources. 

C u ~ u m V P a ~ o ~ o ~ c ~  

P ~ o ~ n g  cuRural  and pa leonmlo~cal  sites ~ r  inte~ 
pretive use will result  in benefits to recreation. The same 
a p ~ s  to the sodal component by p r o ~ n g  s R ~  ~ r  ~ m  
tific ~udy.  

Minerals 

The absence of the sand and gravel opera~ons ~ o m  the 
area  will have benefits on visual,  cultural  and water  

resources. I m p a ~ s  will occur to the economic component  
~ o m  the loss of sand and gravel  sources. 

Fire 

The construction of fire breaks  to reduce fire size will 
have minor to moderate  s h o ~ 4 e r m  i m p a ~ s  on recreation, 
visual,  soils/watershed, cultural,  paleont~ogical  and 
vegeta~on resources. In the ~ n ~ t e r m ,  the reduc~on in fire 
size and intensi ty will ~gnif icanfly  benefit  all resources. 

Visual 

Under  this a l ternat ive  managemen t  of most of San 
Pedrffs scenic ~ p a ~ a n  corridor (86%) wftl be as VRM Class 
I and II, thereby protec~ng the scenic quali ty by restric- 
t ing any changes in the visual character  of the area  (see 
Appendix 4). Overall  impacts to visual resources are ex- 
pected to be low as most developments ~ampgrounds ,  
bufiding~ ~gns,  roads, pullouts) are in lands ~as~ f i ed  as 
VRM Class IH and IV, areas previously disturbed. 

A d m i n ~ a ~ v e  Facili~es 

Construc~on of a new admin i~ra t ive  ~c i l i ty  at 
Highwsy 90 and a new smM1 ~ l i t y  at FMrbank wi~ have 
minor impacts on softs, vegeta~on, wil~ife, water, cultural 
and visual resou~es .  The new facilities will have minor 
shor~term benefits to the econom~ component. 

Continuing the use of other a d m i n i ~ r a t N e  ~ci l i t ies  will 
not ~ g n i f i c a n t ~  i m p a ~  any other resources. 

Research 

Dev~opment  of an adequate f a~ l~y  at eRher F a ~ b a n k  
or Highway 90 will have minor impacts on cultural, visuM, 
and vegeta~on resources. Moderate to ~gnif icant  benefits 
will occur to those resources being studied. 

Con~u~on 

I m ~ e m e n t a ~ o n  of the managemen t  actions of the 
Prefe~ed Alternative will c a u ~  minor impacts to w i l ~ i ~ ,  
s ~ ,  c~turM, pMeontdo~cM, vegeta~on, w a t ~  and visual 
resources and the econom~ component. 

Minor to m o d e r ~ e  benefits will occur to the same 
~ e m e n ~  desc~bed above, as w~ l  as the social component. 
This generM~ reflects sho~4e rm versus ~ n ~ r m  effects 
of managemen t  actions. 

MiTiGATiNG MEASURES 
The Management  Gu~ance  Common ~ All A ~ e r n ~ N ~  

~ct ion in C h a p ~ r  2 ~en~f ies  measures t h ~  BLM wftl take 
to m i ~ g a ~  p o s s ~  impac~  to the resources of the EIS 
area. A d ~ o n M  measures  are in Chapter  4 assump~ons.  

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE iMPACTS 
Unavoidable adverse impacts are those impacts created 

by the Proposed Action tha t  cannot be mitigated. These im- 
pacts are as follows: 
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Wildlife 

Minor i m p a ~ s  to culturM, p ~ e o n t ~ o ~ c M ,  s ~ ,  w a ~  
vegeta~on and visual resources can result  ~ o m  d e v ~ o ~  
ment  of habi ta t  improvement p r ~ e ~  p ~ m a r i ~  during the 
s h o ~ - ~ r m .  Moderate l o n ~ r m  benefits will resul t  to 
vegetation,  wildlife, r e ~ e a t ~ n  and visual  resources. 

Vegeta~on 

There will be shor t~erm impacts to soils due to no 
replant ing and the potential  ~ r  increased erosion. 

Soil /W~e~hed 

The ~ n s t r ~ t i o n  ~ k e s  on the ~ channe~ w ~  ~ s ~ t  
in minor to m o n r o e  s h ~ > ~ r m  impacts  to culturat  
resources, w ~ e r  quM~y (from ~ m e n t a t i o n )  and soils 
(from ~osion). The ~mple t ion  ~funct ioning s t ruct t t r~  x~ll 
stabilize the side channels and decrease erosion. 

C u l ~ m U P ~ e o n t o l o g ~  

P r o ~ n g  cul tural  and p M ~ o ~ c M  sites ~ r  in te~ 
prefive use wi~ ~ s ~ t  in benef i~  to ~ e ~ i o n .  The same 
app l i~  ~ ~ e  ~ ~ m p o n e ~  by w o v i ~ n g  sites for sciem 
tific ~ u d y  and a n M ~ .  

Minerals 

Allo~ving the  e ~ s t i n g  sand and g r a v ~  operation to con- 
t inue will cause increasing i m pac~  to air  quahty,  visual  
resources and w i l ~ i ~ .  Because these ~ u r b a n c e s  are on 
a side d r~nage ,  no additional impacts to water  quM~y are 
expe~ed.  

The dev~opment  of new sand and ~ 'avel  operations and 
their  needed access can create ~gnificant  but  ~calized im- 
p a ~ s  on cuhm'M and visual resources, vege ta t~n ,  wildt i~ 
and air  quM~y. 

The locM economy will benefit  from the dev~opment  of 
a d ~ o n ~  sand and g r a v ~  operations. 

Fire 

Full suppression of fires creates a poten~al  for increases 
in future  fire size and intensity,  possibly resul t ing in 
moderate  impacts to all resource~ 

Visual 

The Utilization Al~rna~ve ~as~f ies  much of the 
~ p a ~ a n  corridor (84%) as VRM Class I and II, thus  p r ~  
tec~ng the scenic quality along the San Pech'o River ~ee  
Appendix 4). This a l ternat ive proposes s l igh~y more 
development to occur in the larger  acreage in the less 
restrictive VRM Class III and IV areas away fl'om the ~ver.  
Overall  impacts  to visual  resources are expected to be low 
as most developments ~ampgrounds ,  buildings, ~gns,  
roads, pul lout~ are in areas  previously disturbe& 

A d m ~ a ~ v e  Fa~l~es 

Construction of a new adminis t ra t ive  facility at 

Highway 90 and a new smM1 ~ci l i ty  at  F a ~ b a n k  will have 
minor impacts on soil~ vegetation, wildli~, water,  culturM 
and ~ s u a l  resources. The new fa~f i~es  w~l have minor 
shor t~erm benefits ~ r  the econom~ component. 

Continuing the use ~ other administrative facilities will 
n ~  significantly impact  any other resource~ 

Research 

D ~ m e ~  ~ an a ~ q u ~ e  facility ~ c i t e r  Fa i rbank  
~ Highway 90 will have minor i m ~ c t s  on c~ turM,  ~ M  
and ~ g e t a t i o n  resources. M o ~ m ~  ~ ~ g ~ f i c a n t  benef i~  
will occur to those ~ s o u r ~ s  b e r g  studied. 

Con u on 
Implementa t ion  ~ t h e  ~ u r c e  m a n a g e m e n t  actions ~ 

the Urination Alternative ~viH have minor ~ m o d e r ~ e  im- 
pacts to all other ~ u r ~ s .  Many of these impacts are 
s h ~ t - t e r m  and ~cM~ed.  Expan~on  of sand and ~ ' a v ~  
op~a t ions  can cause s ~ f i c a n ~  impae t~  e s p e d ~  to 
wf l~ i~ ,  vegetation, v isu~,  ~creat ion,  c ~ t m ' ~  and p~eom 
t ~ o ~ e ~  r e~urces .  Benefits will occur to the wildli~,  
w ~ e r ,  soils and vegetat ion resources, plus the ~ o n o m ~  
and social c o m p o n e n t .  

PREFERRED ALTERNATWE 

Recrea~on 

Minor impacts are expected to water  quality, wildlife, 
vegetat ion,  softs, eultm'al  and paleont~ogicat  resources 
~ o m  the development of recreat ion fa~Hfies and overat] 
recreation us~  The ORV designation Oimited to de~gnated 
road~  will have  ~gnif icant  benefits for water  qual~y,  
wildlife, vegeta~on,  soils, eultural  and paleont~ogicaI  
resources. 

Impacts  to wildlife, vegetation,  soils and eu~ura l  
resources are ~ w  because of the ~ e a t ~ n  o f m o ~  of the large 
dev~opments  in old fa rm fields and other p rev iou~y  
disturbed areas.  The total  area  of d i~urbance  ~ about 100 
acres, w~h  83% of this  acreage in the ~ u r  large 
deve~pments.  Many of the impacts will be shor~-term, with 
long-term benefits upon completion of landscaping around 
most of the developments.  

Impacts  to off-road vehicle users will occur as this a rea  
will be unavai lable .  

Minor social benefits are anticipated. The level ofrecrem 
fion use may  be less t h a n  some publ~s  anticipate.  For the 
most  par t  the level of dev~opment  and use ~ in line with 
the  fe~ ings  expressed by the pub l~  in the social ana ly~s .  
Rec rea t~na l  use will resul t  in moderate  benefits  to the  
econom~ component. 

Areas of C~tical En~ronmental Concern 

Designating the e n t r e  San Pe~ 'o  EIS area  as an ACEC 
and implementing the management  guidelines ofthePrefe~ 
red Al~rna~ve will provide protection ~ r  vegetation, soils, 
w i l~ i~ ,  water  quMity, visuM, cukurM and pMeont~ogicM 
resom'ce~ De~gnat ing  the three RNAs and i m p ~ m e n t i n g  
the addifionM m a n a g e m e n t  cons~Mnts  will provide addi- 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

INTRODUCTION 
The San Pedro E n ~ n m e n t M  Impact S ~ m e ~ t  was 

prepared by resource s p e ~ a l ~  at the Safford D~t~ct  O~ 
rice. A s ~ a n c e  was provided by program leaders and 
spedMi~s in the A~zona ~ e  Offi~. The St~e Offi~ also 
~ e w e d  the EIS for ~ m ~ n c e  with laws and ~gulations. 

PUBLIC iNVOLVEMENT AND 
CONSULTATION 

A~zonans responded enthu~asfically to BLM's request 
for commen~ and advice about the San Pedro ~pa~an  
area. Since March of 1986 several hundred people have ex- 
pressed an interest in per~rming volunteer work and 
as~s~ng in other management needs on the property. Of 
the volunteers, many have inquired about and j~ned the 
Friends of the San Pedro River support group. 

The SPEIS Team has - 

1. called or w ~ e n  (to request adv~e and fac~ about 
management of spe~fic San Pedro resource~ other 
government agencie~ interested groups and/or p r o ~  
sional experts in these fields; 

2. sent out three new~etters in 1986 and 1987 to a mail- 
ing.fist of about 280 organizations and in~viduals to u~ 
date those inv~ved with San Pedro about the progress 
of the plannin~ 

3. conduced about 70 tours of the San Pedro management 
area ~ r  local offi~als and interested persons, BLM 
management personnel, Congres~onal vis~ors and 
school groups; 

4. organized and led four techn~al comm~tees (for cul- 
tural, biological, recrea~on and soil/wate~air resources) 
to advise BLM on particular resources (for example, the 
Safford D~t~ct  archae~ogi~ headed a group of seven 
people ~om the Univer~ty of A~zona, A~zona State 
Museum, A~zona State H~to~c Preservat~n Office, a 
p~vate consulting firm and the Ame~nd Founda~on~ 

5. conduaed publ~ meetings in Tucson (January 8, 1986~ 
Sierra Vista (January 9, 1986L and Mesa (January 16, 
1986~ 

6 published draft plarffEIS ~ r  public review June 16,1988; 

7. conducted publ~ hea~ngs in Tucson and Sierra Vista 
on Augu~ 3 and 4 respectively; and 

8. analyzed pubfic comments ~l~wing the end of the publ~ 
rev~w on September 21, 1988. 

The SPEIS team members and other d i ~ c t  personnel 
have worked closely with an ad hoc comm~tee ~rmed to 
advise the BLM about inte~m management of the San 
Pedro. 

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS AND 
AGENCIES CONSULTED 

The SPEIS team consumed with an~or received com- 
ments ~om the fol~wing du~ng the preparat~n of this 
document. 

Federal 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Bureau of Indian Affa~s 
Fish and Wfldfife Serv~e 
International Boundary and Water C o m m ~ o n  
Soil Conserva~on Service 
U.S. Army, Fort Huachuca 
U.S. Border Patrol 
Western Archae~ogical and Conserva~on Center (NPS) 

State 
Arizona State Parks 
Arizona State Univer~ty 
Arid Lands Research 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Department of Water Resources 
State Land Department 
Univer~ty of Arizona 

Loca  
Coch~e County Board of Supervisors 
Coch~e County Planning Board 
Coch~e County Pubfic Works Department 
Sierra Vista C~y Government 

Special intere  Groups and lndividua  
Archae~o~cal Conservancy 
The Nature Conservancy 
Sierra Club 
Huachuca Audubon Society 
De~nders cf Wfl~i~ 
Tenneco 
Mount~n Bell 
Sulfur Sp~ngs Valley Electr~ Power Cooperative 
A~zona Pubfic Ser~ce Company 
A~zona E ~ c  Power Coopera~ve 
St. David ~ g a ~ o n  D ~ t ~  
Sierra Vista Ri~ng Club 
Young Sand and Block Co. 
Sierra Vista Ready-M~ 
Bruce HuckeH 
Bernard Fontana 
W. Bruce Masse 
Jack S. Wi l l ,ms  
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Sheri Lerner 
A ~ e  W ~  
H~hs  N. Cook 
Sam S ~ r  
F r a ~  Bau~m 
Bob Ohm~t  
Tom McMahon 
C h u ~  Hun~r  
~ o y  C~man 
M ~ k  S~omb~g 
Doug D a ~ h  
Bill Mannon 
F r a ~  ~ r u g ~  
D~e ~ o  
M ~ h ~ l  ~ y  
~ m  H ~ g  
H ~  W ~ d  
~ .  C~. ~ d  W ~ e ~ g  
Jane ~ a ~  
Lester Mauk 
Tom Turner 
Sierra Vista Rod and Gun C I ~  
Siena Vista Lions Club 
~ g h  Dese~ Garden C I ~  
R ~ ~  Wome~s C I ~  
W ~ ' s  I ~ n ~ n ~  Offi~Fs ~ 
Sierra Vima Kiwan~ I ~ n ~ n ~  
C ~  Conserva~on Council 
D ~ s  S ~ m ~ e  on R ~ n  
S ~  Ne~'i 
R ~ o r  Task Force 
F~ends ~ the San PeSo River 
S ~  PeSo W ~  R~our~s  A~om 
So~e~ ~ Ar~ ~ y  En~n~ 
Siena Vista Rot~ 
A~zona ~ a n  Counc~ 
Cochise C ~ e ~  
0 ~  Task Force 
Boy Scouts ~ A m ~ a  
MENSA 
Coronado R ~ o ~  Cons~v~ion and D ~ m e ~  ~ e a  
A~zona A ~ i ~ n  In and F ~  L e ~ n g  ~ o ~  ~ e  

E ~ m e ~  
C. Vance Haynes 
Steve Roars  
Jim Officer 
Alan Ferg 
N~man  ~ e n  
Don ~ o  
M~e J ~ s  
~ a r o n  U r b ~  
Emil W. Haury 
Jan B ~  
Janus A ~ o ~ ,  Inc. 
Meron Arch~ects G r o ~  
M ~ y s  Bush ~ u ~ e r  
Jeanne ~ m ~ g  
John MaVen 
J ~ e s  E. ~ m ~  
R ~ e r t  ~nes  
George Cattanach 
C h ~ s  P ~  S.J. 
Tom Petterson 
Jim ~ r e s  
Robert Glibner 
B ~ a ~  Banni~er 
Mike Mauer 

Susan Leubbermann 
Don Bufkfn 
Joe Ben Wheat 
Fred Wendm~ 
Ksthy Huebensmidt 
Tony Leubbermann 
H ~  Dunbar 
Sue Wells 
Tom Lincon 
James Deetz 
John Dou~as 
Dsvid Wilcox 
Julio Betancourt 
Raymond M. Turner 
Christine Rhodes 
Tom Vaughn 
Dave HewRt 
Jim Finley 
H ~  Herbert 
Joe Patz 
Gene Riggs 
Anita Cohen 
Milton CuAis 
John Escapule 
R. G~vinn Vivian 
David F. My~ck 
John Irish 
Susan Brew 
Richard Myers 
Beth W~ton 

D T BU ON 
Copies of the FEIS will be sent to the following: 

Federal Agencies 
Adv~ory Council on H~toAc Preservation 
So~ C o n s e r v ~ n  Service 
Forest Service 
Army Corps of En~neers 
U.S. Army, Ft. Huachuca 
DepaAment ~ Commerce 
Department of the Interior 
Bureau of I n , a n  Affa~s 
Bureau ~ Min~ 
Fish and W ~ i ~  Serv~e 
G e o ~ c ~  Survey 
Bureau ~ R e c l a m ~ n  
N ~ n ~  Park Service 
Environment~ l h - ~ e ~ n  Agency 
Coun~l on En~ronment~  Q u e r y  
W ~ r n  Archaeologic~ and Conserva~on Center 

State Agencies 
G~n~'s Office 
AZ Game and F~h D~tme~ 
AZ C~aring Howe 
~ e  H ~ t ~  P r ~ e ~ n  Offi~r 
AZ ~ e  Land D ~ t m e ~  
AZ State P ~ k s  
AAzona Comm~Aon on the E n ~ m n m e ~  
U ~ v ~ s R y  of AAzona 
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A~zona State Univers~y 
AZ Department of Water Resources 
AZ State Land Comm~s~n 
A~zona Department of Transportat~n 
Department of Library Archives and Pubic  Records 
A~zona Agr~ulture and Hort~u~ure Department 

Local Agencies and Groups 
Coch~e County Super~so~ 
Coch~e County Planning and Zoning 
Coch~e County Publ~ Works 
Siena Vi~a C~y Planning Office 
Tomb~one C~y Council 
Benson C~y Coun~l 

Special Interest Groups 
AZ Catt~growers 
Cochise County Cat~egrowers 
AZ WHdli~ Federa~on 
The Nature Conservancy 
The Sierra Club 
Huachuca Audubon Soc~ty 
De~nders of WH~i~ 
AHzona ~Wheel DHve A~o~at~n 
Safford D~tH~ Advisory Count1 
Safford D~t Grazing Ad~sory Board 
The WH~i~ Society 
The WHderness Society 
Public Lands Council 
Na~on~ Council of Pubic Land Users 
League of Women Voters 
AHzona R~aHan Council 

Elected Representatives 

Federal 

Senator Dennis DeCon~ni 
Senator John McCMn 
Representa~ve ~ m  K~be 
Representative Mcr~s K. Udall 
RepresentatNe Bcb Stump 
Representa~ve Jon Kyle 
Representative Jay Rhodes 

State 

Senator Gus Arzberger 
Representagve Bart Baker 
Representa~ve Bill English 
Representa~ve Rueben Ortega 
Representative Mike PMmer 

Indian Tdbes 

Ak-Chin (Ma~cop~ Pspago 
Gila River Pima 
SMt River Pima 
Tohono O'odham (Papago) 
San Ca~os Apache 

PREPARATION AND REVIEW 

List of Preparers 
Elson Alvarez 

F~e Management Off i~r--Fi~ 
B.~, A~mM S~ence, U~ver~ ty  ~ A ~ n a .  13 )rs. BLM 

Jerry Co~Mge 
Planning/Environmental C o , S n O o t - - T e a m  Leader 
B.S., M.S. Botany, U n ~ W  of Idaho. 19 years BLM. 

O~a  Diaz 
E~W~M C~rk--Word P r ~ r  Opera~r 
I yr. U ~ v ~ W  of A~zona, 3 yrs. Ea~ern A~zona Col- 
lege. 12 yrs. BLM 

Gil Esquerdo 
Pubic  Affairs Sp~ iM~t -Pub~c  Affai~ 
JournM~m schools, 20 yrs mflRary, 10 yrs. p ~  b u ~ n ~  
12 yrs. BLM 

~ m  G~¢ey 
Wildlife B i ~ o ~ - W f l ~ i f e  
B.A. Bi~o~cM Science, NW Nazarene, M.S. Zo~ogy, 
A~zona State U ~ v ~ .  12 yrs. USFS, 3 yrs BLM 

DaSene Haeg~e 
ReMty Sp~iM~t--Land Uses 
3 yrs. U ~ v e ~ i t y  of Utah. 10 yrs. BLM 

Clarence Hou~and 
ReMty Spe~M~t--Land Uses 
B.S. NaturM Resources, N o , b e r n  A~zona U ~ v ~ s ~ y .  
16 yrs. BLM 

Lsrry Humph~y  
Natura l  Resource S p e d M ~ t - - S o f l ~ W a t e r s h e ~  
Vegetation 
B.S., A~mM S~en~,  U~ver~W ~ A ~ n a .  3 yrs. SCS. 
16 yrs. BLM 

Gay Kinkade 
A ~ h a e o ~ - - A ~ h a e o ~ g y / P M e o n t ~ o g y  
B.A., H ~ r y ,  Ft. Lewis College, M.A., Eastern New 
M e ~  U ~ v ~ t y .  2 yrs. AZ State Mu~um. 14 yrs. BLM. 

Ron Loom~ 
Mi~ng En~neer--MinerMs 
B.S., En~nee~n~ U.S. Coast Guard Aca&, B.S., U~ve~ 
sity of A~zona. 13 yrs. BLM. 

Del M ~  
H y d r ~ o ~ - - W ~  Resources 
B.S., H y d ~ g y ,  Utah St. U ~ v e ~ y  7 yrs. Forest & 
Range Exp. Sta., 11 yrs. BLM. 

P~e  Zwanev~d 
Outdo~ R ~ n  ~ a n n e r - - R ~ i o ~ A C E C / V i s u a Y  
Wfldern~s 
B.S., Outdoor Recrea~on, Utah St. U~vers~y.  10 yrs. 
BLM. 

Arizona State Office Assistance 
The fol~wing people ~om the A~zona State Office pro- 

vided ~chnicM a s ~ a n c e  and review ~r  this document. 

Name P o ~ o n  

R. ArchibMd Reaky Spe~M~t 
J. Closson W ~ f f E ~ t o r  
E. Dahlem W ~ i ~  B i o l o ~  
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D. Doyen 
D. M c ~ M ~  
K. Pearson 

A. R ~ o f f  
~ Ramey 
~ Stumpf 
C. Gawin 
B. Talb~ 

Fire Mana~me~  Offc~ 
H y ~ o ~  
P]anning~nvironment~ 
C o o r ~ n ~  
G e o ~  
Ran~  C o n s ~ v ~ i o ~  
A ~ h a e o ~  
C a ~ o ~ h y  
O ~  R ~ n  Planner 

Safford District Office 
Assistance 

The fol~wing peo~e ~om the Safford Distri~ Office pr~ 
vided techn~M a s ~ a a ~  and rev~w ~r this document. 

R ~  B r a ~  
Vernon Saline 
~ h n  A u g U r e r  
Erick C a m ~  

D ~ t  Manager 
San Simon Area M~'. 
Wil~i~ Biolo~A 
San PeSo Pr~e~ Mana~r  

jJ 

• 
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ANALYSIS AND REVIEW 
PROCEDURES 
The dra~ EIS was f ind w~h the Environmental  Protec~on 
Agency on June  13, 1988 and their  nonce of avai labi~ty  
was publ~hed in the Federal Regis~r on June  24, 1988. 
The Bureau of Land Management ' s  N o t r e  of Avai labi~ty  
and announcement of publ~ hea~ngs  was publ~hed in the 
Federal Regis~r on June  16, 1988 

Over 900 copies of the d ra~  EIS and managemen t  plan 
were m a i ~ d  to federal, state, and local governments ,  
p~vate  groups and organizations and individuals for review 
and comment. News releases provided informa~on on how 
to obtain copies of the d ra~  document and where it could 
be reviewed. Formal  public hearings were held in Tucson 
and Sierra Vista on August  3 and 4, respectively. 

One hundred twenty  six letters of comment  were re- 
ceived du~ng  the comment  peso& Two addi~onal  let ters 
were received too late to be included in the final EIS but  
will be considered in the Record of Deci~on for the future 
managemen t  of the San Pedro R ipa~an  Na~onal  Conse~ 
vation Area 

General Response No. 1 ( M u ~ e  Use). 

M u l ~ e  use ~ prac~ced throughout the Safford D i s t ~ .  
~ should be understood tha t  not all uses occur on every 
parcel of public lands. For instance, some areas such as 
wf lderne~  are r e ~ e d  from some types of uses such as 
moto~zed access or mining ac~vities. Even in these areas, 
however, grazing, recreation, and w i l $ i ~  habi ta t  im- 
p r o v e m e n ~  are often p e r m ~ d .  We do not believe the 
m u l ~ e  use concept has been v i~a t ed  by the m o r a t o ~ u m  
on grazing for an i n ~ m  pe~od. The Federal Land Po~cy 
and Management Act of 1976 pro~des  ~ r  the use of some 
land ~ r  less than  M1 of the resources (P.L. 94-579 Sec. 
1 0 3 ~  

General Response No. 2 (T~dn~. 

The San Pedro River R ipa~an  Management  Plan is an 
i n d u ~ v e  plan requir ing tha t  resourc~spe~fic  ac~v~y  
plans ~ .~ :  Habi ta t  Management  Plan~ Cultural Resource 
Management  P lan~  and pr~ect~pe~fic  plans be developed 
according to clear presc~p~ons and s~pula~ons.  This p r~  
cess of going from "general  to spe~f i~ '  is consistent w~h  
the regula~ons  developed by the National En~ronmental 
Policy Act (40 CFR 1508.22% 

Gene~l Response No. 3 (Decision~ 

The Dra~ Plan discusses and the Dra~ EIS analyzes the 
effects of four different managemen t  plans. F~ lowing  
ana ly~s  of public responses to the Dra~,  the Revised 
Plan/FEIS has been dev~oped. The Pre~rred Alternative 
has changed in several respects, in par t  reflec~ng input 
from the publ~.  Following this FEIS, a Record of D e ~ o n  
and approved San Pedro Management  Plan will be publish- 
ed. The approved plan will contain a moni to~ng  plan to 
gauge how comple tdy  the objectives set forth in the land 
use plan are met. Moni to~ng reports will be available for 
public review. 

General Response No. 4 (A f fem~e~ .  

Each a~erna t ive  is developed around a theme or 
management  ~rection. Each has, as integrM parts, va~ous 
actions or levels of ac~ons tha t  appear  to best meet  the 
thrus t  of tha t  theme. When the d e a c o n s  are made as to 
what  the plan will contain, parts  of any of the Mternahves 
may  be include& The Mterna~ves  are not designed to re- 
quire adoption of all their  components. 

General Response No. 5 (Legislat~. 

From the beg inn in~  Congress indicated an interest  in 
designating the San Pedro River EIS area as a Nat ional  
Conserva~on Area. Such de~gnation includes va~ous land 
use presc~p~ons or 5 m ~ a t ~ n s  for management .  Although 
Congress had not yet  completed action on the Conservm 
tion Area designation when the DEIS was developed, the 
Safford D ~ t ~ c t  a t tempted  to include the phi~sophy and 
wishes of Congress in es tab l~h ing  the l im~s  for uses in 
the San Pedro EIS area. 

Gene~l Response No. 6 ~nve~ode~. 

Several letters referenced the need for inventories of 
various kinds. General ly  speaking, invento~es  are unde~ 
taken  only if ~gnif icant  issues iden~fied by BLM or the 
pub ic  need resclu~ons and adequate data are not available 
to resolve those issues. At the same time, Bureau 
employees, volunteers,  researchers  and other interested 
part ies will be inventorying the San Pedro study area as 
a routine par t  of thei r  work or as a special effort. We in- 
ventoried to the point we believed was adequate to address 
the issues at hand. Insects, for instance, were not inven- 
toried as no specific issues seemed to require tha t  level of 
knowledge. Inventory work is continuing in all resources 
as a greater  level of knowledge may be required for the 
p repara~on  of specific ac t iv~y or pr~ect  level plans. 

Genera~ Response No. 7 (Hunting). 

D u ~ n g  the public comment  pe~od on the DEIS, many  
commentors  expressed opinions on hunt ing  and the 
discharge of f irearms, both for and against.  Of those com- 
ments  opposed to h u n ~ n g  and the discharge of f i rearms in 
the EIS area, the most common ra~onales  men t~n ed  were 
those of v i c t o r  safety and resource protec~on. Based on 
these comments we have made changes in the management  
presc~ptions for the Preferred A~erna~ve .  The new 
presc~p~on includes both closed and open areas for 
firearms discharge. The area proposed to be dosed year  long 
to all f i rearms discharge includes all p u b i c  lands in the 
EIS area between Cha~es ton  Road and the Hereford area, 
as depicted on Map 2~.  This closure is through the au thor -  
ty in 43 CFR 8364.1. The remainder  of the EIS area 
( C h a r ~ o n  Road to the north boundary and the Palominas 
property (Highway 92 to the Mex~an  border)) is proposed 
to be open to the discharge of f i rearms by hunters  licensed 
under  the regula~ons  of the State of A~zona during the 
pe~od of September  1 to March 31. Target  practice and 
' ~ S n k i n ~ '  wi~ not be permuted  anywhere in the EIS area. 

The use of bows and arrows will be pe rmuted  in ~he en- 
t ire EIS area  by hunters  licensed under the regulahons  of 
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the State of A~zonm The land within ¼ mile of aH 
dev~oped facilities is ~osed to the discharge of firearms 
or other weapons as per 43 CFR 83652~(a) and 43 CFR 
8364-1. 

We wiH continue to work w~h the A~zona Game and 
Fish Department and the A~zona Game and Fish Commi~ 
~on to designate the EIS area a State Wildlife Area. The 
de~gnation would provide autho~ty to the A~zona Game 
and F~h Department to establ~h hunting regulations for 
the area cons~tent w~h BLM's management objectives. 

General Response No. 8 (R~troad) 

T h e e  w ~  ~me  ~nfusion ~ the publ~c ~mments about 
the railroad ~ i d o ~  The land in the r ~ o a d  ~ ~ 
p ~ v ~ e ~  owned by the Southern Pa~fic T r a n ~ t a t i o n  
Company. At one p~nt  du~ng the ~ a n ~ n g  pe~od 
Southern Padfic was preparing to abandon th~ raft line 
and BLM was interested in obtM~ng this land. Be~re 
South~n Padfic filed an abandonment ~ ~ack p e ~ o n ,  
anoth~ private group ~ked  ~ buy the land ~ the rafl~ad 
~r~dor  and use the ~ k  ~ r  a t c u ~  ~ n .  N ~ n g  finM 
has occurred wRh the tourist train or the track 
abandonment. 

The DEIS and FEIS ~ s ~ a y  two ~ena~os ~ r  use of the 
railroad ~ r~do~  one with the lands in ~derM own~s~p  
and one in p~vate own~s~p.  In the first scenar~, the 
track was abandoned and obtMned by BLM. We then pro- 
posed u~ng the railroad grade ~ r  ~ n g  and e q u e ~ a n  
~e .  The second scenario en~sioned the ~m' i~  ~ain becom- 
~ g  a ~MRy with the ra~road corridor ~ a ~ n g  in p r N ~ e  
own~s~p.  ~ t ~ s  o ~ u r ~ d  then we prop~ed ~ w ~ k  with 
the e p ~  on the use ~ a ~ e ~  BLM ~ n ~  ~ops ~ r  the 
~ain  and any ~ l ~ s  t h ~  may be needed. BLM has no 
c o n ~  over w h ~  happens on the p ~ v ~ e  lan& 

General Response No. 9 (Monitoring). 

The DEIS is a generM plan, desc~bing the activities 
wh~h can take place in implementation. The monRo~ng 
plan ~splayed in the DEIS is, ~ r  consistency sake, also a 
generM plan. Some corrections have been made to the draft 
monito~ng plan as a result of the publ~ rev~w. Where 
spedfic ac~vity plans are prepared to fully imp~ment the 
plan, more specific monito~ng plans wfll be p a x  of those 
plans. Deve~pment of the activity plans and monito~ng 
plans will occur a~er the Record of Ded~on has been 
approved. 
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1 p R O C E E D I N G S 

2 

Z MH. ABBEY: Ladies and gentlemen, 

4 this public hearing will now come to order. 

5 First let me introduce myself. I am 

~ Robert Abbey. I'm the Acting District Manager for the 

7 Yuma -- for the Bureau of Land Management, Yuma 

8 District. 

~ Tonight's hearing is being conducted 

i0 under the authority of the Federal Land Policy and 

II Management Act, and in accordance with established BLM 

i~ regulations. 

15 Most of you signed the attendance 

[4 sheet as you came into the room tonight. If you 

15 haven't done so, please raise your hand and we'll make 

i~ sure that a sheet gets to you. If you plan to make a 

iV statement be sure to check the appropriate space on the 

[8 attendance sheet so we can add you name to the list of 

19 speakers. 

~(> The official reporter seated on my 

~I left is Bill Hole. He will prepare a verbatim 

~,,~,_~ transcript of everything that is said tonight -- at 

?~ tonight's hearing. If you wish to obtain a copy of the 

~4 transcript you should make your own arrangements with 

Cb the reporter after this meeting. 
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, This public hearing is being held to 

i obtain comments on the draft San Pedro Riparian 

Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 

~ prepared by the BLM's Safford District office. 

~ The purpose of this hearing centers 

:~ on two issues: First~ are the proposed actions as 

/ addressed in the draft plan suitable and in the 

, public's best interest; second, is the draft 

'~ Environmental Impact Statement adequate? 

~,~ Your comments and suggestions on 

~ either aspect will certainly be appreciated. 

I~' l'd like now to introduce Ray Brady, 

t'. the Safford District Manager, who will introduce the 

~ ~ members of his staff that are here tonight and also 

'~, give a brief overview of the planning area. 

1~ R a y ?  

~ MR. BRADY: Thank you very much, Bob, 

I :  I would like to introduce Lyn 

~ (phonetic) Saline who is on Bob's immediate left. Lyn 

~" is the San Simon Area Manager. 

I To Lyn's left is Erick Campbell who 

is the San Pedro Project Manager. Erick is located at 

, our San Pedro Project Office at Fair Bank, Arizona. 

, ~  Our other BLM people that are here 

: this evening include: Mike Hoffman (phonetic) who is 

1 back at the registration desk. Mike is a recreation 

specialist on our San Pedro Project; Pete Zwaneveld who 

A is also a recreation specialist in our District Office 

~ in Safford; Kevin Freeman (phonetic) is our ranger down 

5 on the San Pedro property; Doug Duncan is back in the 

¢, back in the BLM uniform and is located down on the San 

; Pedro property; and Jerry Coolidge. 

~ Jerry~ where are you? Jerry's back 

~ in the back corner. Jerry is our planning coordinator 

~o in the Safford District. 

~L Our staff will be here after the 

Lc hearing this evening to answer any questions that you 

~ may have -- any further questions that you may have on 

~4 our San Pedro Project. 

L-, Public notice of this evening's 

I~ hearing was published and advertised in the local 

j/ media~ and was also provided as a notice in the Federal 

t~ Register on June lfi, 1988. We also have a public 

~ hearing tomorrow evening in Sierra Vista, Arizona. 

vo We would like to first present this 

f! evening an overview of our draft San Pedro Management 

,~,,~_~ Plan and Environmental Impact Statement in the form of 

v~ a slide presentation. 

,:4 And if we can go ahead and make 

Db arrangements to put the screen up here and run the 

6 
5 
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[ slide show? 

2 

3 (Whereupon, a slide presentation was 

4 made at this time. ) 

5 

~ I believe this presentation gives you 

7 a pretty good idea of whet we're here for this evening; 

8 to listen to your public comments and concerns 

9 regarding the management plan. 

I0 I want to again stress, as it said in 

[i the slide program, that no decisions have been made on 

12 a specific management action for the San Pedro to date. 

I~ Although the draft plan includes a 

~4 preferred alternative, the final plan will consider 

15 your public comments this evening and further comments 

I@ that we receive in writin~ during this comment period. 

17 The final plan may include individual 

I~ parts from any one of the alternatives that was 

I~ presented in the slide program. 

~O Our current schedule is to complete 

~I t~e final plan and Environmental Impact Statement in 

~ November of this year. 

~5 Bob, I'd like now to turn the meeting 

?a back over to you to continue the formal hearing part. 

;.% MR.  ABBEY: Thanks, Ray. 

Now for a few words about the 

procedure. This hearing is not a debate, a trial, 

question and answer situation. It is an advisory 

~ hearing, and all interested persons may present 

-, statements, either written or oral, or both. 

~ There will be no cross examination 

: from the audience. But if anyone fails to understand 

~ the statement of any speaker you may direct a 

~ . clarifying question to me and I will determine its 

i: pertinence. 

~ This may seem overly formal, but it 

c is intended to give everyone a formal -- excuse me 

fair and reasonable opportunity to present his or her 

.i views. 

j~ In light of the number of people that 

[~ are here tonight and the limited time available, each 

~ speaker will be limited to ten minutes. If you cannot 

!5 express all of your comments in that length of time, 

i-~ you may submit further comments in writing. 

~!<~ Any written statements submitted 

i~, tonight will be included in full in the transcript and 

• L" will be considered on the same basis as all oral 

" ~  comments. 

, ~  You may also submit written comments 

..- until September 21st, 1988, and these will also be 

7 8 
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~ considered fully prior to finalizing the plan. Written 

~ comments should be addressed to the District Manager, 

S Bureau of Land Management, 425 East Fourth Street, 

~ Safford, Arizona. The zip code is 85548. Again, that 

b address is 425 East Fourth Street, Safford, Arizona, 

o 8 5 5 4 6 .  

/ As I call you name I'd like for you 

~< to come up to the microphone so our court reporter can 

.~ hear you better. You'll be standing right there 

~(~ (indicating). If you will, for the convenience of our 

[] court reporter, please spell your name -- your last 

i~ ~ name so that he can enter it properly into his notes. 

[~ And if you're also representing a 

~ group tonight please state such. I'd like you to keep 

[5 in mind that this isn't an adversarial proceeding. The 

~ purpose is for all our benefits. The Bureau of Land 

[~ Management needs your comments and we certainly welcome 

~ them. 

~,, So first -- the first name on my list 

2~, is Joseph Dreyfuss. 

~1 MR. DREYFUSS: I'd like to thank the 

v~ BLM for giving me this opportunity. 

~!~ Gentlemen, I'd like to qualify 

U~ myself. My name is Joe Dreyfuss, D-r-e-y-f-u-s-s. I 

2b am a fourth generation, born and raised in the State of 

TU-I 

i Arizona, and I was raised within the boundaries of the 

2 San Pedro Riparian area. 

o 'I studied range management at the 

4 University of Arizona, and did a research on the 

b Boquillas ranch while in college. I also had two 

o generations of my family work there and make some of 

7 the history of the area. 

8 And believe me, I truly love the 

9 area. It offers so many opportunities, and I think 

i0 just about everyone's different likes and dislikes can 

ll be mainly satisfied there. 

12 I want to commend the Bureau of Land 

II Management on their Environmental Impact Statement in 

14 part. It was very thorough in part. But there are 

15 some holes that are as big as the land itself. 

16 Chapter three on the affected 

17 environment -- I would like some people, you people if 

18 you would, to tell me who wrote the paragraph under 

19 recreation; "Recreation has not been a recognized use 

20 of the San Pedro and the EIS are, primarily because the 

21 land was previously in private ownership. A small 

22 amount of hunting was selectively authorized by the 

2~ owners." 

24 I take grave issue with that, 

25 gentlemen. My family and I can probably get at least a 

i0 
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TU-I 

I thousand people who have had free-lance to come and go 

~ as they please to hunt the area under the regulations 

~ of the State of Arizona. 

~ I don't necessarily need to hunt with 

a rifle or a bow. I would like to hunt also with a 

~, camera. But I want the right to choose. I want to be 

able to hunt those areas under regulated -- regulation 

h by the State of Arizona. 

~ In the research of the historical 

J~ areas, I know of some archaeological spots that 

[~ probably no one in this room knows of, and I know that 

~ the Bureau of Land Management don't know about, and 

[,~ it's doubtful if some people will find it due to the 

]~ fact that I work in the area and was raised in the 

~ area . 

~ I think these should be truly 

ii protected, I -- I think to an extreme, too. There is 

i~ one major factor that the Bureau of Land Management did 

~ ~ not put in the Environmental Impact Statement. 

.~ Okay. We have already impacted the 

~I area by taking the cattle out. Okay, granted. None of 

~ this was brought forward in your statement. 

.'~ And I would like to know from the 

c~ Bureau of Land Management about prescribed burning 

~ uses. We definitely need them, gentlemen, and I'm 

ii 

Response TU-I. This statement 
was based on information obtained 
from Tenneco and relates to the time 
they owned the lands. 
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saying this as -- as somebody that was raised in the 

a r e a .  

Being you have pulled the cattle out 
,, 

~ of that area, you're going to have an overgrowth on the 

bottom. After two to three years you will reach 

critical mass, and when you do, and when it does 

ignite, no Forest Service truck, or Bureau of Land 

~ Management individual, and all the people in this room 

' put together twice is going to stop it. 

~: And there are areas on the river 

~, where this has happened, and it has killed the 

~: cottonwood and willow population. Gentlemen, I feel we 

~ i,~ definitely need a controlled burn probably every three 

~ years. 

~, I would like to see some extension -- 

~ extensive work done on the northern boundary on the 

,~ erosion caused by the Southern Pacific ~ailroad. Okay? 

*~ And most of that can be researched out through area 

~ residents; some of them -- Marwood (phonetic) and Frank 

', Mille~ that are now 80 years old and still active, 

, I working people. 

., There's also a great amount of 

,.. information in the archives at the University of 

,'* Arizona as per some of the problems in the past 

, , management of this area. 

12 

~ I am opposed to all terrain vehicles. 

3 There should be some limit to that access. I -- I 

~ truly believe that your preferred alternative is 

4 probably the best way to go. I think it nerves 

5 everyone's purpose. 

~ Gentlemen, there's one thing that I 

7 couldn't find, and it's -- it's from my lifestyle, and 

8 I know a bunch of native people. When I was a little 

~ boy, as did my grandfather and two or three other 

IO relatives, they were able to start at Land Station 

ii where I was raised, get on a horne and ride 

12 unrestricted to the border. 

13 Okay. Times have changed. But I 

14 think that fifth generation sitting right over there 

15 should have the choice to be able to do that still. I 

16 believe that the area can withstand it with the right 

17 regulations. But I still they should have the choice 

18 to do so, 

l~ Also, I would like to know if the 

20 Bureau of Land Management -- I've lont my page number 

~-2[ 2~4~ [ °°m/ualif° y ver uhperilt°h, npleas4 eat 0he mulW ecal nldl~ee/omebodf y e p°pulaa tnd 7~j 0ultif° ynS/avelinat ?haw the rlolilelheoYr 

25 MR. ABBEY: That -- that can be 

13 
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~ qualified after this hearing. 

: MR, DREYFUSS: Okay. Thank you. 

• Well, it is my opinion as a native, 

.~ somebody who was raised in the area, whose father's 

~ property lies within the borders, that that is 

~, definitely, definitely not accurate. We have quite a 

i few more animals than that. There are different 

~, species. 

t~ needs to know which ones. 

j~ You do have neighbors and they do 

~ have livestock. Okay. But I do know that there are 

][~ quite a few neighbors that have livestock that would 

I~ like to see some of these endangered species brought 

~ back in. 

i~ ~ And there is a large number of 

1 ~, hunting individuals that would like to see the animals 

~'~, brought back in. But they still want the choice to 

~ I hunt and move freely. 

. , ~  One thing that I will offer to the 

• Bureau of Land Management and I don't believe there's 

~ too many neighbors in this group, I will donate 140 

~ hours a year for the next five years of my own physical 

14 

Response TU-2. Unless an animal 
census is conducted we generally 
request herd size estimates from the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, 
since their responsibilities include 
wildlife population management. 

Response TU-3. Reintroductions 
are not unilaterally undertaken by 
the Bureau of Land Management. It 
is necessary to coordinate and coop- 
erate with the U.S. Fish and Wild- 
life Service and the Arizona Game 
and Fish Department before any rein- 
troductions can take place. Addi- 
tional environmental evaluation is 
part of this process. 
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~ time -- physical labor -- if we can help do something 

u about the control of erosion on the north end. 

Thank you very much. 

MR. ABBEY: Thank you, Mr. Dreyfuss. 

The second name on my list is Mark % 

~ Battaglia. 

7 

~i 

MR. BATTAGLIA : Battaglia. 

Thank you, Mr. Brady. I have some 

'9 remarks which I have in memorandum form, but I will 

L<~ summarize those to expedite this matter. And I have 

[~ copies of those available for you and the other panel 

i~ members. I don't have enough for all of the audience, 

~.~ but they will be presumably part of the record as well. 

I~ And I'll give the court reporter a copy. 

~5 Gentlemen~ I represent the City of 

Ic. Benson. And the city, as the nearest incorporated 

t! governmental unit on the northern boundary has some 

l~ interest in what happens, and has reviewed the 

~ management plan~ and has seen fit to make a few limited 

~o comments. 

?~ Basically we support the preferred 

?/ alternative as the most desirable management plan. The 

P~ area, Benson in particular, has been affected adversely 

v4 over the past several years in an economic sense by the 

25 closing of several employers or reductions in force; 

15 
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1 specifically the Johnson-Cyprus operation~ the 

~ generating station and general office, as well as the 

I largest single employer in the area, the Apache Powder 

4 Company. 

5 The City of Benson's interest in the 

6 management plan is primarily from an economic 

7 standpoint and the effect on the general economy of the 

e northern, surrounding areas. 

~ And one of the notions that has come 

10 to pass is the announcement of the Kartchner Cavern 

I~ State Park project is that this project ought to very 

12 much compliment the state park project. Even if they 

IZ are two separate and distinct projects, and under two 

[4 separate and distinct managements, they are ~oing to be 

15 of interest to the same general population. 

I~ And for that reason the city would ~1 ~01~11179s ainarean~rth~ike~addight~rt~enditi~nrai~cam~see~f~m~retrainwegr~undthew~u~dPr~ect;c~nsiderati~ns~stemre~ated~ikewhispecifica~yt~ch~rsuggest~fw~u~dinfacthei~riginatc~nsiderat~a~ternatiatiescamP~neivegi~nr~undthe~r~f 
22 probably at the south boundary of the City of Benson, 

V5 and would utilize the existing Southern Pacific track 

V4 to convey people into and out of the project area. 

2", The notion of the light rail system 

16 

Response TU-4. Development of 
the northern end of the EIS area is 
not being considered at this time 
due to several considerations, with 
access being the primary one. The 
Escalante Crossing road parallels 
the EIS area's northern boundary. 
This road can be accessed from the 
east on US Highway 80 and on the 
west from the Apache Powder Road. 
Only one usable road enters the EIS 
area from the Escalante Crossing 
Road. This road, paralleling the 
Southern Pacific Railroad, is on 

private land. Though open to public 
use for a distance of 1 mile south 
from the Escalante Crossing Road, 
this road is not under the Safford 
District's control and as such is 
not identified for public access to 
the EIS area. Other concerns about 
development of the northern end 
relate to fragile soils, the St. 
David Cienega area, the E1 Paso 
Natural Gas Company pipeline, the 
lower quality of the riparian vege- 
tation, the railroad tracks, the 
lack of roads and the privatelyowned 
lands. 

We do believe, however, that the 
Benson/St. David area will gain eco- 
nomic benefits from their proximity 
to the EIS area. These two communi- 
ties will function as a gateway to 
the entire upper San Pedro Valley. 
Many of the tourists visiting the 
San Pedro will still come through 
these communities and utilize their 
tourism oriented facilities. 

I i i 
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I h a s  s o m e  a d v a n t a g e s ,  I t h i n k ,  f r o m  t h e  m a n a g e m e n t  

: s t a n d p o i n t  i n  t h a t  i t  w o u l d  p e r m i t  y o u  t o  l e g i t i m a t e l y  

. p r e c l u d e  o r  p r o h i b i t  p r i v a t e  v e h i c l e s ,  a t  l e a s t  i n  t h a t  

~ e n d  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t ,  o r  p e r h a p s  i n  t h e  w h o l e  p r o j e c t .  

~ I t  w o u l d  a l l o w  y o u  t o  c o n t r o l  e n t r y  b y  m a k i n g  a v a i l a b l e  

~, a m o d e  o f  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  w h i c h  w o u l d  n o t  d a m a g e  t h e  

/ ecosystem in any significant manner at least compared 

b to people driving four wheeled vehicles or other 

' "automotive vehicles even though they're only going to 

~. be operated on designated roads. 

~[ You and I both know that that's a 

i~ little bit harder to accomplish than just putting up 

I signs. And if the vehicles weren't there though you 

~ would not have that particular problem. 

~ Another advantage would be that it 

~, would open the project to probably more people. 

~ : Particularly it would open it to people who were 

i~ handicapped, the elderly people, or people who are very 

~'. young, or who would not otherwise be able to, for 

~<. instance, walk into the project or ride horseback into 

:-; the the project. 

If they could be transported into the 

~ project on a light rail system somewhat similar, for 

, ~ instanced to that in use at the San Diego Wild Animal 

'~ Park, they would be able to view these resources, and 
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! they would have, hopefully, an opportunity to -- to get 

[~ off of the train in various areas or in any area 

• perhaps. 

But we would urge you to consider 

that and to consider that the train scheme would have 

the advantage of being virtually non-polluting as 

compared to -- to automotive vehicles. 

~" It would be substantially less 

- polluting than people otherwise entering the project 

i~, for the simple reason that they would tend to stay in 

i~ proximity of the -- of the railroad rather than going 

I:_ about on the roads that -- that would be pretty much at 

~ random. 

,~ Another pollution that would be 

~ reduced would be noise pollution and so I -- and the 

I~ advantage from the City of Benson's standpoint would be 

I ~ back to what I said initially; it would have favorable 

I ~ economic impact which I think is a legitimate 

consideration of any environmental impact statement to 

~. the same degree as some of the things that are more 

. I generally ~oncentrated on. 

'~ And with that I would conclude my 

remarks. Thank you. 

~ MR. ABBEY: Thank you, Mr. Battaglia. 

The next person on our list is A1 

Response TU-5. 
ponse 8. 

See General Res- 
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~ Kreutz. 

~ MR. KREUTZ: My name is A1 Kreutz. 

~ I'm an avid hunter, fisher, and conservationist in the 

~ State of Arizona. I'm the conservation chairman for 

5 the Tucson Rod and Gun Club and past President of that 

~ club, which is the largest club of any type in Arizona 

7 that has to do with hunting, and fishing, and 

~ conservation in the United States, as an individual 

9 city-owned club. 

I0 I am also one of four sportsmen from 

II the State of Arizona that is appointed to the Arizona 

I~ Access Committee which is made up of cattlemen, sheep 

18 growers, bull growers, and sportsmen for Access, for 

14 bird watching, hunting, fishing, and other outdoor 

15 recreation. 

I~ I think the BLM did a very good job 

17 with their EIS study. I'd like to say that 95 percent 

18 of our riparian habitat in Arizona in the last hundred 

19 years we've lost. And we've got to take care to 

~0 preserve what we've got left. 

~i Our club could sponsor the preferred 

~2 plan, but we would like to go on record as supporting 

~5 plan C as our first choice. 

24 Like one of the other people that 

~5 talked earlier before me, as a hunter and a firearm 

j safety instructor teaching our children to preserve 

2 things for the future, I really don't have too much 

objections against some limited access. 

~ I am strictly against ATC vehicles on 

it. That is the biggest problem on our state for 

~ causing erosion and other problems. 

A good hunter, we tell our children, 

>~ hunts anywhere from a mile to a mile and a half from 

,~ camp. So with this having access on the sides -- and I 

~ was one of the fortunate few I think as the man talked 

~ to earlier that have had the right to hunt down there 

Ju for the last 15 years or more on the land grant because 

~. I knew somebody and had a friend there. 

I~ And I'd like to see this hunting left 

[~. open for the public in the permanent plan. 

, I think we've got to worry about 

~ our -- our water quality in it which is going to keep 

~ our riparian habitat in good shape. And I think ells 

i<~ we can do about that is pray and hope that Mexico don't 

~ dump any more real bad chemicals and stuff in the water 

, ~ that it comes clear down to Benson, real, real red. 

.~', That's about all I have to say. 

2~ ME. ABBEY: Thank you. 

~ Douglas Morse? 

~ MR. MORSE: That's Morse; M-o-r-s-e. 

19 20 

USSPRNCA01104



I I want to congratulate the BLM on 

their choice of the San Pedro site as a preservation 

area. I think it's a good choice. 

These are some of my concerns as just 

a person who likes to enjoy and recreate on the public 

~ lands. 

Under the category of firearms, I'd 

~ like to see that hunting and shooting not be allowed in 

~ the BLM EIS area. I think the reason for this is that 

I~. it's a very narrow strip of land. In order to achieve 

~ the one and a half miles or one mile distant from 

i adjacent private for state owned land and roads, it 

~ ~ would be very difficult. People would be shooting in a 

I~ very narrow corridor. 

~', So I think generally it's probably 

~ too narrow an area for much the same reasons that the 

~ wilderness area was not considered. 

~: Also there's plenty of hunting and 

~ ~ shooting available in nearby state and Federal lands, 

~'<~ particularly up in the Huachuca Mountains, the Dragoon 

I Mountains, and the Coronado National Forest. 

?~ I think that also it's been my 

~ . experience that hunters are generally some of the worst 

~- abusers of public lands in many ways not related to 

~ hunting. 

1 On the subject of off-road vehicle 

~ use, I think that limiting driving to established roads 

& in the preferred alternative is probably the best 

4 compromise in that area. I'd like to see aggressive 

5 prosecution of off-road vehicles vehicle violations. 

~ And I just don't believe that off-road vehicle 

? activities is suitable use for public lands in general. 

8 In the area of mineral exploitation, 

9 I'm glad to see that there will be no mineral 

I0 extraction done. But I would also like to recommend 

II that -- that there be no sand and gravel extraction in 

[2 the area as well. 

13 The reason for this is that first of 

[4 all sand and gravel is available at other locations 

15 near Sierra Vista. I know there's one near Whetstone. 

I~ And in addition to this, wash and riverbeds scouring is 

I? often the result of such operations. And the EIS makes 

18 clear that the losses of Cienaga and other wetlands in 

I~ the area has been due to past incising of the riverbed 

50 in this area. 

~I I would -- I would encourage the use 

~u of prescribed burn in the area because -- because the 

?5 cattle grazing is not there, and fire is a naturally 

~4 constructive tool in the management of range. 

25 In the area of camp grounds, I would 
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~ not support a -- a large RV type campground as I would 

feel that this would have a heavy effect on the water 

, supply and the quality within the riparian zone. More 

~ primitive, dry campgrounds would probably be more 

~ suitable, 

~ Also the ability to obtain permits to 

do backpacking in the area, and the restrictions that 

~ you must pack in water, and that no fires are used for 

~ cooking. 

I~ As far as the tourist train goes, I 

~[ can see one maybe from Tombstone to Charleston, but ~ 

~= feel that a train along the river would be rather 

~ . noisy for most people enjoying the area. 

~ And I think that the general 

i , abandonment of the right-of-way, if that's what Phelps 

~ Dodge so chooses, the conversion to equestrian trails 

~. is probably a very good use for this area. 

~ . 

! , you. 

,,~ 

~ 

That concludes my statements. Thank 

MR. ABBEY: Thank you. 

I have a name here that was handed me 

by someone who wishes to speak. I'm going to miss this 

one because I really can't read the handwriting. It's 

R. McCurty or -- 

MR. McQUADE : Yeah. 

~ MR. ABBEY: All right. 

V MR. McQUADE: It's M-c-Q-u-a-d-e. 

L In 1935 I -- I spent about a month at 

~ that road that heads south to elk hunt, and runs east 

% and west from Sonoita over to Fort Huachuca. And 

~ that's my only claim to fame about knowing that area. 

/ I remember at that time Fairbank was 

s a thriving community. We used to go to the movies 

~ there. That was about '35. 

~O Well, I'm a minor historical buff of 

I~ human -- human history, not animal, or mammoths, or 

[2 that stuff. And I -- I have been entranced by the fact 

~; that the San Pedro was the entry point for European 

~4 civilization to get into the U.S. , you know. And they 

~b came up the San Pedro. 

~ And I -- I've been reading on that 

~ for years. I've picked up a lot of old maps. I'm 

~ always disappointed in your maps in that you never 

]~ extend the San Pedro on into Mexico, I think it 

c<~ probably only goes 25 miles further into Mexico, and it 

2~ would be sort of helpful to see that on the maps. 

~.'"' Here's an old map. You can't even -- 

~L from, you know, about the 1300's. No, it had to be the 

~4 1500's because they do show the United States. 

~ I don't know. I would just like to 
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i say that I have had a -- my ambition has been for years 

2 to travel up the San Pedro from the Mexican border up 

L to the Gila. They think that that's the way Coronado 

~ went although a lot of people think at Tres Alamos he 

~ cut northeast and -- and intercepted the Gila, not 

~ where it intersects with the San Pedro. 

~ There are a few people that think 

~ that Coronado and some of those really early timers 

9 were in reality going up the Santa Cruz rather than the 

I<, San Pedro. 

ii I -- I've clipped out everything 

I~ that's ever "been written that I've ever seen in our 

IL local newspapers. 

14 K~no's historical memoirs of Premira 

ib Alta recounts his trips up the San Pedro when there 

J~ were a lot of indian villages there. And I think it's 

17 real important that those things be protected from the 

i~ type of people that might want to dig in those things. 

~÷ I~m sure everybody knows that's 

?0 there's been four or five names -- I'm looking for them 

V] now. 

?~ The Gila, by Carl, he had some good 

v~ background on the San Pedro. Simon Romo (phonetic) had 

?~ horses stolen by Apaches. Evidence of ii,000 year old 

: ', community on the Vath to Huachuca. Bolton's Spanish 

~ Exploration Of The Southwest. 

I would hope I could find these other 

.~ names for the San Pedro 'cause -- well, I'm sure that 

~ some of your historical people have already passed them 

\ on to you. 

~ Old Camp Grant was located from 1865 

/ to December of 1872 at the intersection of the Arivapi 

:~ (phonetic) Creek and the San Pedro River. It held 

" other names; Fort Arivapi~ Fort Breckenridge, Camps 

i~ Stanford, and again Breckenridge. In 1865 it was named 

I ~ Camp Grant. That's of course where the Camp Grant 

i massacre took place in probably about the 1870~s as I 

recall. 

~ Reddington originally was about six 

miles south of the present location on the San Pedro. 

:~ It was established there in 1872. 

! Charleston on the San Pedro was west 

<~ of Tombstone. It had a post office from '79 to '88. 

i T ~ mean this is old stuff. 

,~ Tres Alamos -- well, I'm still -- 

before I use up my ten minutes I'm hoping to read those 

other names to you. And I'm doing this just to let the 

Bureau of Land Management know that there maybe other 

people like me that are really interested in the 

historical significance of the San Pedro. 
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J And I would say what -- what reading 

• I've done of the impact statement or whatever it's 

. called, that I -- that I like that final alternative at 

~ this point in my study of what you have written down. 

~ I -- I certainly would be sympathetic 

~ with these old timers, The people five generations old 

/ in that area should have a lot to say about what 

~ happens. 

'~ U~known Arizona And Sonora, by Mange' 

~, (phonetic) translated by Kerns (phonetic). The San 

[~ Pedro River -- the town of Santa Cruz. They departed 

~/ the Santa Cruz River over to the San Pedro River and 

~ ~ north to Quiberri (phonetic), then ten leagues north to 

~4 Los Alamos with large trees. And then north several 

[b villages to Ari -- Ari -- they spelled it different, 

Je but it was Arivapi Canyon. 

[~ Well, I've got another minute or so. 

~< I hope somebody's keeping time. I'm -- I'm going to go 

[~ my ten minutes hoping to find those other names. 

~ ,  Does anybody else know the other 

/I names for the San Pedro? There's about three or four 

?~ alternative names that it has gone by over the years. 

~ ,  Okay. Ground water removal threatens 

2~ San Pedro. Here's a -- I'm sure you've all seen this. 

~% Here's the geological survey map that does trace the 

l Pedro down further into -- I know you've got thousands 

2 of these -- into Mexico. No. Come to think of it, it 

~ doesn't. It cuts off right at the Mexican Border. 

4 That's why I'm rather frustrated. 

5 I've been meaning to get aeronautical charts. I'm a 

~ World War Two pilot, and I'm sure they would show the 

7 r i v e r  going o n  down. 

8 Here's another little map. ~iars, 

9 Soldiers, and Reformers by John L. Kissel (phonetic), 

IO Simbrano (phonetic) family, page 219 -- Vincente' 

ii Simbrano (phonetic). He enlisted in the Mexican Army 

12 in December of 1813 at Tubac. 

12 You know, those are the miscellaneous 

[4 facts that historical buffs get a kick out of. 

15 Here's an article: Coin found in 

[6 Florida from the 16th century. This was July of '87. 

17 An inch wide coin minted in Spain between 1504 and 

IS 1517. 

19 You know, I just know -- well, [ 

20 don't know, but I suspect that some of those four 

21 generation people have found some interesting things 

22 down that San Pedro River. I mean that's where the 

22 Spaniards entered the United States. 

24 Sue Udall (phonetic) has written 

25 about the San Pedro several times, and he and others 

2 7  2 8  

USSPRNCA01108



I feel that, you know, eventually we will find -- nobody 

~ has really found any of the sites where they think 

~ Coronado camped. 

~ Well, I'm going to give up. I 

thought I might stumble on it, but I haven't. 

~, But there were several very clever 

names, four at least. If I find them some day, which I 

~ will, I'll write you a memo with the names. 

~ Thank you. 

I(~ MR. ABBEY: Thank you. 

! I MR. McQUADE: I wonder, could I put 

[~ this back here and look at it (indicating to map) and 

lean it against that table so that the back half of the 

~ group can see it also? 

~ MR. ABBEY: That would be fine. 

i~ MR. BRADY: As long as you don't walk 

~ / out the door with it. 

~ MR. ABBEY: That concludes all the 

I '~ names on my list of people that indicated a desire to 

~ testify. But I'm s u r e  with this many people here 

~ I there's somebody that would like to testify. 

~' So if you -- if there is anyone 

~ sitting down that would like to come up and offer a 

~'~ statement, please raise your hand and I'll get you up 

?~ here. 

~ MR. HAYHUEST: I have a question. 

• My name is Mike Hayhurst. I notice 

~, on your map here you've got a darkened-in area to the 

a west, and a widened area to the east, and it doesn't 

~, appear on the map in here. Could you explain that 

~ please? 

~ M~. ABBEY: Mike, again, I -- we wil~ 

~ have the BLM employees that will be here right after 

this hearing. And that would be the proper time to ge~ 

~ with you and talk to you about the map. So that would 

Ii be the best time. 

1,! 

~., a statement? 

~4 

i ~ , 

~ 

~/ 

~!~ w-o-l-d. 

I'~ 

20 to the podium? 

[~I 

Is there anybody that would like mak~ 

Boy, that was quick. 

Okay. If not -- 

ME. GRISWOLD: I'm sorry, I have one. 

My name is George Griswold, G-r-i-s- 

ME. ABBEY: Would you like to come u~ 

ME. GRISWOLD: Well, I just -- 

7t it's -- it's just -- I'm just curious. This is my 

~o first opportunity to look at your report. Of course I 

~ only heard about this -- read about it in last night's 

~, paper. 
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1 And you keep talking about the water 

~ quality and all that kind of stuff. But there are a 

i hunch of streams that go into the San Pedro, or San 

4 Pete, or whatever you want to call it. 

5 And what's going to happen to those? 

~ I mean have you -- have you got some ideas for those? 

? What happens if -- the use of the water upstream from 

S those things is already being used by people; by 

~ ranchers and stuff. Have you got your designs on 

I0 those? That's what I'm concerned about. 

II I, you know~ I'm interested in 

i~ ownership of certain ranch areas in the area, and we're 

[~ being watered by certain streams in there. 

] ~  And -- are you going to extend this 

Ib out so that -- or is this all you're going to do for 

~ the next 20 years on this deal? Or are you going to 

17 start moving out to the left and right of that; do you 

IS know, or do you have any plans to be on this? 

[w MR. ABBEY: R a y ,  what I'd like to do 

20 is -- I'm -- I'm -- I'll accept that question, and I'll 

~[ turn it over to you to -- to kind of give, again, a 

~? statement of what all this plan represents. 

~Z MR. GRISWOLD: That would be great. 

2~ MR. BRADY: This San Pedro R i v e r  

~5 Riparian Management Plan addresses those lands that are 

~ under current BLM administration, 

~ The majority of these lands were 

,~ acquired in 1986 through a land exchange -- a private 

a land exchange, and -- where the Bureau of Land 

~, Management acquired the -- the major two land grants 

o along the San Pedro River. 

j We have picked up a few additional 

~ acres of other private lands along the main stem of the 

e San Pedro. 

~ But we do not have any current plans, 

I ~ and the management plan does not propose any plans to 

I~ acquire any other lands beyond that river corridor 

Jo area. 

~ MR. GRISWOLD: So whatever's 

~ indicated -- what's indicated on the map is what you're 

I~ going to do. There's not anything beyond that? 

~ /  M~. BRADY: Yes, the boundaries as 

[~ depicted on the map are those lands that are included 

]~ in this management plan right now. 

~O MR. GRISWOLD: We hope -- that map, 

c~ or we don't know which map? When the other people come 

"~ it will be this map probably; right? 

:,~ MR. BRADY: The map that you refer to 

7~ in the front of the room here is a map that shows 

.,~ several options for the Congressional Legislation 
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that's before Congress right now on designating the 

area as the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation 

_, Area. 

~I And that legislation is currently 

b pending in Congress, and has not been passed yet. But 

c, that map with several different lines on it shows some 

/ different options for designation. 

~ MR. GRISWOLD: Well, I guess I'm 

~ still -- what I'm trying to find out is: Is there a 

]0 map available in the report or somewhere that we can 

[~ get says this is the boundary of this Environmental 

I~ Impact Statement~ and this is what we're going to do, 

~.~ and this is what we're trying to do now, and we're not 

}~ going to spread our tentacles out this way or that way. 

I '~  In other words, can we define that 

~ here, now, tonight, either after this formal meeting or 

[. something? 

~ MR. BRADY: Yes. That map is at 

~'~ the -- is the last insert in the management plan. 

~'<~ There's a map right at the back. 

::~ MR. GRISWOLD: In here? 

~, MR. BRADY: Yes. And the exterior 

~IL boundaries of that map represent the exterior 

~'~ boundaries of our management area. 

. % MR. GRISWOLD: Oh, all right. 

I MR. ABBEY: Thanks, Ray. 

~ MR. McQUADE: I found those other 

Z names for you. 

4 MR. ABBEY: If you will hold on to 

5 those until after the hearing and we'll -- we'll jot 

6 them down; okay? 

? 

8 

9 

MR. McQUADE : Okay. 

MR. ABBEY: Thank you. 

Is there anybody else who would like 

I0 to make a statement? 

Ii MR. KREUTZ: I'm A1 Kreutz again. 

12 One thing that I did forget to say, 

i~ as a conservation club, two years ago when we met at 

14 the Smuggler's Inn, I volunteered my time and the 

15 club's time for conservation projects for your project. 

16 Nobody's ever called me to ask for 

17 any help. I do want to go on record as volunteering 

[8 our help for conservation again. 

19 Thank you. 

20 MR. ABBEY: Thank you, AI. 

21 I guarantee you, if you don't hear 

7~ from anybody in Safford, I'll call you from Yuma. 

2~ Anyone else? 

~4 If not I'd like to announce that 

~ there will be another hearing tomorrow night at the 
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[ Ramada Inn in Sierra Vista. 

There being no other people wishing 

~ to testify, I hereby close this hearing. 

~ Anyone wishing to ask questions of 

'~ the BLM staff that's here tonight, feel free to do so 

~ at this time. 

(Whereupon, this hearing concluded at 

approximately 7:58 p.m.) 
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[ p R O C E E D I N G S 

~, 

g MR. ABBEY: Ladies and gentlemen, 

4 this public hearing will now come to order. 

% My name is Robert Abbey. I'm the 

~ Acting District Manager for the Bureau of Land 

? Management's Yuma District, and I'll be tonight's 

~ hearing officer. 

~ This hearing is being conducted under 

I0 the authority of the Federal Land Policy and Management 

I[ Act, and in accordance with established BLM procedures. 

~ Most of you have signed the 

[~ attendance sheet as you came into the room. Is there 

14 anybody that hasn't done so? Please raise your hand. 

~b If you~ll keep those hands up we'll 

~ .  get somebody to bring an attendance sheet to you so you 

[/ can sign. 

~ While we're doing that I'd like to 

['~ say that if you plan to make a statement be sure to 

2~ check the appropriate space on the attendance sheet so 

?[ that we can add your name to the list of speakers. 

~.~ The official reporter tonight seated 

~ ~ to my left is Bill Hole. He will prepare a verbatim 

~ transcript of everything that is said in this hearing. 

c '>  If you wish to obtain a copy of this 

1 transcript you need to make your own arrangements with 

~ the reporter after tonight's meeting. 

~ This public hearing is being held to 

4 obtain comments on the draft San Pedro River Riparian 

5 Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 

~ prepared by the BLM's Safford District Office. 

? The purpose of this hearing centers 

8 on two issues: First, are the pnoposed actions as 

9 addressed in the draft plan suitable and in the 

[0 public's best interest; second, is the draft 

II Environmental Impact Statement adequate? 

12 Your comments and suggestions on 

IJ either aspect will be appreciated. 

14 Again, if you will raise your hands 

15 if you haven't signed in, we have some lists going 

I~ around so -- 

]7 I~d like to introduce Ray Brady, 

IS Safford District Manager who will give us -- well~ 

I~ first of all, he'll introduce members of his staff that 

20 are here tonight, and then give us a brief overview of 

~I the planning area. 

~ ~o~ 

~g 

24 

25 Saline on my far left. 

So, Ray? 

MR. BRADY: Thank you, Bob. 

I would first like to introduce Lyn 

Lyn is the San Simon Resource 
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1 Area Manager for this resource area that includes the 

2 San Pedro Project. 

3 On my immediate left is Erick 

4 Campbell. Erick is the Project Manager for the S~n 

5 Pedro Office located at Fairbank, Arizona. 

~ We have several other BLM 

7 representatives here this evening, and I won't go 

8 around and introduce all those individuals. But we 

9 will be here after the hearing this evening to answer 

i0 any questions that you may have regarding the San Pedro 

Ii Project. 

12 Public notice of the hearing this 

13 evening in Sierra Vista -- we also had a hearin~ in 

14 Tucson last night -- public notice was advertised in 

15 the loc~l media. It was also advertised in the Federal 

I~ Register Notice dated June 16th, 1988. 

17 We would first this evening like to 

18 present to you an overview of the draft San Pedro Plan. 

19 And this overview will be in the format of a slide 

20 program that we have, and it takes about five minutes. 

21 And then we will get back into the formal hearing 

22 process , 

23 

24 (Whereupon, a slide program was 

25 presented at this time. ) 

! 

2 MR. BRADY: I believe this short 

~ presentation provides you a general idea of why we're 

4 here this evening. And I hope that most of /ou had an 

b opportunity to -- to read the draft plan in more detail 

~ that was distributed prior to this meeting this 

~ evening . 

~ I want to again stress that no 

9 decisions have been made to date on the specific 

10 actions proposed for the San Pedro Project area. The 

l] draft plan does include a preferred alternative, but 

[2 the final plan will consider your public comments that 

15 we receive, both orally here this evening and in 

~4 writing up to the closing date of September 22nd0 

15 The final plan may include individual 

~ parts from any one of the alternatives. 

i/ Our current schedule right now is to 

IS complete the final Environmental Impact Statement and 

j~ Management Plan in November of this year. And all of 

20 your comments will be considered and incorporated into 

2~ that final plan. 

22 Before turning the hearing back over 

2~ to Bob, I wanted to express my deep appreciation for 

~ the large turn out this evening. I think this turn out 

?b reflects the broad interests of the local community in 

8 
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/ 

~ to you. 

9 

I0 

± our plans for the San Pedro. I think this is the 

~ largest gathering that the Bureau of Land Management 

3 has ever had in any hearing that we have ever had here 

~ in Arizona. And so I think it reflects well upon the 

% community of Sierra Vista and your broad resource 

o interests in the San Pedro ~iver. So thank you. 

Bob, I'll turn the hearing back over 

MR. ABBEY: Thank you, Ray. 

If I start acting a little -- a 

I[ little strange -- if I start acting a little strange 

I~ tonight it's because I'm being shocked by all these 

~,~ wires I'm sitting on top of. 

I~ Now I'd like to give a few words 

|5 about tonight's procedure. This hearing is not a 

j~ debate, a trial, or even a question and answer session. 

[z It is an advisory hearing, and all interested persons 

j~ may make statements, either oral, or written, or both. 

[,~ There will be no cross examinations 

?0 from the audience. But if anyone fails to understand 

~I the statements of the speaker, you may direct a 

~h clarifying question to me, and I will determine its 

V~ relevance. 

l~ This may seem overly formal, but it 

~ is intended to give everyone a fair and equitable 

i opportunity to present his or her views. 

~ In light of the number of people who 

3 wish to speak tonight and the limited time available, 

4 each speaker will be limited to seven minutes. If you 

5 cannot express all of your comments in that length of 

6 time you may also submit further comments in writing. 

7 And written statements submitted here 

8 will be included in full in the transcript and it will 

9 be considered on the same basis as the oral comments. 

I0 You may also submit additional 

Ii written comments up until September 21st, 1988, and 

12 these will also be considered fully prior to finalizing 

13 the plan. Written comments should be addressed to the 

14 District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, 425 East 

15 4th Street, Safford~ Arizona, zip code 85546. Again 

l@ that address is 425 East 4th Street, Safford, Arizona, 

17 85546. 

18 As I call your name tonight I'd like 

19 for you to come up to the podium so that our court 

20 reporter can hear you better. For his convenience as 

21 well, l'd like for you to spell your last name. And 

22 should you be representing any group tonight, I'd like 

23 for you to indicate for the record. 

24 Again, I'd like to remind you that 

25 this isn't an adversarial proceeding. The purpose is 

i0 
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[ for all our benefit. The Bureau of Land Management 

~' certainly needs your comments and they are most 

.> welcome. 

~ The first person who has indicated 

~ the desire to give testimony tonight is Grady D. Cook. 

MR. COOK: Last name is (. 

! C-douhle-oh-k. 

~ l'm here representing myself. And I 

+~ like to hike, I like to hunt, picnic, and enjoy the 

~ outdoors completely. 

I would like to see a solution that 
~[ 

~ will allow people to enjoy the picnicking, hiking, 

~ enjoy all that, and also have a limited type of hunting 

i~ in the area. 

The type hunting that I tend to i'~ 

~ support would be archery and muzzle loader for the 

~! large game that would be in the area, and shotgun for 

i~ the small game. 

~ 

v(~ 

~/~ 

v~. 

~ 

~a 

~b 

Thank you. 

MR. ABBEY: Thank you, Mr. Cook, 

The second person is Grady C. Cook. 

MR. G. C. COOK: Pass. 

MR. ABBEY: Okay, he passes. 

James R. Brown? 

MR. BROWN: okay. That'S B-r-o-w-n, 

1 just like the color. 

~ I am not here representing an 

~ organization. I am representing the land and the 

4 creatures along the San Pedro for they have no voice, 

b and someone has to be their voice. And I'm sure there 

o are a lot more of you out there who would like to be 

7 their voice. 

s I'm very lucky. I live off Escacillo 

9 (phonetic) Road which is a private area. And so I get 

[0 to enjoy the San Pedro and its inhabitants every day of 

11 the week. In fact, every evening before sunset, I like 

£2 to take a walk down a particular wash. 

1~ And to give you a list of the 

14 wildlife I have seen, it's just endless; skunks the 

15 other night, a bobcat, a mother bobcat and its kitten~ 

~ and of course the deer and the javelina. 

I? So in view of the wildlife that can 

IS be seen, I ask why should there be a hunting 

19 alternative? Each one of those wild creatures can be 

20 an inspiration to every person who sees it. While each 

21 hunter gets his enjoyment, that creature is gone; it's 

72 lost its life. That's it. 

25 Now is that a disruptive influence? 

~4 Is that disruptive use? I say it's a destructive use 

25 of the wildlife and the resources. 
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l I kind of see this whole thing coming 

2 down to two elements: We have the appreciative 

5 element, and that's the backpackers, the hikers, the 

4 photographers, and those of us who like to go out and 

5 just enjoy it and see it; and what I call the 

~ destructive, exploitive element. And I think we know 

7 what that's all about; those who want to take. 

8 I have an equation there that I just 

9 jotted down. An increase in people input equals an 

I0 increase in destructive output. 

[I Now there's going to be some 

12 deterioration of that habitat with any intrusion, any 

i~ influx of people. 

14 down to a minimum? 

15 preservation? 

i~ 

But isn't the point to keep this 

This -- isn't the whole object some 

If we can strike a balance between 

17 the preservation alternative and the non-action, I 

18 would think that that would be the most desirable way 

19 to go with this. 

20 I think it also comes down to the 

21 fact that we're looking at a concept or concepts of 

22 multiple use and management which are the religious 

25 catchwords of the Federal Agencies who sometimes 

24 justify their own existence with them. 

25 And I think these are times akin to 

13 

LO 

~J  

1~f 

~g 

I~ T - r - u - j - i - l - l - o .  

l b  

I handing these organizations who have the power of life 

2 and death over the wilderness, a loaded gun, handful of 

£ dynamite, whatever, and given a free ride on an off- 

4 road vehicle through our public lands. 

5 Here's a late edition: If one wants 

o to enjoy developments, one can take a walk in one's own 

~ subdivision. If one wants to enjoy nature, then nature 

~ should be left alone so one can enjoy its true beauty 

~ and natural state. 

I -- that's all I have. 

MR. ABBEY: Thank you. 

Arthur Trujillo? 

MR. TRU$ILLO: Trujillo~ 

I'm not representing any one group 

~ right now. I~m representing myself. 

~i I have been a native -- 

L~ IST VOICE: I can't hear. 

~'~ 2ND VOICE: Can we get some 

~(~ microphones, please? 

?~ 3RD VOICE: Speak up. 

i~ MR. TRUJILLO: Okay. 

zo representing myself. 

24 VOICE: It's not on. 

2~' MR. TRUJILLO: Okay. 

I'm 

I'm just 

14 
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1 representing myself. 

~ I have been a resident of Sierra 

3 Vista for a long time -- for almost 30 years. I have 

4 enjoyed the area immensely due to all the outdoor 

5 activities which we have here in this community. 

~ We have, you know, the mountain range 

/ of 9,000 feet down to the desert scrublands. And I 

~ just believe that the land is for everybody to use 

9 whether you're a -- a birdwatcher, a hunter, or a 

I0 hiker. And to limit the use of this land, which 

[i basically belongs to all of us, to certain individuals, 

12 I just believe that that's wrong. 

I~ And that's about all I have to say. 

]4 MR. ABBEY: Thank you. 

15 We're playing Russian Roulette with 

16 the microphones tonight. 

~7 The next person that indicated the 

18 desire to speak is John Behrens. 

19 MR. BEHRENS: That's B-e-h-r-e-n-s. 

20 And I'm here representing the Douglas 

21 Rifle and Pistol Club in Douglas, Arizona, Cochise 

~2 County. 

2~ We have a hundred and sixty members 

24 that enjoy the outdoors. We hunt, we fish, we hike, we 

~b camp. Anything that can be done in the outdoors, we do 

1 it. 

2 And we're here -- there's just a 

3 couple of us here -= and we're here to -- we really 

4 want to have hunting allowed in this area. Well, we -- 

5 people say that hunters endanger numerous wild species, 

~ and that campers and hikers somehow upset the balance 

7 of nature. But that's just absurd. It's not true. 

8 The greatest enemies of wildlife are 

9 really development and pollution. And as long as you 

I0 keep pollution and bulldozers out of this area it will 

Ii be here for millions of years. It's as simple as that. 

12 And hunting is our oldest sporting 

13 activity. You have these archaeological digs; the 

14 caveman, the early man was here hunting the woolly 

15 mammoth. 

16 I'm a hunter education teacher, and 

17 we teach the youth to respect and to enjoy the 

18 outdoors. But we have people here today that don't 

19 want people in the outdoors. There are fanatical 

20 groups out there that try to push us off the land, to 

21 keep us out of the outdoors. 

22 But our tax dollars are establishing 

23 these outdoor recreation areas and maintaining them. 

24 So public lands are just that; they're meant for the 

~5 public. And we hope that this area could be 
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~ B-r-o-o-k-s. 

.~ 

[ established for everyone; for the hunters, for the 

~ picnickers, the campers, the hikers, backpackers, the 

& birdwatchers, everyone. 

~ Thank you. 

MR. ABBEY: Thank you. 

Cliff Brooks? 

MR. BROOKS: That's Brooks, 

I'm also here in the delegation from 

*~ the Douglas Rifle and Pistol Club, and would like to 

[i add only this to what John has already said: When a 

*if hunter is in the field, any one hunter may only be 

[5 there a couple of days. And the seasons for the big 

~ game are only open like 13 days in this particular 

L ~ area. 

~ And under the management of the Game 

[~ and Fish Commission, it is easily proven that well 

~b managed game areas, the game flourish rather than being 

lw predated or lost to natural causes from overgrazing or 

20 whatever else may be the situation. 

~I It seems to us that our real interest 

"~ is in conservation of the beauties of nature, not in 

~j destruction. It's easily reckoned that someone walking 

~4 down a trail every day of the week will tear up more of 

2'~ the landscape than someone who comes very carefully 

i into and area, not intending to disturb it but to 

2 harvest part of the wildlife there, would make less of 

~ an impact. 

7 (phonetic 17 

8 

I think this needs to be considered. 

Thank you. 

MR. ABBEY: Randy Breeland 

Randy, if you will, you have to 

~ almost get right on top of that thing to make people 

10 hear you. 

II MR. BREELAND: I can talk loud enougl 

L2 if I'm over to the side of it here. You have more 

[g control of it I think. 

14 Well, I appreciate the opportunity oI 

]L being here this evening and being able to speak my 

Io piece in this public forum. 

] 7 I am a professional wildlife 

[~ biologist. I have been here in the Sierra Vista area 

~ for 13 years. But tonight I'm speaking as a 

~0 representative of the Huachuca Trophy Whitetail Club, 

2[ and also as Vice President of the Arizona Bow Hunters 

~ and Field Archery Association. 

i'.~ So I can kind of look at both sides 

:~4 of the track objectively. We have a lot of non-game 

2b management on Fort Huachuca as well as hunting 

l? 
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| programs. We have found that these are not in any way 

Z incompatible with each other with a modest amount of 

5 coordination and cooperation. 

4 In Garden Canyon ~lone we have 

5 approximately 8,000 birdwatchers a year. They're not 

~ restricted out of the area during the hunting seasons. 

7 We have never had one incident where a hunter has 

8 harassed the non-hunting public. 

9 In the 13 years I have lived in 

i0 Arizona a member of the non-hunting has never been 

II killed by a hunter. Arizona has one of the safest 

i~ hunting records in the United States. So I don't think 

IZ the hazard to the non-hunting public can be used as a 

14 valid argument. 

15 I think that there's room for all 

I~ types of outdoor recreational activities in the San 

17 Pedro area. Now granted, this is a very fragile area. 

IS Certain controls~ I think, are necessary particularly 

i~ in off-road vehicle use. 

20 You're in a flood plain. You're in a 

21 situation where off-road vehicle use could cause severe 

2~ erosion. And I would certainly support keeping three 

25 wheelers, and motorbikes, and four wheel drives just on 

94 the main roadways. 

25 The hunting season usually begins at 

| about the end of August and closes in the early spring 

~ with the end of the javelina season. I would have no 

~ problem, in fact, I would encourage keeping firearms 

~ and hunting out of the area throughout the spring and 

% summer time which is kind of the peak of the -- of the 

o birdwatching season. 

~ In terms of what types of hunting 

~ should be allowed in there, I feel that all legal game 

~ seasons should be supported. Again, this is not 

iv incompatible with sound wildlife management. 

~ Fort Huachuca has approximately 50 to 

[j 60 percent hunter success for deer hunting each year, 

Io and yet we have the healthiest, most thriving 

[4 population of whitetail deer probably in the world, at 

]b least speaking in terms of the Sonoran whitetail deer, 

L~ And this is because of the -- this sound wildlife 

I i management practices that we have there. 

[~ And by harvesting these animals we 

i'-' only harvest off the -- the harvestable surplus, if you 

~O will. It keeps the animals within the carrying 

zl capacity of the habitat. 

~!~ Now this argument~ of co~rse, cannot 

~ be used in every case where hunting is involved. But I 

cn feel it is my right as an American to be able to hunt. 

25 My family hunts and we enjoy the meat. We eat venison 
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1 at our house and, in fact, my children prefer it to 

l beef. 

.J I resent any implications that 

~ sometimes we see in the paper when people write in 

b editorials that portray hunters as a -- as a bunch of 

~ ignorant slobs. 

/ This is certainly not true. You can 

t find ignorant slobs in any fraternity that you want to 

~ address out there. I can assure you of that because we 

J<~ deal with the public a lot on Fort Huachuca. 

[~ Unfortunately, in today's day and 

]. age, because of land developments, because of man's 

[L progress, this is the -- the most significant problem 

~ for wildlife in the world today is the loss of habitat 

~ ~ due to development. I think pollution has already been 

~. mentioned. 

~/ And unfortunately, there are those 

j~ people out there that think that you can just let 

I '~  nature take care of itself. This does not work. 

~,~ Now granted, it's man's fault, but 

u~ it's not the hunter's fault, it's not your fault, it's 

?~ not my fault. It's due to the progress of man that we 

~.~ force wildlife to survive in smaller and smaller areas. 

?~ So I think that management is 

~ ~ necessary. This is a basic premise as stated in the 

1 preamble right in this document of the Bureau plan 

2 management. 

5 Management is based upon the 

4 principles of multiple use and sustained yields. And 

5 hunting is not incompatible with this idea. 

6 I want to allay any fears or doubts 

7 that you may have that the San Pedro would become an 

8 armed camp because this is certainly not the case, 

9 although some people feel that this would be true. 

i0 Hunting is kind of a self limiting 

i~ thing. Hunters don't want to go around a campground 

[2 and hunt. Hunters such as myself like to get out in a 

I~ remote area. 

i4 And we do enjoy nature. I'm a 

15 birdwatcher. I made a trip to Africa and I kept a 

16 diary of every bird that I saw in Africa. And I got a 

17 great thrill there. I didn't go to Africa to hunt. I 

18 went to appreciate the wildlife. 

19 So to say that all hunters are out 

20 there just to destroy and take is certainly not true. 

21 In fact, those types of people are in the minority, and 

22 you will find that hunters police their ranks probably 

25 better than any group that you ever saw. 

24 The Arizona Game and Fish Department 

25 would make almost no arrests or no cases if it were not 
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9 BLM. 

~ for hunters turning in the slobs in their fraternity. 

So ! would urge the Bureau of Land 
/ 

.~ Management to please conside? all forms of hunting in 

4 the San Pedro Management Area. 

% T h a n k  y o u .  

MR. A B B E Y :  C a t h y  F i s h ?  

MS. FISH: F-i-s-h. 

I'd like to start off by thanking the 

And I would like to say that when I 
~ 

[I first found out what you're doing there I was a little 

Iv amazed because I really thought you guys just cared 

]Z about cows. 

And I think that it's real refreshing 
~4 

tb that BLM has come in and taken responsibility for this 

l~, area. I very much sUpported the land acquisition, the 

I/ conservation, and all that. 

And I have ~ead -- I don't know about 
~ 

[9 anybody else, but I read your EIS, and just as a 

PO citizen, I find ~t very hard to read, I just wanted to 

2[  mention that. It's very complicated. 

Two of the things that touched me was 
,~ ~ ~ 

~ ~:& that you said that wildlife would be afforded 

?4 protection, and secondly you would reduce consumption - 

?5 - consumptive use of the resources. 

! Well, something that has come to my 

7 attention recently is that 90 percent of the riparian 

~ area -- in other words, the environment arodnd rivers 

~ in Arizona have become over the years, public and 

b developed which means that only 10 percent of the 

¢ riparian area in Arizona is undeveloped. Out of that 

! about one percent is public land. 

8 Now I come from a family of hunters, 

~ and I'm sure most people here do because our history in 

[0 this country is hunting, and I think we shouldn't 

I~ forget that. 

i~ I am not one that believes that 

IS hunters are slobs. In my family we teach the children 

14 very careful safety control. We learn all the rules, 

15 In fact, I agree with the last speaker that, in fact, 

I~ hunters are very -- they're self policing. I don't 

[7 have an issue with that at all. 

18 We live in a free country and, I 

~ don't know about you, but I've noticed we've been 

5o losing a lot of our rights. And that bugs me. 

2] My issue here is appropriateness. 

22 Does anyone that owns an ATV have the right to three 

r,.~ wheel it down that river? Does anyone that owns a gun 

~4 have the right to shoot a gun on that river? 

~5 Now I know that brings peoples' 
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1 hackles up because it sounds like I'm against hunting, 

2 and I want to make clear that I am against hunting on 

~ the river because of appropriateness of position. 

~ I believe that there is lots of land 

5 in Arizona for hunters~ lots of land, including BLM 

~ land, National Forest land, and the wilderness areas. 

7 They're all open for hunting. 

8 My family is not suffering from not 

9 having enough places to hunt. And I can't imagine that 

iO yours is. My family is not starving from not enough 

II venison because there's not enough places to hunt. 

12 But what my family is starving for is 

13 a place to go in a riparian area where we can be quiet 

14 and be assured that the animals feel comfortable being 

[5 there. 

1 6  Now a riparian area is a very sacred 

17 area to me in the sense that water's there. And 

18 there's not a lot of water -- running water -- in 

[9 Arizona. So to me it would only make sense that we 

20 would have special feelings towards an area like this. 

21 Now there are three things I want to 

2~ hit here: One is that the San Pedro is a very narrow 

~ area. It's not like Fort Huachuca, or the National 

?~ Forest, or BLM where there's expansive areas of land 

~5 where animals -- where it's really a fair fight w~th an 

i animal. 

? Secondly, the San Pedro is badly 

3 overgrazed. I don't know if you have gone and looked 

~ at it, but it's badly overgrazed. And its carrying 

b capacity right now is very, very low. So I helieve 

~ that what needs to happen to the San Pedro is it needs 

? to be brought back to some kind of carrying capacity 

~ where the natural animals that have always lived here 

~ can repair themselves and come back to the normal 

tO capacity that it should be there. 

~I Now, as far -- I love to talk about 

!F rights, you know. And if people were really uptight 

i., about their rights, there's enough rights for us to 

1~ talk about; income tax, and all the rest of those. But 

Ib I know the hunting issue we all get fired up about. 

to If we want to talk about rights, and 

I~ there should be a right for everyone on this river. I 

[~ want to just mention a letter that I read to the editor 

J.~ of the Arizona Highways magazine where they were just 

2~ talking about some of the damage that's been done by 

~] off-roaders. 

~ And, you know, I have to admit that 

2~ my husband rides motorcycles off-road, and we're 

~.i sensitive to the issues too. 

~. , This guy said that he, for 
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[ entertainment, drives a tractor through the forest 

~ knocking down trees. And by golly, he has the right to 

,, do that. He's an American citizen, he fought in Viet 

~ Nam, and all that. It's like, okay. I'm only asking 

t~ for appropriateness; that we look at it in terms of 

c, appropriateness. 

2 So my position is, with the questions 

~ that you asked initially -- I feel that the trails 

~ should be opened to hikers, bikes, and horses, I favor 

lu no action and the preservation combination of those two 

11 plans. 

~ I'm a little afraid that the Bureau 

~ of Land Management might be looked upon from upper 

I~ echelons and Federal agencies as being successful the 

I~, more people that come and the more activities that 

I~, happen there, And I'm not so sure that in this 

/ particular a~ea that that is the most appropriate way 

~ to measure the use of this land. 

~ So you asked two questions. No, I 

,~, believe -- you said was this in the public's best 

[ interest -- I'm paraphrasing it. I believe not because 

p~ we're not protecting the land and the wildlife's best 

~,~ interests. 

.~ And, secondly, I didn't quite catch 

c', the wording of the second one, but I feel that they 

i need to be re-done so that there's a combination of no 

2 action preservation. 

~ I don't know how many people are 

4 aware of how many riparian habitats are being lost. 

5 And people who like to be in riparian habitats that are 

6 unmolested have a right to find that place somewhere in 

7 Arizona. And as far as I'm concerned, it's my honest 

8 belief, and I would personally like to talk to any of 

9 my fellow hunters who think I'm wrong, there's plenty 

I0 of places to hunt in Arizona today. 

ii Thank you. 

12 MR. LEHNER: May I ask a question of 

15 the speaker, please, sir? 

14 MR. ABBEY: You can ask me the 

15 question, yes. 

16 MR. LEHNER: When she referred -- 

17 ME. ABBEY: Excuse me. Could you 

18 state your name please? 

19 MR. LEHNER: Ed Lehner, L-e-h-n-e-r. 

20 When she referred to bikes, is she 

21 talking about motorbikes, or -- 

22 MS. FISH: Bicycles. 

23 MR, ABBEY: Just bicycles. 

24 MR. LEHNER: Thank you. 

25 ME, ABBEY: Karen Riggs (phonetic)? 

2 8  
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[ MS. RIGGS: I'm Karen Rings. I'm the 

~ conservation chairperson for the Huachuca Audubon 

.~ Society. 

4 First of all I'd like to thank the 

~ BLM for holding this meeting tonight and inviting us 

~ all here, and for drafting this management plan which I 

/ found to be very well done. 

~ Huachuca Audubon, after reviewing all 

'~ the designated alternatives is choosing to go with the 

lo preferred alternative with the following modifications: 

[L We would like to encourage continued pursuit of 

~2 instream flow appropriations. 

[~ We would like to request that no 

14 ORV's, off-road vehicles, be allowed within the 

~ riparian area at all because it is so fragile, and I 

Io don't believe that the method to monitor and police 

I / this will be available. 

~ If people choose to leave the 

I~ designated roadways in the off-road vehicles, I don't 

2(~ believe that it will be possible to police them, and 

~I monitor them~ and keep them off. Therefore, if we 

2~ cannot do this we should keep them out. Because if 

2~% they start ~oing off of these designated roadways, the 

74 riparian area will be in jeopardy. 

~ Also, from a public safety point of 

Response SV-I. 0ff-r0ad use by 

anYmittedtyPein°fthevehicleEiS area" will n°tvehicle be per-us e 

designated f°r acceSSroadsiS . limited to a few 
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J view, we ask that no hunting be allowed within the EIS 

~ for the San Pedro area. 

Z Basically, other than those 

4 modifications, we accept the preferred alternative. 

5 And from a personal standpoint, I 

~ would add that I would certainly not take my children 

? for a picnic to watch birds if I knew that people with 

8 firearms were in the area because perhaps the hunters 

9 can control where they go and what they do, but are we 

I0 to put our children on a leash so that they don't run 

~ off into an area where there might be a hunter? 

[2 I consider that as just too 

I~ potentially dangerous regardless of a safe record that 

I~ the state has had in the past, and that we deserve to 

15 be able to relax if we ~o into an area and not worry 

16 about anything occurring like that. 

17 And once a~ain, we'd like to thank 

18 you very much. I enjoyed this. 

I~ MR. ABBEY: I have a couple of maybes 

20 here; W. Jordan (phonetic)? Would W. Jordan like to 

21 make a statement? 

22 

~3 

24 

25 the reporter? 

VOICE: No. 

MR. ABBEY: Okay. Allen Hillhouse? 

Would you please spell your name for 

1 MR. HILLHOUSE: Yes. H-i-l-l-h-o-u- 

~ s-e. 

~ My name's Allen Hillhouse. I'm a 

4 commercial beekeeper and also a member of the Southern 

5 Arizona Beekeeper's Association. 

~ And us beekeepers are kind of a 

7 strange bird in the first place. But I just wanted to 

8 address the fact that I would hope that the Bureau of 

9 Land Management would allow bees on select locations 

lO down along the river, the biggest part being that they 

II enhance the environment by pollination of the legume 

12 varieties which are Mesquite, Whitethorn, Catclaw, and 

1Z Prairieduster. 

14 Also, with the influx of the African 

15 bee coming in the United States, the areas that bees 

16 are going to concentrate will be in the riparian areas. 

17 And it is consensus with the USDA Bee Lab in Tucson 

18 that that's the way we can beat this situation is with 

19 genetic stock of our own which is from Europe. 

20 And also, I have kept bees in 

21 Tombstone and whatnot and caused no problems for 

22 anybody. My employer, who is also a commercial 

21 beekeeper, he has locations on three different Forest 

24 Service locations which is very similar to what the BLM 

25 has. And we have had no problems with people out there 
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~ getting stung or anything like that. 

2 Thank you. 

~ MR.  A B B E Y :  T h a n k  y o u .  

4 Douglas Pressel? 

5 VOICE: He had to leave for an 

o hour, and he wanted to know if you would call him at 

? the end. 

8 MS. EIGGS: I have a question for 

Q him. 

~0 MR. ABBEY: You can address the 

I~ question for me. 

12 Excuse me, could you state your name 

I~ again for the reporter? 

[~ MS. RIGGS: Karen Riggs. 

Ib If we have these colonies along the 

[6 river, and even existing colonies, I would ask that 

~ / these be monitored for mites, and also for infestation. 

I~ MR. ABBEY: Well, since that wasn't a 

Iw question I guess I don't have to answer it. 

Douglas Pressel? 

VOICE: He had to leave -- 

MR. ABBEY: Oh, that's right. 

VOICE: -- for an hour, and he wants 

24 to know if you could call hi~ at the end. 

2b MR. ABBEY: If we're still around 

70 
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~ I'ii call him. 

2 Norman House? 

~ MR. HOUSE: Spell the last name 

4 H-o-u-s-e. 

5 I don't represent anyone except 

6 myself and my wife. And we talked about this before I 

? came. And I applaud the BLM for taking the 

8 opportunities and taking the time to allow for public 

~ input. 

I0 If I -- if I knew Miss Fish before 

II she spoke~ I certainly would have seconded everything 

12 she said. And I do that now because she was very 

[Z eloquent -- eloquent in expressing my personal 

14 thoughts. 

[5 As I look at the -- at the area that 

I~ we're talking about, it's very long and very narrow. 

[7 And it's a very special place. We're building a home 

I~ in Ash Canyon, and we know what's been going on in Ash 

19 Canyon. Fortunately it hasn't impacted where we're 

~0 going. But I do like the quietness, and I do like the 

2[ areas where we can get away, and get away from the 

22 hussle and bussle of a lot of the pressures that we 

25 have. 

~4 I just listed a few things that I 

~5 personally would like to see that should be there, and 
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1 things I would feel uncomfortable if they were there. 

2 And I looked at your study, and they kind of bounce 

~ back and forth, but I~ll just summarize. 

4 I would like to keep it in as much 

5 its natural state as possible. I would like to see no 

6 vehicles in the area except on emergency use, unless 

7 they're just going ingress and egress from east to west 

8 on the majo~ roads. I would like to see no hunting. 

9 I have quite a few friends that are 

I0 hunters. Personally I'm not a hunter. All the birds 

ii and all the animals would die a natural death if it 

12 were up to me. But -- but ! -- but there's good 

i~ arguments for hunting, and those are well established. 

14 I really don't have any problem except I don't know 

15 that we're really taking away from hunters anything 

16 that perhaps they don't already have. There's ample 

17 places to hunt in Arizona within an -- an area. 

18 If I understand you correctly, you 

19 will have some limited sand and gravel exploration in 

20 the area. If I'm wrong -- I would not like to see any 

21 mining of sand and gravel operations. There's plenty 

22 of washes around here in areas where sand and gravel 

23 can be obtained. 

24 I'd like to see no grazing. The 

25 limited camping that you have outlined is great. I'd 

1 like to see people trails, and I'd really like to see 

~ horse trails. That's -- and where -- and if you have 

~ ample horse trails, people on a horse -- horse riders 

4 will stay on those trails, and I think that's just a 

5 natural way to go in and out. 

~ I just like -- I think we have such a 

~ beautiful opportunity to have something really, really 

~ special for people to enjoy nature that I hope it's 

~ done right. And I know that the -- that the effort is 

Io there to do it right. And perhaps maybe we can say no 

£I to some of the special interest groups and do the best 

12 we can. 

[3 

14 yOU very much. 

[5 

I~ 

17 Woody Yates? 

~ 

A n d  I applaud your efforts, and thank 

MR. ABBEY: Thank you. 

Woody Yates? Is he -- is he here? 

Maybe he's with Douglas Pressel. 

VOICE: Can I ask a question? How do 

19 you sign up to speak? I didn't know that there was a 

20 procedure. 

21 MR. ABBEY: We -- there's a little 

~,~ place on the sign-in sheet that you should indicate -- 

2~ MR. YATES: I'm Woody Yates. 

24 MR. ABBEY: Excuse me? 

~5 MR, YATES: I'm Woody Yates. 
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1 MR. ABBEY: Oh, okay. 

~ MR. YATES: I was just out. 

o MR. ABBEY: Sir, you'll have a chance 

4 to speak if you wish at the end of all this. 

5 VOICE: All right. 

~ MR. YATES: Okay. My last name is 

? Y-a-t-e-s, Yates. 

~ I'm just representin~ myself. I 

~ think throughout this whole thing that the key phrase 

[0 should be limited access. I think there's enough room 

II for everybody, but I think limited access -- remember 

I~ that. 

IZ 

14 

I% 

I~ It was excellent. 

Thank you. 

MR. ABBEY: Vincent Lopresti? 

MR. LOPRESTI: I read your report. 

And I think you for the opportunity 

~v to speak a little bit. 

18 I'm the Director of Cochise College 

I~ Botanical Garden. My interests lie in two areas: One 

20 in local history which the area in question is full of, 

21 historical points; and the other is plant conservation. 

~L '~'~ I'm on the National Committee for 

'~J plant conservation. It happens to directed towards 

~ cactus and succulents. I'm very much concerned with 

~5 plant conservation. 

36 

USSPRNCA01131



O 

&V-2 

~ To me the one thing that was lacking 

2 in the report, it totally ignored one of our local 

3 points of interest which are cactus and succulents. I 

4 did a survey, and there are approximately 30 varieties 

5 in the area in question. 

~ I am a hunter. I have hunted big 

7 game in Africa. I have hunted from the northwest down 

8 to southern California, and in this area, and clear to 

9 the east coast. 

i0 What we're ignoring here is the 

II unique shape of the area. I have been shot at in war, 

12 and I have been shot at in hunting. And the guy says, 

13 Oh, I fired at a sound. Well, you can't keep idiots 

14 from hunting because they get the license as well as 

15 members of hunting clubs. 

16 I am against hunting in the area of 

17 any type. There's no shortage of hunting areas in 

18 Arizona. So why should we hunt in a narrow strip which 

19 presents danger to people including the hunters? I 

20 feel that the area in question should be a game refuge 

21 and a bird sanctuary. 

22 I have been working with the local 

25 rangers in repairing damage from off-road vehicles. We 

24 take a group of Boy Scouts out. And all it takes is 

25 one vehicle to come down a hill, and the next time 
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i there's a rain storm, water comes down it, and then 

~ more off-road vehicles. And now you have a gully 

5 coming down a hill and destroying the hill. 

4 I feel no off-road vehicles should be 

b allowed in the area. The area should be restricted to 

~ parking areas near the paved roads. If you want to see 

i the area, use shank's mare and walk. 

~ The parking should be limited to the 

~ paved areas that go through the area today. From those 

I<~ paved areas you should have access to camping grounds 

] ~ which should be limited to a weeks' use; to picnic 

~/ grounds where you can build a fire in a fireplace only. 

~,~ Now I would like to see in this area, 

~4 and I have offered to do this with BLM, to go through 

Ib the area, and it's no little job, identify plants, and 

~ have the colloquial names and the botanical names so 

~ / that when you and your children go through it will be 

I~ instructive to the children. 

l~ I'd like to close with a little 

~<~ story. As I have said, I have hunted up and down the 

21 west coast and the east coast. Well, if you have ever 

~z~ been into Idaho which is a great elk and moose country, 

~ > you go into a club with -- that is the way they call a 

/4 bar. 

~-, And I was in more than one where I 
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~ Mister? 

~<) 

I t  Brossman. 

~- 

~ saw this: Stuffed animals all the way along the wall, 

? and there's a place of honor at the end, and there's a 

~ stuffed m~n there. And we are going to have stuffed 

4 people if we allow shooting in a narrow area. I'm all 

t~ for hunting, but not under conditions which are 

~ dangerous to the people on shank's mare. 

/ Thank you. 

MR. ABBEY: Mrs. J. M. Brossman? Or 

MN. BEOSSMAN: Name is Brossman, Phil 

MR. ABBEY: Would you spell that for 

15 the court reporter? 

~4 MN. BROSSMAN : B-r-o-s-s-m-a-n. 

Lb MR. ABBEY: Thank you. 

1~ MR. BROSSMAN: I had a couple of 

[, comments I wanted to make, but I just heard most of 

~ them expressed very well by Mr. Lopresti, Norman House, 

lw and Ms. Fish. 

~!0 I'm a hunter myself. I would -- 

V[ initially intended to come and say that I was concerned 

''... about the danger to other people in the area. I would 

tlA be uncomfortable hunting in such a narrow area, and 

74 definitely uncomfortable about using a rifle. 

~!~ And I feel that the comments of 

i danger and concern for other people really precludes 

2 any open hunting. 

~ I would also like to say that I would 

4 not support any commercial use, or grazing, or off-road 

5 travel in the area. 

~ Thank you. 

7 MR. ABBEY: Thank you. 

8 Well, I'll have to say this is a 

9 pretty fair audience. You'll applaud anybody's speech. 

I0 

iI 

12 P-r-e-s-s-e-l. 

i~ 

Lloyd Pressel? 

MR. PRESSEL: My name is Pressel, 

I also grew up as a hunter, and we 

14 hunted all types of game. I haven't hunted for 40 

15 years now. I just have no interest in hunting. 

16 I like to go out and see the animals, 

17 the birds, the trees. I find that my form of hunting. 

18 I really address the challenge to the 

19 BLM. I don't know how they can have a narrow riparian 

20 land for some 40, 50, 80 miles, and think that a hunter 

21 can come in and find game if there are a lot of little 

22 kids, and a lot of campers, and a lot of people out 

2~ there chasing the game out. Never in my life did I 

24 hunt in a camping ground. 

25 Visa versa; I don't think that 
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[ campers would want to be on a hunting range. So, BLM, 

/ you have a tremendous challenge. You can't have both. 

.% I hope in your wisdom you're able to solve it. 

4 I think the previous speakers have 

b said that there's plenty of hunting space in Arizona; 

o that this precious, narrow, riparian right doesn't have 

/ to be a hunting range. 

~ And so I would support anything that 

~ would keep hunting out of that area. 

iO 

IL 

]~ D-r-e-y-f-u-s-s. 

~ 

MR. ABBEY: Mr. Dreyfuss? 

MR. DREYFUSS: Joseph Dreyfuss, 

I spoke with you gentlemen yesterday. 

I~ I'm here to bang horns with you again. 

[% Members of the BLM, thank you for the 

~ opportunity of communicating With you again. Ladies 

[! and gentlemen, I am the fourth generation to have been 

~ born and raised in the State of Arizona. My father's 

I'~ property lies within the San Pedro Riparian. 

~-~ I, while attending the University of 

~i ~rizona, did a research on the San Juan de las 

2~ ~ Boquillas Ranch. 

,~ Two generations of my family worked 

~!~ on that ranch, and some of them wrote the history 

w~ there. 

1 Okay. I have a better understanding 

~ of this area than any biologist, anybody in this room. 

3 I know all the archaeological sites, and some that they 

~ don't know about, and I won't tell them. I don't want 

5 them destroyed. 

~ Okay. I don't want you people to 

/ destroy them. But I want to utilize the area. I know 

8 this area inside and out. I was.raised on the north 

e end. 

[O I commend the Bureau of Land 

l[ Management in part on their Environmental Impact 

[2 Statement which I used to be able to write one of these 

1~ but I can't any more. 

[~ Anyway, much of it is very, very 

~. accurate, but the historical part of it from 1953 on is 

[o extremely inaccurate. I will, for the Bureau of Land 

if Management and for my fellow citizens write them -- 

[~ give them some information that they can utilize to 

J9 figure out some of the problems we're going to face 

20 here. 

21 Ladies and gentlemen, I hunt. But I 

~t don't necessarily have to hunt with a rifle. I don't 

~ have to hunt with a bow, and I don't have to hunt with 

U4 a camera. 

~ For over a hundred years my family 
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~ has been able to ride from one end of that to the other 

2 end, not bothered. I want, not the right, but the 

5 freedom of choice to do that. I want my children, the 

4 fifth generation to be able to camp there. 

5 Through the Game and Fish I would 

6 like to see some controlled hunting. Okay. Let me 

7 justify this. The data presented by the Bureau of Land 

8 Management on ~avelina and muledeer is extremely 

9 inaccurate, and I will work to help them find out that 

i0 I'm right. 

Ii Okay. There's one item; Chapter 

12 three, gentlemen. And pure and simply when I refer to 

15 the historical data 18~3 to 1890 that was missed, it's 

i4 at the bottom of the page, and it's under recreation. 

15 And it's that first p a r a g r a p h  that ends. 

le Okay. If you look in th~ Mormon 

17 Battalion Historical Logs, you will find that the first 

18 picnic was taken on the San Pedro River. And they 

19 hunted there, and they hunted wild cattle. 

~0 Now I am an enthusiastic range 

21 management individual. We don't need cattle in the 

2~ area. They shouldn't be there. But what bothers me in 

2Z the Environmental Impact Statement is that for over 300 

24 years we had cattle on our river. 

~5 Okay. We pulled the cattle out. I'm 

] not going to stand on either side of the fence saying, 

~ Well, that's bad, or that's good. Okay. We're in a 

~ new day and a new situation. 

4 What bothers me, and it is my 

~ experience, my historical knowledge of the area that we 

~ pull the cattle out, in two years you are going to see 

? such a critical mass point of undergrowth that when it 

S does catch fire you will not be able to extinguish it. 

~ And y o u ' r e  going to do some damage. 

[o Okay. I want to see in your first 

II two -- the no action and the preferred, or the second 

l~ choice, pardon me, the preservation alternative, does 

li not provide for controlled burning. 

14 O k a y .  T h e  a r e a  h a s  a l r e a d y  b e e n  

~ impacted. Man's already been there. Okay. He's been 

[o utilizing that rive~. 

17 What bothers me -- I want these 

[8 neighbors, and friends, and those children in 20 years 

]w to be able to go down there and see a cottonwood tree 

20 just the way I d i d  as I grew up. 

~J ~f we don't have a controlled burn 

Cc you asking for trouble. I want to go on record for 

>~.~ that because I have been in on one of those areas that 

~4 was not grazed out, reached critical mass point, and we 

c[. had some extensive damage. 
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~q-41 ~ Now I am totally opposed, due to the 

~ soil types in the area, to off-road vehicles. But I do 

3 feel on the north end we should have some hunting, 

4 regulated highly by the Game and Fish. 

b I have had no less than a thousand 

o people in there hunting that end. If you will do some 

2 real careful checking with the Arizona Game and Fish 

~ you will find that the state record raccoon was taken 

~ out of there in the 1960's. 

IO Okay. There' s been many animals 

[~ taken out of that area. I feel we should have the 

13 hunting on a controlled basis. 

lb On other impact areas where we have 

17 people in there who want to picnic, they want to snooze 

[ ~ in the afternoon, whatever~ we don~t need any hunting 

i~ in those areas. 

I I I'm in agreement with part of these 

i~ people and I' m trying to help the Bureau of Land 

[~ Management. 

~<~ Just one other thing that I would 

~ like the Bureau of Land Management to know, in the 

~ past, the monitor on the screw worm fly was the people 

~ that leased it; Tenneqo Oil, Kern County Land 

.4 Corporation (phonetic), et cetera. 

cb Okay. They monitored the screw worm 

R e s p o n s e  
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1 fly. For those of you that don't know what a screw 

2 worm fly is, there is a screw worm eradication program 

~ which was instilled in the 60's. I doctored worms on 

4 that river at that time. I know how bad it can get. 

5 If we don't have a monitor there -- it's going to have 

~ to be you people, or it's going to have to be hunters. 

7 Early hunts; people saying, Hey, I'm 

8 finding animals that are dead or half alive~ and they 

9 have worms. Okay. We need a monitor there. Doesn't 

I0 matter if it's the Audubon Society or my dad's ranch. 

II We need a monitor there. 

12 Controlled burn, controlled hunting, 

I~ the ability to ride from one end to the other, the use 

14 of the train. 

15 There has been reference to -- by -- 

[~ by many people and some things I have read in the 

17 paper, the train and the noise pollution bothering the 

18 wildlife. 

19 Well, now wait a minute. I live 

20 there. I was raised in a house not 20 feet from the 

21 railroad tracks at Land Station. Incidentally, Mr, 

22 Land was the first Anglo rancher on the San Pedro River 

23 Valley. 

2g Okay. Believe me. I can take you 

25 down there right now and show you it has no effect on 

~ these animals. They will sleep, the javelina 

~ especially will sleep in the culverts under the 

~ railroad tracks while the train goes over, and the deer 

~ will sleep on the other side. No problem. 

b Okay. I would like to see a tram for 

o elderly people that can get on whether it's at Land 

/ Station fence or where ever; Huachuca City. Whatever 

~ you want to do, I want the elderly to be able to go 

9 down that narrow strip and see some of the 

lO archaeological sites. This would be a lovely thing, 

IL and it would help the community of Sierra Vista 

]~ financially, and Benson also. 

~ But to say no hunting is~ believe me, 

i~ a mistake. There are too -- it has without a doubt, 

;~ the largest javelina population in the state, and one 

]~ of the largest mule deer herds I have ever seen on the 

I/ north end. 

j~ MR. ABBEY: Joseph, you have about 30 

19 seconds. 

?0 MR. DREYFUSS: Okay. Also I would 

?I like to tell the Bureau of Land Management that I will 

?f offer 140 hours a year for the next five years of my 

' ~. own personal time and company's money to control 

[~ erosion on the north end which was caused by the 

U5 railroad. 
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~. minutes now. 

4 

i. 

o W-e-l-l-e-r. 

Thank you. 

MR. ABBEY: You've got another ten 

You can go ahead. 

Shelby Weller? 

MS. WELLER: My last name's Weller, 

I wasn't planning on saying anything 

~ when I came tonight, although after hearing some of the 

~ people I decided that I'd like my family's view to be 

~u h e a r d .  

I I  

~2 a l m o s t  2 5  y e a r s .  

~L h a v e  s e e n  h u n t e r s .  

I have lived on the San Pedro for 

I have seen off-road vehicles. I 

I have seen hikers. And I'm not 

14 against or for anybody. 

I~ My family; my husband, my brother -- 

L~ my father told me tonight, Don't you go and ruin my 

~/ hunting rights in that area. 

~ They're all hunters. I told him the 

~ same things I have heard several people say tonight; 

~) there's plenty of other places to hunt. 

21 I have walked on the river and been 

.... shot at. I don't know if it was a hunter, but there 

V.~ are a lot of guns. I don't know what they're hunting, 

~ but I don't want to be one of the thin~s that they 

2b shoot. 

i I have also been down and been blown 

2 off the road by off-road vehicles. My brother has one. 

~ And he's probably just as guilty as any of them. And 

4 it's destroyed a lot of the -- just the grass, the 

5 trees, the garbage~ the trash, the old mattresses 

6 laying in the middle of the road, the beer cans~ the 

7 beer bottles, the Kentucky Fried Chicken wrappers. 

8 I like to camp. I like to picnic. 

9 But I think we need to be responsible for our own land. 

I0 We're all responsible whether we're hunters~ or 

ii birdwatchers, or whatever. 

12 But I have really noticed that since 

iI that land has been closed off, a lot more birds; herons 

14 that haven't been there in years, quail, dove. 

15 A lot of wildlife; there has been 

16 mountain lions. There used to be a lot of mountain 

17 lions and javelina. Recently there has been a lot more 

18 than I have ever seen. 

19 So I think we just need to be 

20 careful, and it needs to be limited use for everyone. 

R1 Thank you. 

22 MR. ABBEY: Michael Gregory? 

23 MR. GREGORY: My name is Michael 

~4 Gregory, G-r-e-g-o-r-y. 

25 I'm the Conservation Chairman for 
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j Sierra Club in the State of Arizona. 

2 I will of course be handing in my 

~ usual detailed comments to you folks later. Meanwhile, 

4 here's a -- an article that I wrote that was in the 

5 Arizona Daily Star yesterday~ and I'll submit it now. 

~ And rather than go over everything I 

? have said there, or most of the things that have been 

S said here tonight, I would just like to say a few words 

9 that came to my mind this afternoon when I was thinking 

Io about whether I wanted to say anything tonight. 

~ The -- the main problem with the plan 

IE from my point of view is that it emphasizes 

~ recreational and educatio6al values over non- 

14 utilitarian values on the San Pedro. 

15 This is not surprising to me. Those 

I~ of us who have been following the acquisition of the 

17 area and the development plan over the past few years 

18 are aware that many people objected to BLM's taking 

[~ control of the land in the first place. 

70 There was a desire among some folks 

?J to have Fish and Game take over the San Pedro rather 

~ than BLM. Or some people talked about the Parks 

~ Service and tried to make it a National Monument. 

24 There were various possibilities. 

25 The main objection to BLM was that 

i the agency's history is a history of using land; 

~ finding ways to turn multiple use into the greatest use 

~ for the greatest number of people. And man~ people did 

4 not feel that that's the way that this particular piece 

5 of property ought to be dealt with. 

~ Although we do not oppose multiple 

? use, we do feel that as somebody said earlier, 

S appropriateness is an important term. 

~ When I start thinking about what is a 

Io value of the San Pedro to me as a -- as a resident of 

hl this county and somebody who sees this river almost 

I~ every day and spends time on it, it seems to me that 

i3 the most important thing that -- that I think of is 

14 something I would call serenity. 

15 There's not very much in this county 

~ left where I can feel that I can find peace and quiet; 

17 where I can get away from what is becoming an 

18 increasingly hectic life for me, and I think for many 

i~ of us. 

20 We live in a growing country -- a 

21 growing county. The City of Sierra Vista of course is 

22 one of the fastest growing areas in the country. And 

23 we are seeing more and more people not only move to 

24 this area and become residents, but we're seeing more 

35 and more people come here as tourists. 

5 1  
5 0  

USSPRNCA01140



i And we encourage that growth in some 

2 ways, and certainly we encourage tourism for our 

3 cities~ and we encourage it for our local businessmen 

4 who need the income. 

5 But we don't need to encourage it, it 

6 seems to me~ on this sensitive piece of real estate. 

7 It seems to me that that is what BLM's plan overall 

8 does is encourage people to come here. 

~ And basically I don't feel that the 

i0 river was set aside as Federal property for use -- not 

ii for use by people certainly. 

12 It seems to me that the main reason 

i~ that we want to save this river is for itself, for the 

14 animals that live there, for the plants that live 

15 there, not for us. We have other places. We have 

16 always had other places, and we have a history of 

17 destroying those places that we love most. 

18 So I think that we should direct the 

19 BLM in our letters after tonight's meeting to think 

20 more about the natural resources that we need to 

21 protect. It is the natural resources, not the human 

22 re sources that we're setting this land aside for. 

23 And as I said, I have -- I am going 

24 to be handing in, of course, more detailed statements, 

25 and I don't want to go over all of those now. 

1 I would like to just mention some of 

[~ the things that I think we should not have on the 

.~ river. We should not have large campgrounds. We 

4 should certainly not have the million dollar visitor 

% center that I have heard rumors about as going into the 

o Wolf Creek area. We don't want any motor homes in 

/ there. We don't want any motorcycles in there or other 

~ kinds of ORV's. 

~ We certainly, I don't think, want 

lO the San Raphael del Ville improved and opened up to 

~ [ traffic all the way from Highway 92 to Highway 90, or 

JZ from the Hereford Road to Highway 90. 

1~ It seems to me that what we want to 

i~ do actually is shut that road off and make it not be a 

[5 through road, and make it a road that people can only 

lc. go in part way on to small picnic sites, not overnight 

l~ camping. 

]~ No motorized traffic at all should be 

Iv driving all the way down the length of that river, 

~ especially the southern length of that river. 

2! We don't want any hunting in there. 

?2 We don't want any fishing in there. We haven't talked 

~, much about fishing tonight, but I understand that part 

~4 of the Arizona Game and Fish Department's plan is to 

~b build the river up to a place where we can start 
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1 stocking it so we can start fishing in it again. 

~ It seems to me that that is a little 

~ backwards. What we should be doing is improving the 

4 river for non-native fishes, and maybe somewhere down 

5 the line, maybe 15 years from now, 25 years from now, 

~ we can start talking then again about hunting~ and 

/ fishing, and maybe even about motorized travel. 

~ But what we need to talk about right 

e now is recovery. We have overused and abused this 

[0 property for a long time. It needs recovery. BLM has 

II agreed to that in many areas and recognized that fact. 

i~ The reason that we're withdrawing the area from mining, 

IZ the reason that we're taking out at least some of the 

14 sand and gravel operations -- and I believe we should 

~5 take them all out -- the reason that we are taking -- 

l~ putting a moratorium on cattle grazing for 15 years is 

I? because BLM has recognized that there is some recovery 

|8 necessary -- a reoovery period. 

i~ I think that that recovery period 

70 should also include recovery from hunting, and fishing, 

2] and trapping, and just trampling; recovery from people 

~ in general. And if we do that, maybe our children, 

"~. their children -- our grandchildren, our great- 

24 grandchildren will have something more of peace and 

zb quiet than we have now. 
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i Just in closing, one or two points 

C that I think ought to be addressed in the EIS that I 

5 haven't heard many people talk about, I strongly 

4 believe that we should be protecting not just animals, 

5 and fish, and birds down there, but we also ought to be 

~ talking about the plant life. As one gentleman 

7 mentioned, this is a very special vegetation area. 

8 We should also be talking about those 

9 creatures which help the plant life to exist. As one 

I0 of our beekeepers mentioned, we should be talking about 

II insect llfe down there too. 

12 Many of the most endangered species 

13 in the world today are insects and other kinds of non- 

]4 vertebrate animals. 

15 The BLM's EIS, as I recall, doesn't 

16 mention anything about those. And we ought to be 

17 making a special effort to both inventory and to 

18 protect some of the more endangered insect species that 

19 we find on our river. 

20 And that includes one other aspect 

21 that as some of you know is very close to my heart, I 

22 don't believe there should be any pesticides used on 

2Z that river. The EIS doesn't talk about that, and that 

24 to me is a bad sign. 

25 If you say -- if you don't say you're 
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~ not going to do it, chances are some place down the 

~ line you're going to do it. I don't think we should be 

5 using insecticides any place on that river or near it. 

And I don't think -- we certainly 

~ shouldn't be using any herbicides. If we're going to 

~ have plants down there we want -- like we want the 

/ animal life, we want it to be native plant life, and we 

~ don't want to be killing the things that normally exist 

9 there. 

zO 

~] 

[~ D-o-w-n -s. 

MR. ABBEY: John Downs? 

MN. DOWNS: Name is DownS, 

I think that the approach to this 
~3 

[4 whole problem should be, first, to an effort long-term~ 

[5 years of effort to restore the area to its natural or 

~b original state and essentially a pristine state. 

And then, over the long-term, after 
I? 

i~ that~ that limited use, very limited use of the area 

~ should be permitted. 

There should be no commercial use; 
70 

2~ that includes mining, sand and gravel, cattle. It also 

,~,_.. includes recreational vehicle parks, tourist cabins, 

2Z and that sort of thing. 

The area should be -- use should be 
E4 

~5 denied for any type of overnight stay, and that would 

l be camping, recreational vehicle parks, tourist cabins~ 

2 any sort of overnight stay. In the long term, the 

~ maximum stay in the area should be limited to a picnic 

4 area. 

5 All types of vehicles should be 

~ prohibited over the length of the preserve. There 

2 should be no off-road vehicles of any sort that would 

S be permitted there. And the straight motor car should 

~ be limited to areas that are immediately adjacent to 

i~ current highways~ parking areas, paved parking areas. 

~ The access to the area should be by 

I? trail, foot, horseback, bicycle, but no other motorized 

[3 vehicles throughout the length of the -~ of the 

14 preserve. 

15 There should he no hunting of any 

I~ sort with any sort of weapon. As a matter of fact, all 

[/ sorts of weapons should be prevented in the area 

18 including things like slingshots, fishing hooks. 

~ The area should be preserved for 

20 peace, quiet, the natural animal life that exists 

21 there, the observation of that, and should be primarily 

2~ for -- the access should be limited to people who 

23 really want to get there, and they're willing to walk 

24 in order to see it. 

~5 And that would be a long time~ over a 
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1 period of ~5~ 50 years. And -- but in the immediate 

2 near future~ restoration to its original state. 

~ Thank you. 

~ MR. ABBEY: Dennis Coleman? 

5 MR. COLEMAN: Coleman, C-o-l-e-m-a-n. 

6 I'm here representing Huachuca 

7 Mountain Bow Hunters. I'm a fisheries biologist and 

8 have been in fisheries and wildlife management for 14 

9 years. 

i0 I am glad that the BLM has gotten 

ii control of the San Pedro Riparian area. Before it was 

12 privately owned, overgrazed, gravel removed, and 

13 generally abused for a long time. 

14 I believe multiple use resource 

15 management of this area is possible, and as a pro- 

16 hunter, I do not intend to recommend that we kick out 

17 any bird watchers, or birdwatchers~ or hikers, or 

18 wildlife photographers. 

19 The area has been referred to as very 

20 narrow. In the presentation at the beginning of the 

21 program it was pointed out that it's two to three miles 

22 wide. It is also contiguous to other Federal hunting 

~ lands. To me this is not a narrow area. 

24 I have also been a hunter safety 

25 instructor for eight years, and in the last two years I 

~ have only heard of two rifle fatalities in Arizona. 

[ You are much more likely to be killed in your own home 

~ than you are in a hunting area. And shotguns are much 

4 more dangerous than rifles. 

5 The San Pedro area is unique because 

~ of its special wildlife habitat. That is the reason 

i the area was adopted by the BLM in the first place. 

b Human use of the area should be a secondary 

~ consideration -- I mean all uses. 

I0 And another problem I have with the 

II EIS process is that it is so limiting. If it is 

~2 decided by the BLM officials that one activity or 

[o another will be excluded, "it will be excluded forever 

14 in perpetuity, whether it be hiking, birdwatching, 

I~ hunting, or anything else. It -- it's a final type of 

It decision. 

[/ The development of the area, I 

j~ believe, is the biggest problem in the riparian zone. 

[~ The habitat is special. If we start building parking 

20 lots, putting in roads, allowing off-road vehicles, 

~I putting in horse trails, putting up little signs to 

~"~ identify all the plants, I think we're making a big 

~ mistake. 

2~ And that's one thing I like about a 

?'i hunter. He doesn't need a trail, he doesn't really 
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l need a horse. He's just going to walk through the 

~ woods. Hunters harvest only legal game, and all the 

L surplus that is determined by the Arizona Game and Fish 

4 Department. 

5 Overprotection, historically -- and 

~ the Kaibab Deer population is a perfect example -- has 

i lead to very sickly, deceased, and self-terminating 

8 wildlife populations. 

w I'm not finished yet. 

I0 All Federal lands have multiple use 

l~ management including hunting, birdwatching, hiking, and 

[~ so forth. Around here, you're right, there are other 

jg areas to hunt besides the San Pedro River. But in 

[~ Arizona, riparian lands open to hunting are almost non- 

Ib existent. And it is a unique type of hunting 

[~ experience that doesn't occur hardly anywhere in the 

I> west. 

18 And the recovery period that was 

19 mentione d for the San Pedro River is well taken. But a 

~o man walking through the woods harvesting surplus game 

21 is not going to damage that land any more than the cows 

~,'~ have over the last hundred years or so. 

2~ The -- I and the Huachuca Mountain 

24 Bow Hunters are opposed to all off-road vehicle use, 

25 indiscriminate gunfire, snd any other abuses of the 

I area by anyone. 

2 And I believe I would have to side 

3 with the man who said he favored periodic control of 

4 burning of the areas. It is probably an issue well 

5 taken. 

6 In closing, as a pro-hunter who 

7 hasn't quit hunting~ and as a person who's very 

8 sensitive to other species in the environment -- I'm 

9 personally responsible for introducing three endangered 

i0 fish species to Fort Huachuca -- I believe that hunting 

ii is a compatible activity with all the other proposed 

12 activities, ~nd I believe we should be more concerned 

I~ about the destruction of the habitat in that riparian 

14 zone. 

15 

16 

17 

18 your question? 

19 

20 

21 question to me. 

22 

Thank you. 

VOICE: Question. 

MR. ABBEY: You -- what -- what's 

VOICE: A question for the speaker. 

MR. ABBEY: No. You can address your 

VOICE: What I would like to know -- 

23 he mentioned that the hunters will allow the birders, 

24 hikers, photographers on the San Pedro. Will there be 

~5 anything left to photograph and watch? 
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1 

2 question. 

L 

~ 

! 

~ 

~ 0 

11 y o u r  q u e s t i o n ,  

t 2  

MR. ABBEY: That's not an appropriate 

FEMALE VOICE: No c r o s s  examination. 

MR. ABBEY: That's true. 

VOICE: One more question? 

MR. ABBEY: No. 

VOICE: This one -- 

MR. ABBEY: No. 

VOICE: -- may be pertinent. 

MR. ABBEY: No. Well, go ahead. Ask 

VOICE: Has there been -- and I 

I~ haven't heard it from you people -- has there been a 

ig survey by Game and Fish on populations, on the bird and 

~5 the wild animal populations? Can it sustain this 

I~, management technique - -  practice over years? Will it 

~/ deplete the populations within a few years? 

]~ 

]~ (MULTIPLE VOICES AND CONFUSION} 

?(> 

2~ MR. ABBEY: Hold it, guys. You're 

~ going to have to hold it. 

~,~ There has been a survey taken, am I 

:?~ correct, Ray? 

MR. BRADY: Game and Fish. ~,. 

I 

~ Fish survey. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

MR. ABBEY: There has been a Game and 

So that -- that's the response. 

Okay. You had a question. 

VOICE: Clarification. 

MR. ABBEY: Yes. 

VOICE: What is the width of the 

I/ 

I ~  

l~ 

20 

~i blocks is it? 

2: 

7 preserve -- average width? 

~ MR, BRADY: Two to three miles. 

~ HR. ABBEY: Two to three miles. 

IO VOICE: The BLM has acquired property 

II and will keep that a preserve a mile on either side of 

12 the river; is that what you're saying? 

~L MR. CAMPBELL: Those are public lands 

]4 one toone and a half miles on each side of the river. 

i5 MS. FISH: Cathy Fish. What is the 

]~ actual width of the actual riparian zone? 

MR. ABBEY: Do you know that, Ray? 

MR. BRADY: It varies. 

MR. ABBEY: It just varies. 

VOICE: It's no more than three 

MR. CAMPBELL: It would vary. It's 

~ very narrow in places to perhaps a quarter mile in 

24 other places where over the years it has -- 

~% V O I C E :  L o u d e r  p l e a s e .  
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I0 

II 

12 statement? 

13 

i4 

1 MR. CAMPBELL: It -- it's very narrow 

2 in many places and up to a quarter mile in other places 

3 where ever the years, the river has changed course. 

~ MR. ABBEY: Again, I think that a lot 

5 of these questions can be addressed more appropriately 

b after this hearing's over with. We will have BLM 

7 employees here, and they can respond accordingly. 

8 So if you hold those kinds of 

9 questions until after the hearing. 

Thank you. 

MR. COLEMAN: May I have one more 

MR, ABBEY: Feel free. 

MR. COLEMAN: Okay. Huachuca 

15 Mountain Bow Hunters support all types of hunting -- 

16 legal hunting -- in the riparian area. 

17 Thank you. 

18 MR. ABBEY: Thank you. 

19 Is Douglas Pressel back yet? 

20 VOICE: No. 

21 MR. ABBEY: Okay. That's all the 

22 names on my list of people that indicated that they 

2~ desired to speak. 

24 Is there anybody here in this room 

25 that would like -- okay. I'll go ahead and call on 

1 this gentleman in the blue hat first, and then we'll 

~ get to the others. 

3 When you get up here, please state 

4 you name, and again, we would appreciate it if you 

b would spell your last name 

o MR. IRWIN: A1 Irwin, I-r-w-i-n. 

! I'm not much of a speaker. 

~ I'll tell you what: My folks come to 

~ Tombstone in nineteen five. I was born and raised in 

Io Bisbee, Arizona. And I have hunted this river and I 

~I have fished this river. There's catfish on that river 

~ bigger than a foot long. And I have seen turtles in 

[~ that river that you couldn't set on that table right 

14 there that come out of Mexico -- water turtles. 

i5 I was down here last week and seen 

±~ water turtles right then. 

IV And I'm -- I'm a hunter. I've been 

i~ hunting all my life. I've hunted along that river a 

1"~ lot. 

co And I think that -- I'm one for 

~[ restricting off-road vehicles, you know, because I can 

2~: see what they have tore up and such as that. I've seen 

~3 that river when we were allowed to go in it, drive down 

~4 the river. 

~b I've been down that river in cars and 
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1 jeeps. And I know what it will do. 

~ And I think that hunting, just like 

3 earlier they was talking about they'd rather not get 

~ shot. Well, I'll tell you what: You let things go to 

D pot down there and you get them rattlesnakes, and all 

o that going down there, you won't need to get shot 

/ because them snakes will get you. 

8 And another thing, since it's been 

~ opened up where they got this park down here, there's a 

]0 lot of older people in this place -- in this room right 

~I here that probably couldn't make it down to the river 

I~ anyway because that's a long walk. 

~& I know I w~iked down there last week, 

14 and it's, you know, I think it should be opened up to 

]5 limited camp grounds where, say, the birdwatchers or 

[~ the elderly people can get down close to the water and 

i~ enjoy a nice little picnic, and, you know, bring, you 

iS know, their kids or grandkids. 

I~ And I want to -- another thing, you 

~0 know, just like hunting, I paid for my hunting license. 

~I And I figure that, you know, we should use it. And the 

~ biggest share of Arizona, I don't think it, you know, 

~,~.~ if I'm down on the river, you know, what are they going 

U4 to do, give me a reimbursement cause I can't hunt 

25 there, o~ reimburse me on my fishin~ license because I 

1 can't fish there? 

2 And it's just like that young man 

~ that said earlier, you know, I've been on that river, 

4 and I know where there's a lot of things on that river 

5 that they probably don't know about. 

~ And it's just like he said, I'm not 

7 going to tell them because it just -- they're going to 

8 come in there and dig a bunch of holes themselves, and, 

9 you know, look for this stuff 20 feet under ground. 

I0 And, you know, what difference is that if somebody 

ii digging holes and ~ulling~ you know -- the gravel, you 

12 know, I think we need the gravel. 

15 I'm not one way or the other on them 

14 gravel pits down there because they don't, you know, I 

15 can't see -- if the sand's coming down the river, use 

I~ it. 

17 And it's just like, since it's open 

18 down there -- I've been down there several times, and 

19 I've only seen two other cars down there besides me, 

20 and the people in the car, they wasn't interested in no 

21 river. 

2~ And, you know, the way they're, you 

23 know, I figure they're talking -- I didn't get a chance 

24 to read it -- but, you know, some of the land could be, 

25 you know, closed down. But I don't see why they should 
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j shut the whole thing down for hunting. 

v If they want to save some of the 

L historical stuff and like that, let them go in and -- 

4 and, you know, set boundaries, and save this stuff. 

~ I can understand that there's a lot 

~ of people down the road that's going to want to see 

• this stuff. But, you know, if you got something going 

~ ten miles this way and ten miles that way, and, you 

~ know, you lock the whole thing up, well, what good's 

io this l~ttle spot here and this little spot here? 

II You know, people can hunt in between, 

i~ or fish in between, or camp in between, and utilize it. 

IZ I mean, I can't see taking it away from everybody, you 

14 know, hunting away from everybody, fishing away from 

ID everybody, or camping away from everybody just to save, 

i~ you know, a few little th~ngs. 

17 Or, you know, they're talking about 

[~ saving this stuff. And I'm like the other guy said. 

lw They're wanting to build all this stuff down there. 

PO You know, well, why don't they save the ground that 

21 they're going to dig up and put something on it, you 

~ know. 

P~ T~at's my opinion. 

2 ~  HR. ABBEY: Thank you. 

2 b  The last name is spelled 
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S.V.- 6 

I V-l-a-h-o-v-i-c-h. 

~ MR. VLAHOVICH: My name is Jim 

Z Vlahovich. I'm a planner representing the Cochise 

4 County Planning Department. 

5 The County Planning Department has 

~ reviewed the draft plan in its entirety. We have also 

/ analyzed the preferred alternatives specifically, and 

~ we would like to make a few comments, slash, 

'~ recommendations. 

~o The first recommendation the Planning 

[l Department recommends that the entire management area 

12 be closed to hunting. Since the management area is 

[5 only two point six miles in width, user groups would be 

14 concentrated into a relatively small recreational area. 

I% Such concentration along the San 

~ Pedro could create potential safety problems and 

I/ conflicts between hunters and all other user groups. 

~ Due to the local popularity of 

[~ bicycling~ the Planning Department recommends that the 

20 BLM provide trails for bicycles within the management 

21 area. These trails could be developed on the railroad 

22 line, confined to roads, the Lewis Springs Road, or 

21 other existing jeep roads in the management area. 

~4 Such bicycle trails should be located 

~5 away from the sensitive riparian areas but should 

Response SV-6. The text has 
been updated to read that mountain 
bikes will be allowed on those roads 
open for public access. 
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1 provide additional recreational opportunities for a 

2 greater number of user groups, 

3 Finally, several additional hiking 

4 trails should be provided within the management area. 

5 This would enable user groups to access more areas in 

6 and around the San Pedro River, and would subtlely 

7 encourage reoreationists to utilize the developed 

8 trails, thereby minimizing user impact on more 

9 sensitive sites within the management area. 

lO Overall, the Planning Department 

ii feels that the preferred alternative offers a unique 

12 balance in providing a myriad of recreational 

13 opportunities in and around the San Pedro River., and at 

14 the same time protecting and enhancing the riparian 

15 ecosgstem within the EIS area, 

16 Thank you. 

17 MR. ABBEY: Thank you, Jim. 

18 MS. WOLVERTON: The name is 

19 Wolverton, W-o- l-v-e-r-t-o-n. 

~0 I own some property adjoining BLM. 

21 MR. ABBEY: Ma'am, you may want to 

22 pull that microphone down and speak directly into it. 

23 MS. WOLVERTON: I own some property 

24 adjoining BLM. I'm very glad that they took the 

25 opportunity to close that area for a time because I saw 

~ the damage that was done by -- by trespassers, 

V But I believe it was Mr. Coleman that 

5 said that there are more people killed in their own 

~ home or hurt in their own home than by hunters. 

5 My house is very close to that 

~ property line, What makes you think a hunter with his 

/ high powered rifle is going to stop at that property 

e line? And I'm going to be in kitchen and become one of 

'~ Mr. Coleman's statistics of those people that get 

io killed in their own homes. 

~l MR. ORNDORFF: My name is Chris 

i2 Orndorff, O-r-n-d-o-r- f- f . 

~5 It's quite apparent to me that there 

14 are basically two schools of thought on the hunting 

~% issue; those who think you should and those who think 

]o you shouldn't. 

[/ I'll not voice my own opinion, but I 

l~ will propose to BLM that you have an area here that is 

I'~ 40 miles long and two to three miles wide and perhaps 

~.~) it is possible to split it in half. Use half one way 

~i and use half the other way, and come back five or ten 

2~' years from now and see which one is in better shape, 

[L~ That's my comment. 

?~ Thank you. 

~% MR, ABBEY: Thank you, 
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] MR. MISCIONE: I have lived here for 

2 18 and a half years. I have hiked the entire San Pedro 

~ from Mexico to as far as it goes nine times. I'm a 

4 hunter, I'm a conservationist; you can be both. 

5 The only thing I want to say is the 

o BLM is doing a good job. The only issue I see -- 

? everybody agrees on the same thing; the river should be 

8 used and it should be preserved. 

w You got a 30 mile area. You want no 

Io access, you close off a section. You want hunting, you 

11 hunt in that section. You want birding, you bird in 

tt that section. 

t ~  Now I have hiked the river five times 

14 this year. The only ducks I have seen that were nested 

15 have been south of Highway 92. All the use is in the 

[6 Hereford Road or the Charleston Road area. 

I / You have had off-road use in the 

i~ Charleston Road area since long before I lived here. 

~9 Why not leave it there? That area is never going to 

~O grow back in our lifetime. 

21 It's been overgrazed, motorcycles use 

"~ ~,, it. The ground is packed so hard there's still no 

2,; grass g rowing in some areas. 

24 The thing is this area is 30 miles 

. :  , long. Everybody agrees on, you know, the principle 

t that it should be protected. I totally agree. The 

2 thing we should do is just compromise. 

3 I'm all for people hunting, I'm all 

4 for people birding. I used to be a member of the 

5 Audubon Society, I'm a member of other organizations, 

~ I bird. My family -- we go to the river as often as 

7 possible. We like the area. 

8 The thing that I see is hunters in 

9 general tend to be good for the most part~ but you have 

I0 a bad one. Birders are the same way. When I was a 

ii member of the Audubon Society in 1975, I seen birders 

12 do things like scare birds to death. I also seen off- 

15 roaders who could ride through an area and you would 

14 never know that there was a motorcycle through there. 

15 The thing is that you're going to 

i~ have bad in every group. The thing is you've got to 

17 compromise. Every group has got to have its little say 

18 otherwise nobody's going to be happy. 

19 

2 0  

21 

2 2  T-r-e-i-b-e-r . 

2 5  

Thank you. 

MR. ABBEY: 

MR. TREIBER: 

Thank you. 

My name is Tom Treiber, 

I represent the Douglas Rifle and 

24 Pistol Club, and I represent myself. 

25 I'm a hunter, my wife is a 
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] birdwatcher, and there's no conflict in our family. 

f She doesn't care if I go hunting, and I don't care if 

~ she goes bir4watching. 

, I don't think that any hunter in here 

!~ is going to take exception with anybody that wants to 

o go down to that river and watch b~rds, or photograph 

? them, or just walk along and enjoy it. However, I 

~ think the hunters might resent that many of them would 

,~ like to restrict us from using it. 

i~ You have to remember that in hunting 

~] there's probably 30 days, if that, out of the entire 

[, year that a hunter might be found down there. He might 

~L be there at other times, but he wouldn't be hunting. 

[4 I might g o  down there with my wife 

i ~, just to help her watch birds. I do that often. She 

I~ doesn't come out and help me hunt; I don't need any 

i/ help there. 

~ I don't think there's any reason to 

]~ restrict the area to hunting, I think -- heard people 

2( talking about being afraid of being shot, or the area 

~ ~ being too small. There's lots of areas that are 

'l smaller than this that are successfully hunted. 

~ There's many other areas in the state 

~ that can be used for hunting, These areas are also 

~, used for birdwatching, camping, hiking, and other 

l facilities. 

~ And hunters go all over the State of 

4 Arizona and hunt. And there's really not a lot of 

~ conflict between hunters, and birdwatchers, and people 

5 that just like to hike, and camp, and go out and use 

~ the wilderness. I don't think that there should be any 

7 large conflict, and I don't think that there is any 

~ imminent, immediate danger. 

~ Many people think that when you say 

~o hunting that the place is going to be immediately 

~i overrun with thousands of hunters. This is not going 

IV to be the case. 

I~ The hunting is going to be on a very 

14 limited basis because the Game and Fish Department is 

I~ going see this on a limited basis because there's only 

]o a certain amount of deer permits, a certain amount of 

[/ javelina permits, and there's only a certain amount of 

I~ people that will go down on to that river to hunt birds 

i~ of one sort or another. 

~0 You're not going to be overrun with 

21 thousands of hunters. And for somebody to make the 

~,~ claim that there is, they're mistaken. 

20 Now I agree with many of the people 

?4 that have stood up here tonight. I don't think we need 

75 four wheel drives driving up and down the river. I 

7 4  7 5  

USSPRNCA01154



1 don't advocate this. 

2 I'd much rather walk when I hunt. I 

3 don't want to see ATV's going up and down the river. I 

~ would rather walk. 

5 I don't think we need trails for 

~ bicycles. I don't think we need trails for anything. 

? I think that everybody in this room 

8 probably represents a large cross section of our 

9 country, and I think that like one gentleman said, 

~O there probably is some room for compromise. 

ii I don't think that any one group 

[2 should or really expects to get their way in this thing 

13 completely. I just hope it works out for everybody's 

14 benefit to some degree. 

Thank you. 

MR. ABBEY: This gentleman in the 

15 

~6 

17 blue shirt. 

18 

19 F-r-o-s-t. 

20 

MR. FROST: My name is Clinton Frost, 

And l'm here representing a group 

21 which is kind of unique, l'm bound not to say anything 

~2 about the hunters because they're the ones that feed 

23 me. I'm representing the Taxidermist and Guide people. 

24 Okay. We have -- I have listened this 

~5 evening to the controversy on both sides. I have one - 

~ - my mother and dad belong to the Audubon and 

~ everything. 

~ I am pro-hunting. My dad has hunted 

~ all his life. I have hunted all my life and intend to 

% hunt the rest of my life, and also do the taxidermy and 

o guide because that's the way I make my living. 

? But we're -- I would like to bring 

~ out the fact that we would like to look at hunting as 

'~ tool. If we look at the Kaibab area and the history of 

~ the Kaibab, we went up as man has done so many times 

[I before and intruded on the environment. 

~ He went into the Kaibab area and he 

~5 took the mountain, he took the varmint, the predation. 

~ There was no predation left. 

I~ Okay. Along came the development of 

I~ the Arizona Game and Fish. Okay. Now we have the 

I/ Arizona Game and Fish that has been given the 

~ responsibility to see to it that the restoration of 

I~ wildlife, and that the wildlife is to be taken care of, 

2~ And they have given me an assignment 

2~ so that all of us can enjoy a walk out into the woods 

~ and watch deer, and watch elk. 

~,~ What they asked them to do is they 

74 asked them to do this without the aid of any tools 

~ because we have taken the predation. Now there is 
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j nothing for Mother Nature to control her own source. 

~ So the only thing that the Game and 

3 Fish was left with was to use the intruder to help 

4 correct this. 

5 What I'm asking -- or what l'm saying 

~ in voicing my opinion is that hunting has become one of 

7 the most vital tools that we have due to our own fault, 

S that we may use to control. 

~ In other words, we have become the 

I0 predators. Otherwise what we end up with is we end up 

ii with a vastly deteriorating herd of mule deer, which 

12 bring us to the San Pedro area. 

i~ The San Pedro area has not only been 

[4 closed off by the BLM for the purpose of controlling 

15 it, but it was closed off by private owners and private 

~6 enterprise long before this, leaving management out of 

i/ it also. 

l~ And I commendate [sic] the BLM for 

I~ all their efforts and everything. 

Eo But the controversy between the 

21 hunting, remember that I feel that it is a tool, not 

~2 necessarily that everybody is going to go in there and 

23 arm themselves and annihilate everything. 

~4 That is definitely going to be 

25 controlled. The taxidermist is controlled. The hunter 

1 is controlled. The birdwatchers are controlled. 

~ But I am in agreement with the BLM in 

3 the aspect that off-road vehicles down the river -- my 

4 opinion of an off-road vehicle is where the road ends, 

5 is where that vehicle should stop. And if we apply 

6 [sic] to that in relation to the San Pedro River, we 

7 have limited access. And I agree with that totally. 

8 The other thing is part of my work as 

~ a taxidermist is restoration, and utilization, and 

i0 education. And it applies to the birdwatching along 

Ii with the hunter. 

12 I'm not only interested in the 

13 hunter, but I have lots and lots of birdwatchers come 

14 to me and ask me, Oh, I had a hummingbird fly through 

15 my window -- my kitchen window because my feeder's 

16 setting in front of my kitchen window. Can you mount 

17 it? 

18 No, I can't. The restoration of this 

19 has to be totally for educational purposes. 

20 And I can -- so what I'm showing is 

21 the control that is put forth on the taxidermist and 

22 control that's put forth on the guides. 

23 We are now in the process of starting 

24 an Arizona Guide's Association. It's originating out 

95 of Globe, Arizona, under Mr. and Mrs. Ellison 
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, (phonetic). 

~ MR. ABBEY: 

~ minute. 

~ M R .  F R O S T :  

~ they're out of Globe, Arizona. 

Clint, you have one more 

Mr. and Mrs, Ellison. 

I have a letter. I 

~ can -- [ can give you a letter. I'll mail you a letter 

that has -- 

~ MR, ABBEY: Appreciate it. 

~ MR. FROST: I will give you the 

~) letter that has that information on it. 

~I Okay. And other than the fact that I 

I~[ believe that we can all share what Mother Nature has to 

I, offer. And man is his own worst enemy. 

~,~ Something that has came [sic] up is 

]b hunters shooting other people. We have a unique 

~ situation on Mount Graham that the blueberry becomes 

I i ripe around, I think it's Memorial Day. 

~ And we -- up at Mount Graham we have 

~ all kinds of motor homes and everything else, and 

~'0 people right outside the campgrounds picking 

~/~ blueberries, and canning them in their motorhomes. And 

:¢~ at the same time, all around them, the bear hunting is 

~,~ in process. 

V~ So this is something to keep in mind, 

'~ I am a hunter education instructor. 
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[ And that is all I have. 

~ to share the San Pedro system with you. 

b 

o A-v-e-r-y. 

/ 

~ tonight. 

'~ EIS. 

]o 

~ tonight. 

And I'd like 

MR. ABBEY: 

MR. FROST: 

MR. AVERY: 

Thank you. 

Thank you. 

My name is Ben Avery, 

I didn)t intend to say ~nything here 

I would like to make a few comments on this 

I agree with one of the speakers here 

I don't -- I don't think it emphasizes 

]C restoration enough. I think we should put more 

~L emphasis on restoration of this area to its original~ 

]4 natural state as much as possible. 

[% And one of the things I would like to 

S~-711~J~l,~[! bestthatC°meSee therofjbaCobour.ke aSisweabithatS°°nshoulitWeaSyld ' use intr°ducethe natural y°ung beC°raVtetse°trsnW°°dSorationt° helpandtowiWithetlhl°Ws 

w~ I think that we also should provide 

c] for an automatic review about every ten 

~'~ years -- ten or fifteen years at least. 

~. We have made a prett~ good inventory 

~ of this area. And I think if we can review and take 

~,~ .......... every ten years, it would provide the best 
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I direction of management that we can ~et here. And I 

2 think this -- I would like to see this written into the 

5 management plan that we use. 

4 Those are about the only comments 

5 that I have. I want to really compliment the people 

~ who drew this up for the emphasis that's being put on 

7 public education. 

8 I think as far as the location of the 

9 campgrounds, I think the best site available has been 

i0 picked for these places. And certainly we want to 

iI use -- have public use of the area. It should be for 

12 their enjoyment, but not for their damage. 

i~ As far as huntin~ and anti-hunting 

14 argument~ I don't think that's really relevant. We 

15 have an area just outside of Phoenix called the Green 

16 Belt which is very similar to this. It's about 30 

17 miles long. It's a riparian area along the Gila and 

18 Salt rivers, and it's open to unlimited hunting except 

19 in season. There's no restrictions on hunting. 

20 And we have several areas there that 

21 are -- we have tremendous concentrations of hunters; 

22 the Robin's Butte (phonetic) area, the Arlington area 

2~ both get tremendous numbers of hunters. And this has 

24 been going on for 20 years now and we've never had 

25 anybody hurt. And it has been a good management tool. 

l (~ 

[ [ E-v-a-n-s. 

I~ 

I I don't think the Game and Fish 

2 Department is going to allow any damage to wildlife 

~ from hunting~ and hunting is a good management tool. 

4 And I foresee the time would be when we would need 

b some type of management like that. 

o I -- I think the EIS generally is 

2 very well done, and I think it was a good job. 

Thank you. 

MR, ABBEY: Thank you. 

MR. EVANS: My name is Bill Evans, 

My proposal is specific in nature. 

IL My wife and I own an original stock Concord stagecoach 

~ which we purchased two years ago in Idaho. And we are 

[b proposing to run an original stagecoach along the 

14 Charleston Road route that ran from Tombstone down to 

~/ Bisbee. 

lb I have sent my proposal about three 

i'~ months ago to BLM, and Mr. Brady indicated that it 

?u would not be bad for me to come out here -- it would be 

,~I a good idea for me to come out here and at least 

"'.~ mention it. 

2~ What we want to do is have access 

24 with our horse drawn stagecoach from the Tombstone 

75 providing an authentic tour with authentically clothed 
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1 personnel to give an historic tour down to the San 

w Pedro River area, specifically down to where the 

~ Clanton Ranch ruins are, which is out near Lewis 

4 Sprin~s. 

5 And we are hoping that whatever 

~ plan's adopted by BLM and whatever public pressure is 

? brought to open or close that area, we are hoping that 

8 we can be allowed some access to that area to give 

~ people who may come from out of state to tour Arizona 

I0 and see what all they have to offer, to get on an 

II original stagecoach as it would have been a hundred 

L2 years ago, ride from Tombstone about an hour and a half 

15 down to the Lewis Springs area, get off the coach and 

14 see some of the things that are there. 

15 My wife and I are both Audubon 

[~ Society members. But I am also a hunter. And by the 

I? way I work at Sierra Vista Jewelry and Guns, and they 

18 just had a sale last week and there's still some stuff 

19 left to buy. 

20 So in any event, we would like to 

21 show people that come in all the things that the San 

22 Pedro River has to offer; the flora, the fauna~ the 

23 historical things that are there. And we would not 

~4 want those things closed off. 

~5 The only things that we would ask is 

1 that the hunters not try to rob our stagecoach. So 

2 that' s all I have. 

~ Thank you. 

4 MR. BAHTI : My name is Curt Bahti, 

5 B-a-h-t-i. 

6 I'm a wildlife manager from the 

7 Arizona Game and Fish Department, and I have units 34 A 

8 and B. 34B is one of the units that borders the San 

9 Pedro River north of Highway 82, and down the west 

lO side. 

11 

12 the plan. 

I~ good plan. 

14 

I'd like to make a couple comments on 

I think that the preferred alternative is a 

I strongly support no RV's. 

I'd like to speak directly to this 

15 multiple use. Multiple use is used on all Federal 

16 lands right now, and it seems to be working real well. 

17 With their preferred plan, the river 

18 is closed to hunting for five months out of the year 

19 for the people that want to find their serenity or are 

20 worried about hunters the other time of the year. 

21 Hunters aren't out there usually 

22 seven days a week from the opening of a -- I believe 

2Z the plan is from September 1 through March 31st. That 

24 doesn't mean that hunters are going to be there all the 

25 time. 
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j Something I -- I noticed a lot of 

u people are worried about is they think there's a really 

.% high density of hunters out there. Well, I've had the 

4 other side of the river too, and between what I have 

5 now, I probably had pretty close to two thirds of 

~ what's in the area at this time. And I have never seen 

7 a high density of hunters in there. 

~ In fact, sometimes it's downright 

9 difficult to find a hunter, even in the middle of deer 

[0 season, or in the middle of quail season, dove, or 

I~ anything like that. 

12 So don't expect -- don't worry that 

16 you're going to go out there and find this large 

[4 concentration of hunters. 

I~ Also it sounds like people think that 

~ this area is going to be a specific little unit set off 

i / by itself. Well, this is -- this is part of a much, 

[~ much larger area, I mean, to the tune of a couple 

~ thousand square miles. So it's not an area where the 

~0 hunters are going to be, you know, have to be 

~J restricted, and they got to stay within this area. 

"~. They can go anywhere -- anywhere they want in the area. 

~ Some people are worried about 

~ accidents. Right now there is a quarter mile law. You 

~ can't hunt within a quarter mile of an occupied 

! building without permission of the owner, or an 

~ established campground. So that would keep them a 

J quarter mile away right there. And in some cases, that 

4 would be outside of the area already. 

5 Contrary to some -- some belief also, 

6 we are loosing hunting areas in Arizona. Another 

7 point, I think it was -- it was kind of brought up by a 

8 person and it's interesting, they said hunters can 

9 always go someplace else. Well, anybody can always go 

IO someplace else. 

II And in my job I find some beautiful, 

Ix serene places even in the middle of hunting season, and 

[~ all over Arizona. 

14 A comment that I would like to make, 

[b some people think that having just shotgun only -- in 

I~ my district right now I have an area called the Santa 

i7 Rita experimental range, and it was closed to hunting 

18 with anything other than a shotgun from the beginning 

I~ of dove season to the end of quail season. It's open 

~u now. You can hunt with anything you want to. We 

~! haven't had an increase, you know, we haven't had an 

? 2  i n j u r y  o v e r  t h e r e .  

~ Speaking from my own personal 

24 knowledge and over nine years with the Arizona Game and 

25 Fish Department, we have a lot more accidents during 
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4 

5 

7 

8 me. 

9 

i shotgun hunts than we do with firearms hunts. We have 

2 a very, very few firearms accidents in the State of 

3 Arizona which is a reason to applaud our hunters. 

Thank you. 

MR. ABBEY: Thank you. 

VOICE: Can I ask a question? 

MR. ABBEY: You can ask a question of 

VOICE: Yes. I would like to ask a 

lO couple of technical questions. The speaker may be able 

II to answer them for me. 

12 Number one, what is the average range 

13 of a rifle bullet, and what is the average range of the 

~ 14 sound of a gun going off in a riparian area? 

i5 MR. ABBEY: Okay. First of all, are 

16 you -- are you going to stay around after -- for a 

17 little bit after the meeting? 

18 VOICE: Yes. 

19 MR. ABBEY: I'd like for you to ask 

20 him that question after the meeting please. 

21 VOICE: Okay. 

2~ MS. YORK: My name is Blythe York, 

23 B-l-y-t-h-e Y-o-r-k. 

24 As many have mentioned before me, I 

2% also wasn't planning on coming up here and speaking 

I this evening. 

~ VOICE: We can't hear you. 

3 VOICE: Can't hear you. 

4 MS. YORK: Okay. I'm sorry. As many 

~ people before me have mentioned, they haven't -- they 

~ weren't planning on coming up here an speaking this 

] evening. But as you can see I have changed my mind. 

~ And I know this an unpopular view of 

9 the hunters, but as for what -- as -- excuse me, I'm 

[~ nervous. 

II As one of the first gentlemen said, 

12 we need to speak for the voiceless, and these voices 

~L are the animals' and their rights. 

1 4  We have mentioned the peoples' 

i~ rights, and I'm all for peoples' rights. But our 

16 rights should not infringe on the animals' rights. 

t 7  And a fund&mental right is the right 

I~ to life. Every creature values life just as much as we 

t ~  value ours. Therefore I don't think hunting should be 

?0 allowed in the San Pedro area. 

2 [  I keep hearing the word harvest when 

~2 the hunters are talking about harvesting -- I mean 

"',~, hunting on the area. And to me this term is like 

74 comparing the animals to crops like corn and wheat. 

2 b  And I don't feel that -- that this is 
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i what it is to me. To me it's a slaughter. And it's 

~ not -- slaughter is not out of concern for the 

~ creatures. 

And they -- it -- the term harvest 

~ implies that the hunters think of animals as they were 

~ objects of interest and only so far as they serve human 

/ purposes. 

And I thought that we wanted to 
S 

~ preserve the wildlife in the San Pedro area. But how 

~0 can -- we aren't preserving. 

In addition, the genetic quality -- 
]J 

~2 well, to me it would seem that the genetic quality of 

~ the animals would be weakened by allowing the hunting 

[~ because the hunting -- the hunters are picking and 

J5 choosing who will live and die, and who survives -- 

[~ well, who live and die instead of letting nature do her 

~ thing by allowing the strongest and the best adapted to 

[~ survive. 

And also in response, I keep hearing 
~ 

20 all of these comparisons between hunters, and the 

?~ photographers, and birdwatchers. And to me there's a 

?? major difference between binoculars, cameras, and guns, 

~..~, because guns kill. 

And also we aren't keeping the 
74 

?~ hunters out, we ~re just not allowing the guns with 

[ them. I don't think -- I don't think it would kill 

2 them to leave it at home, but it will kill the animals 

~ if they bring them. 

4 And I'd like to re-quote, I think his 

5 name was Mike Gregory, and he said that this land is 

~ for the natural resources not human resources that 

7 we're studying the plan for. 

8 MR. ABBEY: May I have a show of 

9 hands of anybody that wishes to speak again? 

i0 Okay. Because of the numbers, we're 

ii going to take a five minute break and give our court 

12 reporter a little -- a little breather. 

So we'll reconvene at 9:35. 13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

(Whereupon, a break was taken from 

9:22 p.m. to 9:36 p.m. ) 

MR. ABBEY: Ladies and gentlemen, 

19 would you please take your seats so we can go ahead and 

20 reconvene with the hearing? 

21 Anybody still willing to -- or 

22 wishing to speak, I would like for you to raise your 

23 hands and we'll go ahead and jot your names down so we 

24 can kind of get this thing organized again. 

25 We'll have a BLM representative going 
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[ around and writing your names down. That's the 

~ gentleman in the middle. So when you see him pass your 

o isle, raise you hand and he'll sign you up. 

In the mean time, I have Douglas 
4 

5 Pressel. Douglas, please spell your name, your last 

o name when you come up. 

MR. PRESSEL: My last name is spelled 
7 

~ P as in pop-up -r-e-s-s-e-l. 

~ VOICE: Speak into the microphone. 

MR. PRESSEL: Speak into the 
~0 

II microphone. Okay. 

I am a hunter. I am an appreciator 
12 

I~ of animals, both dead and alive. I appreciate them 

14 most when they're alive. I believe in something called 

i~ the food chain. And when animals are in the food chain 

~ they got to die just like plants do for vegetarians. 

17 What concerns me about the San Pedro 

i8 conservation area is a matter of intent and purpose. 

19 To me the intent of preserving this watercourse in th e 

~0 desert is to conserve. And I don't think we're going 

2~ to do a good job of conserving if we allow hunting down 

~ there. 

I know that I can hunt just about 80 
2~ 

~4 percent of the land area in Arizona. I could be 

~u wrong -- off by a plus or minus five percent. I can 

~ hunt 80 percent of Arizona. I don't need to hunt the 

2 San Pedro conservation area. 

3 And frankly, I like the idea of 

4 having a place close to my home -- I live in Bisbee -- 

5 having a place close to my home where I can go end not 

~ be concerned about being shot. 

7 I told you I'm a hunter. I've been 

8 around guns ever since -- I have had a gun, a personal 

~ gun, ever since I was ii years old. I consider myself 

lu extremely safe with weapons. I'm teaching my nine year 

I~ old boy to be safe with weapons. And I know how 

12 dangerous they are. 

~o I have almost shot myself twice, once 

~4 almost fatally, and I'm extremely careful with weapons. 

Lo I know hunters who have shot and 

1o killed close friends while hunting, And they 

17 considered themselves safe. I know hunters who have 

IS shot and killed complete strangers, and they considered 

19 themselves safe. 

20 Weapons are dangerous tools. And I 

~i do not believe the public interest is going to be 

22 served by taking one more wildlife area and turning it 

2Z over to hunting. 

2~ We've got most -- it's a matter of 

~b balance. And I think the balance is going to be -- is 
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1 strongly in favor in Arizona -- strongly in favor of 

2 the hunter. I like that. But I think balance in the 

3 public interest says that this is an area that we can 

4 hold out from hunting. And I as a hunter am very happy 

5 with that. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

i0 B-r-a-h-m. 

II 

Thank you. 

MR. ABBEY: 

Bob Brahm? 

MR. BROWN: 

T h a n k  y o u .  

My name is Bob Brahm, 

I live in Benson. I think the key 

12 word here is preservation. I would like to see this 

i~ land preserved for future generations; my children, my 

14 grandchildren, and on, and on. 

15 And let's hope in their wisdom the 

16 Bureau of Land Management can do it. 

17 Thank you, very much. 

18 MR. ABBEY: Thank you, Bob. 

19 Frank Leslie? 

~0 MR. LESLIE: Leslie, L-e-s-l-i-e. 

~I Most of what I have heard tonight has 

22 been hunter/anti-hunter. In general, all the hunters 

23 have -- want to allow other uses; birdwatching, et 

24 cetera, et cetera. 

25 On the other side, the anti-hunters 

£ have made a big thing out of safety. Believe me, 

2 ladies and gentlemen, you have run a greater risk out 

~ here on the highway coming tonight than you ever will 

4 out in the field. 

b I can recall over 40 some years of 

~ hunting, two times when I have had firearms discharged 

7 in my direction. I can't remember how many times I've 

~ had close calls in a motor vehicle. 

~ Another gentleman had talked about 

i0 special interest groups as -- as if the hunters were 

£~ the only special interest group. But everyone here has 

12 a special interest or they wouldn't be here. 

[Z The -- ~s far as closing the whole 

14 area off, there is a possibility or could be a 

[~ possibility, of absolutely blocking the whole area off. 

I~ And I know some people might really like that being 

l ] there would be no human impact. 

I~ But how about the mine tailings up 

I~ stream coming in from Cananea, the run-off. There 

~o is -- there is no way that we can get away from human 

Cl impact at this stage. You can build a fence around it, 

22 but it's going to be there. There is -- there is no 

~L way out. 

~ I -- my own opinion, I believe that 

~% the San Pedro area should be open for multiple use. I 
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i see absolutely nothing wrong; hunting will be 

~ regulated, the birdwatching -- the number of the people 

& that are anti-hunting have proposed campgrounds. 

4 The Arizona Game and Fish Department 

5 already has regulations out on that about camping 

o within a quarter mile of available water. So 

7 they're -- anything is going to be a certain amount of 

8 impact. 

~ The hunting will not really degrade 

i0 the animal population. A lot of people treat animals 

11 like humans -- ascribe human characteristics. I heard 

12 of a study where fifth and sixth graders, I think 40 

13 percent thought that animals get lonely in the wild. 

~ Lonely for what; human companionship? They're out of 

Ib touch with reality, Animals are not humans. 

~ Another individual said that hunting 

17 will cause a genetic inferiority. To me, survival of 

[~ the fittest proves the genetic superiority. I think 

~9 we'll help that out. 

20 Hunting is a harvestable crop. 

21 Someone had mentioned that they can't put deer or 

~,',~ javelins in the same category as wheat or oats. But 

~& aren't cattle and pigs animals? 

~4 So I see no real inconsistency here. 

2~ I see no great harm. As a matter of fact I see a 

1 positive aspect by allowing hunting on the San Pedro 

2 area. 

Z 

4 

5 

6 

7 G-r-e-e-n-b-e-r-g . 

8 

Thank y o u ,  

MR. ABBEY: Thank you, Frank. 

David Greenberg? 

MR. GREENBERG: It's David Greenberg, 

I also represent a special interest 

9 group. I'm an American. And I feel that when I came 

I0 to Arizona 13 years ago, Cochise County specifically, I 

ii learned of rights and freedoms that I never knew I had 

12 in other pa~ts of the country. And I really appreciate 

l~ them, 

14 And I would hate to have 

15 birdwatchers, or hunters, or any -- anyone telling me I 

i@ couldn't do what I wanted to do as long as it was in 

17 the bounds of legal requirements and fair to everyone 

18 involved. 

19 And I think that's the whole thing is 

20 everyone has to be fair to everyone else. There are 

21 people talking compromise. Well, that's true, There's 

22 plenty of room down there for everybody to do their 

25 thing. 

2~ And I think the BLM -- the preferred 

25 plans looks good to me. I'd hate to see roads all 
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i 

~O M-i-l-l-i-c-a-n. 

~ 

] through there. Some limited access or emergenc~ roads 

~ would be fine with me. 

~ But for the most part, I think 

4 there's enough room for everyone to en~oy themselves. 

5 That's what I came here for. 

Thank you. 

MR. ABBEY: Thank you. 

John Millican? 

MR. MILLICAN: John Millican, 

I'm Wildlife Manager for the Arizona 

[: Game and Fish Department. I have unit 35A which 

l~ encompasses the river in the bounds of south of 

~4 Fairbank down to the Mexican border on the west side of 

ib the river. 

i~ First I'd like to clarify something 

~ / one of the speakers said. The Game and Fish Department 

[~ has not proposed building dams or stocking fish. This 

i~ is not state land. This is BLM land. And we do 

?~ whatever -- we have a comment input into what the BLM 

~'] does, but we don't go in and do programs unless we are 

2~ asked. 

2~ Second, the Game and Fish polic~ as 

<~4 stated in the draft is to allow huntin~ for all legal 

2t~ wildlife species during prescribed dates, usin~ all 

[ legal firearms. And it will be closed from April 1st 

2 through August 31st. We will stop any target 

Z practicing or carrying of firearms in that area at that 

4 time. 

5 Hiking, birdwatching, and hunting all 

6 have an impact on our environment. These impacts can 

7 be positive or negative depending on the degree of 

~ management involved. 

Q Loss of habitat is the key to losing 

~0 wildlife species. This loss of habitat comes in many 

II forms; development of houses~ roads, trails, campsites, 

IC off-road vehicle travel, locked gates which deprive all 

IZ citizens from enjoying public lands and is a very large 

]4 and grdwing problem in southeastern Arizona. 

[5 True, some of these impacts are 

J~ greater than others, but it all -- it is all a from of 

[7 habitat destruction, and therefore, impacts all 

]~ wildlife species. 

19 The San Pedro Management area 

20 encompasses three management units. It encompasses 

:~ unit 34B, 30B, and 35A, all of which have limits 

22 imposed on the types and dates of hunting by state law. 

~ The San Pedro Management area is a 

~4 relatively small, narrow area compared to the 

~3 surrounding areas -- the three encompassing units. 
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~ Hunting goes on in those units and will continue to go 

2 on in those units up to the boundary of the San Pedro 

S Management unit. There has never been a problem in the 

4 past with any of the residences in those areas. 

5 I grew up in Bisbee. There was -- 

6 before the BLM owned it or before it was closed to any 

7 problem than on public -- or private lands, excuse me. 

8 At that time there was no problems. 

9 All the hunting pressure, if there was any hunting 

I0 pressure, would be on the uplands, far removed from the 

Ii San Pedro River. And that was mainly because not 

12 everybody in their right mind likes to wade through 

13 Whitethorn and Catclaw. 

14 Generally more restrictions cause 

15 more confusion, and therefore, only complicate the 

16 multiple use question. 

17 Therefore, as I see it, the issue is 

18 not, to allow hunting or not to allow hunting just as 

19 it is not, to allow birdwatching or not to allow 

20 birdwatching. The issue is that this is public land 

21 and therefor, the multiple use is the norm, which will 

22 not limit any one fraternity. 

23 As mentioned before, U.S. Citizens 

24 have rights. If these rights are legal as prescribed 

25 by sound management practices, then all citizens should 

~ to you? 

! 

S p l e a s e ?  

,? 

10 

[ have a right to pursue the activity of their choice. 

Thank you. 

MR. ABBEY: Thank you. 

Grady Cook? Grady Cook? 

MR. HAYDEN: Can I address a question 

MR. ABBEY: Could you state your name 

MR. HAYDEN: Ken Hayden, H-a-y-d-e-n. 

The gentleman that just spoke seems 

II to speak with authority as to what applies to public 

I~: lands; i.e. multiple use, and therefore, it is more or 

] ~ less a -- a set procedure. 

]4 My question is, is that a fact in -- 

~b or are we more or less wasting a lot of time and in the 

lo end this -- this public procedure will prevail, and it 

i? will in fact be multiple use with hunting? 

I~ MR. ABBEY: l'm really not sure that 

['~ I understand what you're -- what you're asking. 

wu Multiple use comes in many forms. 

2[ MR. HAYDEN: What I'm saying is, the 

".~ gentleman that just spoke seemed to speak with a degree 

~Z of authority, stating that public lands -- that its 

24 citizens have a right to multiply use those public 

~ lands. And I inferred -- he seemed to infer that that 
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~ included hunting. 

i~ And my question to you is, are we -- 

5 are we somewhat wasting our time debating or making 

~ these statements, and in the end you're going to 

b conclude that there will be hunting as well as these 

~ other -- these other things? 

? MR. ABBEY: Sir, I wouldn't be 

e sitting here right now if I thought that this was a 

~: waste of time. 

[0 

II 

12 

I~ time. 

i4 

15 time either. 

Io 

MR. HAYDEN : 

MR. ABBEY: 

MR. HAYDEN : 

I didn't say that. 

I know that. 

I didn't say wasting 

MR. ABBEY: I know. But -- or your 

We can adopt any of these 

17 alternatives that are presented in a plan. 

i~ MR. HAYDEN: But is it a foregone 

14 requirement that you will include hunting? 

20 

2] 

")'~.. wanted to know. 

23 

24 name. 

25 

MR. ABBEY: No, it's not. 

MR. HAYDEN; Okay. That's what I 

MR. ABBEY: Please spell your last 

MR. COOK: My name is Grady Cook, 

1C-o-o-k. 

2 I am a hunter and I am in favor of 

S limited hunting on the San Pedro River area. 

4 There are wide areas along the river 

5 in several places, well away from residences, and 

6 roads, hikers, picnickers~ where hunting can be carried 

7 on safely. I don't feel that there's any kind of a 

8 threat to the public for limited hunting in certain 

9 areas. 

i0 One spot in particular is south of 

ii Highway 90 and just west of the San Pedro, east of 

12 Mosin (phonetic) Road. This area is not in the 

15 riparian zone. It's quite ugly as a matter of fact. 

14 It's all Catclaw, Whitethorn, and cactus which some of 

15 us like. 

16 But I don't really see where a lot of 

17 birdwatchers would go in there when they can be down 

18 along the river in a big tree where I assume most of 

19 the birds that you would be looking for live. 

20 This area is full of wildlife. I 

21 have seen mule deer, javelina, quail, and doves in the 

22 area. I don't feel it would be a threat for hunting in 

23 this area. 

24 I do think that hunting should be 

25 restricted from high density usage areas such as the 
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[ highway crossings, and firearms should be restricted 

z from those areas for safety matters. 

~ But in these other areas where -- I 

~ have hiked them many, many times and have never seen 

b another person there at all for miles around. I don't 

~ feel that that would be a threat. 

~ I -- in this area I have been in I 

~ have witnessed severe damage by erosion. And most of 

w it's caused by grazing. There are washes in some 

[!> places that are a foot wide and six feet deep, and I'm 

l~ not exaggerating at all. 

Iz It's not a place I would want to be 

Io at night. But this is due to cattle grazing, cattle 

|~ trails. You can go out and find a cattle trail 

Ib somewhere where the water is washing through it, and it 

|~ will just drop five or six feet all of a sudden. 

j / For this reason I do not feel that 

|~ grazing, or off-road vehicles for that matter, should 

lw be allowed in that area, and also horse trails. 

?~) Because I don't see much of a difference between 

~i somebody riding a horse through there on a trail every 

z~ day -- many people riding them ~- and having cattle 

.L running the same trail every day. 

~ It's going to eventually erode out, 

?5 and this needs to have a stop put to it. 

1 My main concern~ and I've only heard 

~ I think two other persons also expressing concerns with 

~ archaeological resources along the San Pedro. 

4 I -- it's the most concentrated area 

5 in the county as far as archaeological sites go. There 

~ are sites there dating back ten and twelve thousand 

7 years of Clovis sites that are not found in very many 

8 other parts of the world. The si&es are not understood 

9 very well, and all the information that can be g~ined 

I0 from them will help us to understand our past a little 

~£ bit better. 

12 After that we had Indians in the area 

~ for hundreds and hundreds of thousands of years. For 

14 over twelve thousand years we have had varied 

15 occupation by different cultures in the area. And 

Is there are hundreds of sites up and down the San Pedro. 

11 Not many of them are documented. 

18 The well known sites; @uibarri 

Iv (phonetic), Gaybanipitea, Charleston Springs~ Murray 

20 Springs, Lewis Springs, Hereford area, the Lehner Site. 

21 All of these are well known~ and I feel that they 

~2 should be protected, have interpretive signs and 

~3 displays put up around the sites for people to enjoy so 

24 we can -- the public can get some interest out of them. 

25 There are other sites, hundreds of 
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1 them. They're just small campsites and what have you 

2 that can be damaged by people going in and digging on 

N them to remove the artifacts. And I think the area 

4 should be patrolled heavily to prevent this kind of 

5 destruction. 

6 Everyone's concerned so much about 

7 the plants and animals. I think they're forgetting 

8 about some of the other things that are on the river 

9 such as the archaeological resources. 

I0 Thank you. 

ii MR. ABBEY: Again, that's all the 

12 names on my list. Is there anybody who would like to 

13 speak that hasn't? 

14 Well, R a y ~  we not only had a lot of 

15 people here tonight, we had a lot of good comments. So 

i~ I certainly don~t envy you and the -- the members of 

17 your staff with the task that you're faced with. 

IS There being no other people wishing 

19 to testify, I hereby close this hearing. 

20 Oh, excuse me. 

~i MR. PRESSEL: I want to follow up 

22 that question that the gentleman was asking. 

25 My name is Doug Pressel. 

24 I ~ust wanted to ask a question. The 

~5 gentleman asked a question along the lines of, are we 

t wasting o u r  time and e n e r g y  discussing the hunting 

~' issue. 

,5 

~ my question: 

b proposals? 

? 

~ hunting? 

'~ MR. BRADY: 

~o MR. ABBEY: 

1~ MR.  P R E S S E L  : 

12  t h a t  d o e s n ' t  h a v e  h u n t i n g ?  

~.5 

] ~  p r e s e r v a t i o n .  

t b  

I v  

~7 MR. A B B E Y :  

1~ MR. PRESSEL : 

I~ MR. ABBEY: 

~ MR, PRESSEL: 

21 MR, BRAHM : 

~Y s i r .  R e g a r d i n g  t h e  t w o  - -  

: ~  MR.  ABBEY: 

2~ MR.  B R A H M  : 

~,,~ 

It's my understanding that -- this is 

Is hunting in each of the four of the 

MR. BRADY: No. 

MR. PRESSEL: Which proposal excludes 

The no action. 

The no action proposal. 

That's the only one 

MR. BRADY: And also the 

MR. ABBEY: Yes, the preservation. 

MR. PRESSEL: And preservation? 

Y e s .  O k a y ?  

O k a y .  

T h a n k  y o u .  

T h a n k  y o u .  

One more question please, 

Your name? 

My na~e is Brahm. 

Regarding the two gentlemen from Game 
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I and Fish -- it wasn't mentioned -- were those personal 

2 comments, or was that -- should we construe that as the 

Z position of the Game and Fish Department on that 

4 situation? 

5 MR. ABBEY: Again, I -- I don't -- 

o well -- 

? MR. BRAHM: Was that the official 

S stand of the Arizona Game and Fish? 

~ MR. ABBEY: The official stand for 

tO the Arizona Game and Fish will be in written comments, 

11 and they will be presented to the District Staff. 

12 MR. BRAHM: Because it came across as 

13 being their official stand. 

14 MR, ABBEY: Yeah. Thei~ official 

lu comments will be written and submitted to the District 

~ staff. 

~7 MR. BRAHM: Thank you. 

~ MR. DREYFUSS: My name is Joe 

~9 Dreyfuss. 

~0 Could you please clarify something 

?] for me? 

?~ MR. ABBEY: Sure. 

~ MR. DREYFUSS: When you refer in -- 

~4 in the statement, returning the land to its natural 

25 state; are we talking 1595 A.D? 

9 

i0 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

i~ 

17 

iS 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

~ MR. ABBEY: Joseph, we can answer 

2 that question at the end of this hearing -- after this 

3 hearing is concluded~ okay? 

4 MR. DREYFUSS: All right. 

5 MR. ABBEY: There being no other 

~ people wishing to testify, I hereby close this hearing, 

7 Anyone wishing to ask questions of the BLM staff, feel 

8 free to do so. 

Thank you for coming. 

(Whereupon, this hearing concluded at 

IO:OS p.m.) 
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C E R T I F I C A T E  

I, do hereby certify that as Court Reporter in the 

County of Pima, State of Arizona, I was present at the 

hearin~ of the fore~oin~ entitled case; that while 

there, I took down in shorthand, all the oral testimony 

adduced and/or proceedings had; that I have transcribed 

such shorthand into typewriting; and that the foregoin~ 

typewritten matter contains a full, true, and correct 

transcript of my shorthand notes as taken by me 

aforesaid. 

WILLIAM D. HOLE, 
COURT REPORTER 

gSE OF THE S C E N I C  SAN PEDRO RIVER AREA 

PROBLEMS WE HAVE O~SERVED IN THE PAST: 

1. ~ i t t e r  and D e b r i s °  The San Pedro River is  such a b e a u t i f u l  
p l a c e ,  r e g a r d l e s s  oF whether  i t  i s  Summer, Autumn or even 
Winter.  Dur ing  s e v e r a l  photo t r i p s  to the area, I ' d  get read~ 
t o  focus in  w i t h  my M i n o l t a  on a p leas ing scene, onl~ to  have 
to  f i n d  ano the r  v i e w  because o f  a l l  the t rash!  People have 
dumped m a t t r e s s e s ,  box  s p r i n g s ,  car par ts ,  o ld  s igns,  rags, 
n o n f u n c t i o n a l  a p p l i a n c e s ,  mountains oF beer cans and ever~ k ind  
o f  l i t t e r  i m a g i n a b l e ,  r u i n i n g  the landscape. In t ime, the once 
"Scenic San Pedro"  became "E~esore R i ve r . "  What a waste oF 
waste, the ne rds  s p r e a d  i t  a l l  over the landscape l i k e ' p e a n u t  
b u t t e r ,  i n s t e a d  o f  h a u l i n g  i t  to a l a n d f i l l .  How dumb! 

Guns~ L~ud Noise~ and Broken Glass. Target p r a c t i c i n g  i s  a 
ver~ en joyab le  a c t i v i t y  t h a t  can l a s t  For hours, or as long as 
the ammo l a s t s .  However ,  t a r g e t  p r a c t i c i n g  where there  are 
la rge  numbers o f  p e o p l e  w a l k i n g ,  r i d i n g  and moving about over 
the t e r r a i n ,  and p o p p i n g  up from out oF nowhere, makes such an 
a c t i v i t ~  dangerous.  I know there  has been concern about over 
popu la t i on ,  b u t . . .  The San Pedro River area i s  no place f o r  
guns~ 

The loud n o i s e  t h e  guns make f r i g h t e n  of~ the w i l d l i f e  
man~ l o c a l s ,  m y s e l f  i n c l u d e d ,  l i k e  to photograph and watch. 
Soon, a l l  the b i r d  w a t c h e r s  who l i v e  in S ie r ra  V i s ta  ~ i l l  no 
b i r d s  to  watch a t  t h e  r i v e r .  I 'm sure t h i s  does not bless 
them. 

The t h i r d  p r o b l e m  w i t h  the guns i s  tha t  most o f  the 
t a rge t s  have u s u a l l ~  been g lass  b o t t l e s  on one oF the banks or 
sand bars,  where p e o p l e  l i k e  to  wade bare foo t .  Since walk ing 
ba re foo t  in the  c o o l  sand Feels so good, man~ people 
p a r t i c i p a t e  in  t h i s  p l e a s u r a b l e  pastime, onl~ to have i t  r u i ned  
bB an expens ive  t r i p  t o  the  l o c a l  h o s p i t a l  to have g lass 
removed from t h e i r  f e e t !  For man~ i n d i v i d u a l s ,  a da~ o f f  i s  a 
r a r e  t r e a t .  Cut f e e t  f rom g lass  tha t  s h o u l d n ' t  be there  
d e f i n i t e l ~  can s p o i l  t h e i r  da~, or ~ours i f  ~ou wade. In 
a d d i t i o n ,  the g l a s s  i n  the  r i v e r  d i d n ' t  go over to we l l  w i th  
some o f  the ATV r i d e r s ,  i t  gave them unwanted and inconven ient  
f l a t  t i r e s .  

Carelessness With 4 X 4s and Monster Trucks. Four wheel ing i s  
fun to  watch and even more Fun to  do, however, when done 
i n c o r r e c t l y ,  o r  w i t h o u t  t hough t ,  the vegeta t ion  and t e r r a i n  i s  
damaged or d e s t r o y e d .  Most oF 4 X 4 people I ' v e  met, do have 
respect  Per the  b r u s h ,  g rass  and p lan ts  tha t  adorn the scenic  
area, but t h e r e  a r e  a Few who could care less. 

2. 

3. 
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The~ r i d e  on the nar row ATV t r a i l s  and h ik ing  t r a i l s ,  crushing 
the vege ta t i on  on the s ides  o f  the t r a i l ,  or the~ take o f f  
across patches o f  lush vege ta t i on ,  spinning t h e i r  t i r e s ,  
uproot ing an~th in~ they can. La ter ,  when a h iker  or ATV r i d e r  
comes b~ to  admire the beaut~ o f  the land or photograph i t  so 
others  can en joy  i ~ ,  t he re  is  l i t t l e  l e f t  to  look a t !  The 
once t e r r i f i c  t e r r a i n  new resembles a scene from a Rambo 
movie. What a ~ e o l i s h  waste! 

4. Booze Pa r t i es .  The r i v e r  i s  a Place man~ people l i k e  to bring 
t h e i r  k ids,  or come f o r  r e s t  and Pela×at ion.  

With e×cess ive l~  no ie~ ,  r i o t o u s  beer and booze p a r t i e s  going 
on, the area ge ts  p o l l u t e d .  These incons iderate  i n d i v i d u a l s  
get drunk~ s t a r t  d r i v i n g  t h e i r  veh i c les  wh i l e  unde~ the 
in f luence  o f  a l c o h o l ,  cause acc idents ,  t a re  up the t u r f  and 
d i s tu rb  o the rs  who ape at tempt ing to mind t h e i r  own business. 
Then the~ u s u a l l y  leave  l i t t e r  and fou l  smel l ing res idue a l l  
over,  r u i n i n ~  the p lace  f o r  o thers  who come a f te rward .  

5. Unbe l i evab l~Loud  Music. Music i s  supposed to be enjoyable,  
edi f~ing~ and p l eas i ng  the ears.  Ho~ever, when ce r t a i n  smal l ,  
m inor i t~  grou~s$ ~ho wanted to be heard, turned the volume up 
so high t ha t  the v i b r a t i o n s  caused b i r d  nests to f a l l  o f f  t ree  
limbs, leaves t o  be ~u lsa ted  o f f  t ree  branches, and the ears 
o f  a l l  humans and an imals  ~ i t h i n  a f i v e  mi le rad ius to  cease 
to func t i on  p r o p e r l y ,  i t  became a health hazard! 

THE FOUR BLH PROPOSALS FOR THE SAN PEDRO, (which ape l i s t e d  in the 
Weekend Times): 

Plan 1. The No People Plan. This plan is  absurd! The land 
i s  there fop the p u b l i c  t o  use and e n j o y !  The hands o~f approach 
puts and end to  t h a t  immedia te ly !  As f o r  the f u t u re ,  the ~ay t h i s  
wor ld i s  going, the end i s  near!  Thank God f o r  His 'Rapture Plan, 
which i s  descr ibed in  1Thessa lon ians  4:16-17. 

Plan 2. The P r e s e r v a t i o n  A l t e r n a t i v e .  This seems l i k e  i t  
would be a great  b e n e f i t  f o r  the land and w i l d l i f e .  Ho~ever, 
there is  one ' g l i t c h .  What  about the people! Where do the~ come 
in? What about the f abu lous  ATV t r a i l s ~  the numerous horse 
t r a i l s ,  and the s h o r t  h i k i n g  t r a i l s  that  led to so man~ b e a u t i f u l  
areas. These t r a i l s  make the land access ib le  to everyone. 
E l im ina t ing  the t r a i l s  i s  e r a d i c a t i n g  the enjoyment o f  so man~ 
people. A l l  i t ' s  done so i s  s t i r  up s t r i f e  and d iscontent .  

Pla~ 3. U t i l i z a t i o n  Plan is  a lso good, but there are two 
g l i t c h e s .  One is  Plan 2 appears to be negated or done awa~ wi th .  
The other  i s  the re  i s  no mention o f  a l l ow ing  ATVs in the area. 
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I f  ATVs a r e n ' t  a l lowed in,  many people won ' t  be able  to  enjoy the 
land, and one o~ those w h o ' l l  be kept out i s  me! With the heal th  
problems I have, t ha t  are the r e s u l t  o f  too man9 9ears e~ 98 hour 
work eeeks, which were net o f  my choice, long hikes are an 
i m p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  me now. In a d d i t i o n ,  when I was d iscussing t h i s  
w i t h  Jim HerPiwig,  who ie  in charge o f  p lanning and zoning a t  the 
c i t y  and a l s o  an encouraging f r i e n d ,  he sa id  he no longer can make 
leny h ikes e i t h e r .  Rand~ ~arnes, o f  S i e r r a  Cycles, a l so  mentioned 
the l a rge  number o f  people who buy ATVs to  t r a n s p o r t  them i n t o  the 
~i ldePness areas because heal th  Problems, age or a need to  carr~ 
more than a backpack ~ i l l  held, p r o h i b i t  them ~rom making i t  in on 
f e e t .  Severa l  o the rs ,  too numerous to  mention, said~ in so man~ 
words, t h a t  keeping ATVs out i s  keeping a la rge  po r t i on  o f  t he  
~opu la t ion  o u t , . a n d  i t ' s  u n f a i r  to  them. 

Plan 4. The Salanced A l t e r n a t i v e  sounds l i k e  a happ~ 
combinat ion o f  Plan 2 and Plan 3. This,  I b e l i e v e  i s  the 
s o l u t i o n .  Yet,  even i t  has two problem areas. The f i r s t  being 
the execu t ion  o f  the plan. Although combining Plan 2 and Plan 3 
i s  the r i g h t  th ing  to  do, i t  won ' t  be easg! I t  w i l l  take much 
t ime, thought and p lanning.  But the r e s u l t s  w i l l  be w e l l  worth 
the e f f o r t .  The second problem~ i s  again, no mention o f  ATV use. 

LAND AND TRAIL UTILIZATION: 

I b e l i e v e  tha t  the scenic San Pedro area i s  p len ty  la rge  
enough to  be d i v i ded  up equa l lg  fop a wide v a r i e t y  e~ uses, from 
conse rva t i on ,  research,  p i cn i ck ing ,  h i k i ng ,  ATV r i d i n g ,  6 X 4 use 
and even d i r t  b ike  t r a i l s .  

However, n o t i c e  t ha t  I used the word "equa l . "  God created a l l  
people equal~ so why not t r e a t  everyone equa l l~  and g i ve  each 
t h e i r  ~are share? Th is  i s  America, i s n ' t  i t ?  The land o f  the 
f r e e  and the brave, or  i s  i t ?  Cer ta in  groups have l o s t  t h e i r  
~reedom! In some pa r t s  o f  t h i s  wonderful  s t a t e ,  something not so 
wonder fu l  i s  happening to c e r t a i n  groups o~ people. For example, 
the Poor ATV r i d e r s .  TheB have been t r ea ted  l i k e  re~ugees~ pushed 
around and s h u f f l e d  o ~  to  onlg the u g l i e s t ,  most u n a t t r a c t i v e ~  
unappeal ing,  dusty and wor th less  land. And the Indians l i v i n g  in 
the l a t e  1 8 ~ s  and e a r l ~  1900s thought they had i t  rough! 
Meanwhile, the h i k e r s  and b i c y c l i s t s  have been g iven areas w i th  
the most sensa t i ona l  scenery~ t e r r i f i c  tu r f~  f i l l e d  w i th  
mu l t i t udes  o~ eye Pleasing s i gh t s .  This i s  d e f i n i t e l y  not 
p leas ing  to  God, nor i s  i t  the American wa~. Something has gone 
wrong! 

In the r i v e r  area,  and f o r  tha t  mat ter ,  in most o f  the s t a t e  
parks, t he re  i s  ample land ÷or everyone to  have t h e i r  f a r e  share. 
At the r i v e r ,  f o r  e×ample, the area o f f  o f  EscuPule Road, "The 
Bowls , "  and the land j u s t  East and West o f  there ,  ~hich i s  cPiss 
crossed w i t h  manB wonderfu l  t r a i l s ~  i s  s u i t a b l e  f o r  ATV use. 
Par ts  o f  the land West o f  there  would be good f o r  d i r t  b ike  use. 
The area near the Highway 90 br idge would be g rea t  f o r  p i cn i cs .  
As f o r  h i k i n g  t r a i l s ,  the p o s s i b i l i t i e s  seem endless.  
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Some t r a i l s  a r e  s u i t e d  ~or on l~  c e r t a i n  k i n d s  o~ use. 

H i k i n g  T r a i l s  a re  s u i t e d  ~or h i k e r s  o n l y ,  as the~ a re  o n l ~  
abou t  t ~ o  ~ee t  ~ i d e  or  less ,  or  the~ a r e  n a r r o ~  and loaded ~ i t h  
r o c k s  o r  b o u l d e r s  and o t h e r  o b s t a c l e s  a h i k e r  ~ou ld  have no 
p rob lem ~ i t h ,  bu t  ~ou ld  s lo~  or s t o p  most v e h i c l e s .  I ~ o u l d  
recommend t h a t  no v e h i c l e s  be used on such a t r a i l ,  and t h a t  t h e  
peop le  ~ a l k i n g  on h i k i n g  t r a i l s  be s u r e  no t  t o  leave  any Pape r ,  
c i g a r e t t e  b u t t s ,  o r  o t h e r  ~orms o~ l i t t e r .  The BLM or ~ho e v e r  
cares  ~er  t h e  l a n d  shou ld  see t h a t  t h i s  i s  c a r r i e d  o u t .  

ATV T r a i l s  a r e  s u i t e ~  ~or ATVs because the~ are  u s u a l l y  a b o u t  
~our t o  s i x  o r  seven ~eet ~ ide ,  a re  ~un t o  r i d e  on, or  the~ ma~ be 
c h a l l e n g i n g ,  and t h e r e f o r e  t h r i l l i n g ,  o r  the~ ma~ be too  s t e e p  ~e r  
o t h e r  t ~ p e s  o~ v e h i c l e s .  These t r a i l s  o~ten lead to  many s e c l u d e d  
and s c e n i c , a r e a s ,  p laces  ~here man~ i n d i v i d u a l s  need to  go ~o r  a 
l i t t l e  peace and s o l i t u d e .  As I s a i d  e a r l i e r ,  t h e r e  a re  mang 
peop le  c a n ' t  ~ a l k  long d i s t ances  due t o  h e a l t h  problems,  so the~  
use ATVs t o  t a k e  them ~here they n o r m a l l ~  c o u l d n ' t  go. For  m~ 
~ i ~ e  and I ,  i t  i s  a b s o l u t e ~  necessar~ t h a t  ~e be a l l o w e d  t o  use  
man~ o~ t h e  t r a i l s ,  because the pho tos  ~e take  on these t r a i l s  
h e l p  s u p p l e m e n t  m~ d i s a b i l i t ~  r e t i r e m e n t  check and her meager 
s a l a r ~  a t  t h e  s t o r e .  Recent ly ,  ~e began s e l l i n g  photos o~ t h e  
s c e n i c  p l a c e s  i n  Southern  A r i z o n a .  I~ ~e c a n ' t  r i d e  on t he  
t r a i l s ,  ~e c a n ' t  take  photos.  No pho tos  means no th i ng  t o  s e l l .  
N o t h i n ~  t o  s e l l  means more ~ears o~ p o v e r t y .  And even i~  ~e n e v e r  
s e l l  a n o t h e r  p h o t o ,  the enjoyment ~e ge t  ~rom g e t t i n g  ou t  i n  t h e  
~ i l d  and r i d i n g  ou r  ATV helps take some the  p ressure  o~ l i ~ e  o ~  
o~ us.  A l s o ,  I ~ r i t e  C h r i s t i a n  b o o k l e t s  and a r t i c l e s ,  and much o~ 
m~ i n s p i r a t i o n  comes ~rom our t r a i l  r i d i n g  e x p e r i e n c e s .  What ~e 
~ r i t e  t o u c h e s  the  l i v e s  o~ man~ peop le .  

4 X 4 T r a i l s  a r e  s u i t e d  ~or t h i s  t~pe o~ v e h i c l e s  s i n c e  t h e y  
a re  n i n e  t o  t ~ e l v e  ~eet ~ ide ,  ma~ be too  s t e e p  ÷or normal 
passenger  c a r s ,  o r  the~ ~a~ have i n c r e d i b l ~  s teep  ang les  o~ 
i n c l i n e ,  p r o v i d i n g  the cha l l enge  and e x c i t e m e n t  man~ 4 X 4 
e n t h u s i a s t s  c r a v e .  The s teepe r ,  h i l l c l i m b  t~pe 4 X 4 t r a i l s  
shou ld  be l o c a t e d  a~a~ ~rom p i c n i c ,  a reas  so dust  d o e s n ' t  i n t o  t h e  
~ood t he  hung r~  p i c n i c k e r s  are ~ o l ~ i n g  do~n. Sand and t e e t h  d o n ' t  
mix  t oo  ~ e l l .  Yech! P i too~ee!  

D i r t  B i k e  T r a i l s  a re  nar ro~  and s i m i l a r  t o  some h i k i n g  t r a i l s ,  
but  due t o  t h e  n o i s e  the man~ d i r t  b i k e s  make, the~ a re  t o  be 
l o c a t e d  i n  o u t  l y i n g  areas,  a~a~ ~rom the  b i r d  ~a t ch ing  s i t e s ,  
p i c n i c  a r e a s  and the  Ranger S t a t i o n - t h e g  ge t  headaches eas~. 
These d i r t  b i k e  t r a i l s  shou ld  not  be shared  ~ i t h  h i k e r s ,  ATVs o r  
o t h e r  s l o ~ e r  mov ing t h i n g s ,  ~or o b v i o u s  sa~et~ reasons.  

M u l t i - U s e  T r a i l s  a re  those ~h ich  a r e  ~ i d e  and ~ a i r l ~  l e v e l  and 
l ead  t o  o t h e r  t r a i l s  t h a t  can be used b~ h i k e r s ,  ATVs, 4 X 4s and 
passenger  c a r s .  These t r a i l s  or roads  ma~ or  may not  be 
g r a v e l e d .  E x c e s s i v e  speeds shou ld  no t  be p e r m i t t e d  on these  
M u l t i - U s e  r o a d s  o r  t r a i l s .  D r i v e r s  must e x e r c i s e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  oe 
those ~ho ma~ be ~ a l k i n g .  
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Open Ridin 9 Areas. A ~e~ o~ these do exist. I sa~ one near 
"The Bo~Is" ~hich had many sand hills and was void o~ vegetation. 
I saw another on the West side o~ the river. It was a large, 
barren tract o~ land, a~a~ ~rom everything else, that would be 
suitable ~or converting to a dirt bike or ATV practice track. 
Places like this can be utilized by most o~ road vehicles ~ithout 
any harm to terrain. Even i~ these vehicles don't toss an~ sand 
around, the ~ind ~ill, and in much larger quantities. Sand is 
sand, and moving it around doesn't hurt it in any ~a~. 

RULES I WOULD LIKE TO SEE MADE AND STRICTLY ENFORCED! 

I. Absolutely No Littering! Heav~ ~ines and or clean up labor 
~ould be mandater~ ~or o~enders. Repeated o~enders would receive 
even heavier ~ines and on the third o~ence, the~ will be banned 
~rom entering or using the River Park. Scenic areas such as the 
San Pedro are too precious to be polluted ~ith trash. Put the 
garbage into a land~ill, not the landscape! 

2. No Sra~iti on rocks, boulders, or trees. This is detrimental 
and destructive, in addition to being de,acing to the object it is 
done on. No spra~ paint cans should be permitted inside the River 
Park grounds! Pre-entrg vehicle searches ma~ be necessary to 
enforce this. I~ someone does manage to sneak a can or t~o in and 
de~ace the landscape ~ith graffiti, they should be punished. First 
time o~enders should be made to remove their undesirable art ~ork 
~rom the rocks or ~here ever the~ put it. Second time o~enders 
~ill be heavil~ ~ined and made to remove their annoying scribble. 
Third time o~enders should receive a public paddling, to be 
applied to their posteriors b~ the biggest, badest W.A.C. sergeant 
or lady ~restler that can be ~ound, then have to pa~ a very heavy 
~ine, and still be made to remove the unsightl~ mess the~ made. 

3. No Alcohmlic Beverages Permitted, at all, or ~or an~ reason, in 
the San Pedro River Park area. I~ necessary, have all vehicles 
searched ~or the smell~ junk, before the~ are allo~ed to enter the 
Park area. The hindrances, hassles and headaches alcohol brings is 
not desirable in a ~amil~ oriented recreational park. 

4. No Smoking On The Trails. Man~ smokers leave an unsightl~ 
trail o~ cigarette butts on the trail. Also, man~ ~ires have been 
started b~ tossed cigarettes on such trails. And ~h~ should the 
nonsmokers have to inhale that ~oul odor on the trails? 

5. No Non-Prescription Drugs Allo~ed in the River Park, at an~ 
time. An~ one caught in possession o~ or selling drugs ~ill be 
prosecuted to the maximum extent the la~ allo~s! 

6. No Firearms ~ill be permitted in the River Park area, except at 
a ~ell planned, sa~e shooting range, ~hich should be constructed in 
a secluded location; that ~ill not interfere ~ith other people or 
~ildli~e in the park! This ~ill keep the target shooters happ~ and 
the rest o~ the population sa~e. I enjoy target shooting too, but 
realize that safety and ~isdom are ~irst. 
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7. Hikers Must Not Harass the ATV Riders or curse them ~or no 
reason. Such un÷r iend lg  a c t i v i t y  has no place in a peaceful park! 

8. A l l  ATV Riders Must Wear P r o t e c t i v e  ~a~e t~Gear  such as 
helmets, g loves and boots .  Elbow guards should be recommended. 

9. Slow Domn When Approachin 9 Hikers  On Multi--Use T r a i l s .  On 
t r a i l s  which are shared by h i k e r s  and ~TV r i d e r s ,  the d r i v e r  the 
ATV w i l l  slow down when approaching h ike rs ,  to  prevent the h iker  
~om being sand b l as ted !  Sand has a g r i t t i n g ,  i r r i t a t i n g ,  s t r i ~ e  
causing e ~ e c t ,  e s p e c i a l l ~  when i t  gets in the eyes. Also, tak ing 
time to get acquainted w i t h  one another on the t r a i l  can r e s u l t  in 
some neat ~r iendsh ips .  Whi le on the t r a i l s ,  we have met some very 
n ice people. 

1~. Do Not Remove the B a ~ l e s  in the Muddler.on Y o u ~ . . ~ .  Most 
ATVs are very 9 u i e t ,  even the ones wi th  high per÷ormance exhaust 
systems~ However, a ~ew i d i o t s  th ink  they w i l l  gain more power by 
removing the b a ~ l e s  in  the m u ~ l e r s .  In r e a l i t y ,  i t  causes Power 
loss,  in add i t i on  to  being a hea l th  hazard. This p rac t i ce  must be 
Proh ib i ted  in the R ive r  Park area. 

11. Excess ive ly  Loud V e h i c l e s  Are Not Permit ted in the River 
Park~ ~ l l  v e h i c l e s ,  ca rs ,  4 X 4s, ATVs, d i r t  bikes or o ther ,  must 
not have e x c e s s i v e l y  loud exhaust systems, as i t  bothers humans and 
w i l d ! i ~ e  a l i k e .  ~ h e a l t h y  rumble is  permit ted,  but no veh i c l e  
s h a l l  exceed 100 d e c i b e l s  o~ sound. 

I~. No 0 ~  T r a i l  R id in  9. A l l  veh i c l es  must be dr iven on the 
t r a i l s  on ly ,  unless they a re  in  a designated open r i d i n g  area, or 
they are parking~ I~ they a re  parking, they must stop only the cut 
out parking areas, e~ a p lace  vo id  o~ vege ta t ion ,  unless i t  i s  an 
emergency~ The land must be p~otected so others  can enjoy!  

13. ~ l  Who E ~ e r  Must Pay the Entry Fee, except park employees, 
or ~ami l ies  who make l e s s  than $9,600 per ~ear and can ~urnish 
proo~. 

14~ A l l  T ra i l s~  ~ i c n i c A r e a s  and Facili.... t i e s  Wi l l  Be ~are~ul l~ 
Maintained. This r e g u l a t i o n  i s  ~or the park personal.  A poorl~ 
maintained park i s  a b l i g h t .  Fo r t una te l y ,  much o~ time, most park 
areas seem to  be kept in  e a i r l y  good shape. However, t h i s  i s  not 
a l~ays the case. E a r l i e r  t h i s  year~ my wi~e and I and some ~riends 
r e v i s i t e d  scenic  Cart Can~on, and ÷ound the roads in a s ta te  o~ 
d i s r e p a i r .  This  was r i g h t  a~ te r  a " ranger , "  who was not in 
uni form, nor opera t ing  a green~ ranger veh i c l e  w i th  the o e ~ i c i a l  
Ranger emblem, informed me t h a t  they were " j u s t  graded." The main 
road was ~u l l  o~ deep, rough r u t s ,  bad bumps, and had boulders 
blocking par ts  o~ i t .  The t r a i l s ,  leading o ~  the main road, were 
e i t h e r  neglected or b locked o ~ .  In add i t i on ,  I ~ound much trash 
sca t te red  in and around the camp areas and on the po r t i ons  o~ the 
roadside. 
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Then~ two " range rs , "  who were out  o÷ uni form, out oD shape, (one 
was a t  l e a s t  a hundred pounds overweight  and the o ther  I c o u l d n ' t  
t e l l  whether i t  was male or Demale) and not d r i v i n g  o ÷ ~ i c i a l  
veh ic les~  complained about the l i t t e r  as they stood in one area 
~or over an hour, dropping one c i g a r e t t e  bu t t  a~ter  another,  t i l l  
t he re  was a p i l e  oD over  twenty o~ the u n s i g h t l y  th ings a t  t h e i r  
÷Pet! When I t r i e d  to  t a l k  t o  them, the ~oul stench, which was 
a lmost  overpower ing,  made i t  ver~ d i f f i c u l t .  Then one'o~ them had 
the g a l l  to  complain and make ÷alse statements about ATVs, wh i l e  
the~ a l lowed an anno~in9 booze par t~ to  go on not more than two 
hundred ~eet Prom where the~ were s tanding!  When I t o l d  them 
about my n e e d  to  get to  c e r t a i n  areas to  take photographs, they, 
in  so man~ words, sa id ,  "You c a n ' t ,  too bad." That was severa l  
months ago, and I haven ' t  gone back s ince.  In the past,  the Park 
rangers  always l e t  me use the t r a i l s .  That i s  no way to run a 
park .  This  ~Poss ineD~ic iency ,  negl igence and laz iness  i s  a waste 
oD the tax  Payers hard earned money, in a d d i t i o n  to being 
i r r i t a t i n g ,  and i t  must be ha l ted  immediately!  No, I not sa~ing 
t h a t  a l l  park personal are  s h i f t l e s s  and lazy ,  most o~ them are 
no t !  Ever~ t ime we have ever v i s i t e d  an~ oe the State Parks in 
Southern Ari~ona~ the rangers,  in  un i form,  were almays working, 
a s s i s t i n g  someone or doing something t ha t  had to be done. We have 
~ound them to  be h e l p f u l ,  ~ r i e n d l y  and e~ceuraging. 

I~ a l l  the r u l e s  I have w r i t t e n ,  though the~ may sound s t r i c t ,  
were d i l i g e n t l y  enforced on a l l  o~ the s t a t e  parks, the~ would a l l  
b e n e f i t  and be g r e a t l y  improved. ~ust about everybody would be 
much h a ~ i e r  ! 

I hope t ha t  what I have sa id  w i l l  be o~ some help. Many have 
s a i d  m~ ideas on the sub jec t  are good. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

B i l l  ~h i r  i an i  
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NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

PedroiS a seneible,,,management,responsibiearea, alternative for the San 

There is a wash draining into the San Pedro at which I 
have seen more different species of wildilfe than any 
other one place I have ever hiked. A partial list: 
great horned owls, barn owls, redtailed hawks, gray 
hawks, great blue herons, green herons, western diamond- 
back rattlers, black necked garters, various toads and 
frogs, porcupimes, skunks, bats, deer, javelina, bobcats, 
and enomgh different species of smaller birds to make a 
blrdwatoher think that he or she had died and gone to 
heaven. I have seen the yo~ug or their tracks of nearly 
half of the above species. The disturbance created by 
the nmmber of people developed picnic grounds or nature 
trails would attract would disrupt the reproduction of such species. 

a~tiviti~sN~"limited~hecol~ecting,Pre~ervati~np~b~icsu~hN~i~e~h~r~h~n~p~ching.A~te~nativeh~nting, andWOUld__NO OR¥,s.be acceptable if the 

Theh~mansthisre~ativeareawasw~u1dgenerate~easebewithdestr~yedbywhichh~ting.if~neancanintensifiedsee the wildlifefea r ofia 

ORV'wrlttenPlanet.destr~ctiveS aretoTheytheArizonaWeap°nSshouldm°st Highways~SeleSS'everbe omtlawed.~SedbypUrp°seless'injohntheAoldbergWOnderfulWar againstWastef~l'reads:lettertheand 

" • • • Just because yom own ~ seat on the 
boat does not give you the right to drill 
atheh°lewild~derlands, it Ifofa usfeWlose.PS°pleTodestr°Ydo 
anything except leave them as you fo~d 
them is to steal from your own children.,, 

On this principle, the third and fourth alternatives 

nO~No~aredevelopment,developedt°tally unaccep~able.picniCperiod.Sites ' ~No developeddeveloped natureCampgroun~,trails ' 

Iftruethanin °ne°neandnature'sWaUtSnaturalSUbdivisi°n'shouldt° enj°Ystate.be ~FTdevelepments'If oneA~NEwantSs ° oneto°neenjOYcan can enjoytakenature,aits walk 

Joanne Cockerill 
P.O. Box 5081 
Huachuca City, AZ 85616 

, ! 

Joseph E. Patz 
1131 Catalina Drive 
Sierra Vista, AZ 

85635 
1 August 1988 

SUBJECT: San Pedro River  R ipa r ian  Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement 

Upon rev iew of the d r a f t  San Pedro R i v e r  R ipa r i an  Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement, the  f o l l o w i n g  observat ions are made: 

I .  Several of the a l t e r n a t i v e s  proposed would a l l ow  regulated 
hunting upon t h i s  p roper ty .  I f e e l  t h a t  a l l o w i n g  t h i s  would place 
a l l  people using the R ipar ian  Area a t  r i s k  and jeopard ize  the 
Bureau's s ta ted o b j e c t i v e  o~ r e i n t r o d u c i n g  n a t i v e  threatened and 
endangered species.  The nature and the  s i z e  o~ the San Pedro 
Resource Conservat ion Area i s  c o m p l e t e l y  u n s u i t a b l e  to  a l low the 
discharge o~ f i r ea rms .  The b u l l e t  f rom a weapon discharged w i t h i n  
con f ines  of  the Conservat ion Area can e a s i l y  t r a v e l  w i th  ~atal  
v e l o c i t y  i n t o  any one of  a number o f  h a b i t a t e d  areas. I do not 
oppose the pe rm i t t i ng  of bow hunt ing w i t h i n  t h i s  area, as these 
weapons have a g r e a t l y  reduced l e t h a l  r a d i u s .  

2. I oppose the i n t r o d u c t i o n  and the  encouragement o~ non-nat ive 
species o~ vege ta t ion  w i t h i n  the San Pedro Resource Conservation 
Area. Once again I f ee l  t ha t  t h i s  a c t i o n  would jeopard ize  the 
Bureau's s ta ted o b j e c t i v e  of  r e i n t r o d u c i n g  n a t i v e  threatened and 
endangered species.  To encourage the  growth of  non-nat ive  species 
w i l l  c rea te  compet i t ion which n a t i v e  spec ies  may not be able to  cope 
w i th .  I ~eel what should be done i s  t o  e l i m i n a t e  a l l  non-nat ive 
species on the p roper ty  and r e i n t r o d u c t i o n  and encourage natura l  
p lan t  succession and the growth o f  n a t i v e  spec ies .  

3. I a lso  oppose the cont inued o p e r a t i o n  and issuance of new 
gravel  e x t r a c t i o n  con t rac t s  anywhere w i t h i n  the San Pedro River 
drainage. Permi t t ing  opera t ion  such as t h i s  w i l l  change drainage 
pa t t e rns ,  encourage eros ion and d e s t r o y  w i l d l i f e  hab i t a t s .  In l i g h t  
of their past actions, I do not ~eel that those persons responsible 
for the operation of these businesses have realized their 
responsiblities as stewards oT the land leased to them. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Bureau of Land Management, Safford District 

FROM: City of Benson 

DATE: August 3, 1988 

SUBJEOT: Comments on Draft San Pedro Riparian Management Plan 

PREPARED BY: Mark E. Battaglia, Benson City Attorney 

INTRODUCTION: 

The City of Benson has seen fit to comment on the Draft San 

Pedro Riparian Management Plan and Enviromnenta] Impact Stat~nent 

because of the city's proximity to the northern boundary of the 

area being considered. 

BACKGROUND____.._ .o __~,.. : 

Benson is the only incorporated city near the northern 

boundary of the San Pedro Riparian Area (SPRA). The local 

economy has been adversely impacted by th~ loss of the mining 

industry ~nplo~nent with the shutting down and relocation of the 

Cypress Johonson MAne at Dragoon, the continua/ work force 

shrinkage due to decreased product demand at the area's primary 

employer, Apache Powder Company, and major staff reduction at the 

Arizona Electric Power Generating Station and general office. Of 

the various impacts considered and discussed in the E.I.S., the 

economic considerations predominate the concern of the local 

government and are the primary focus of these comments. 

COMMENTS: 

The State of Arizona's acquisition of Kartohner Caverns and 

the State Park's Department's plan to develop the property into a 

MEMORANDUM - Page Two 

major park has caused the Benson City Council to adop-t a program 

of aggressively seeking tourist business to offset the jobs lost 

in the industrial sector of the local economy and to maximize the 

potential economic benefits anticipated from const~lction of a 

state path [~ujected to attract upwards of 200,000 visitors 

annually, Development of the SPRA could c~npliment the Kartchner 

Caverns State Park and provAde additional economic benefits to 

the Benson area if the management plan selected is either the 

Utilization Alternative or Preferred Alternative an~ provision is 

made for facilities at the north end of the project. Due to the 

north end's proximity to Interstate Route i0 and U.S, Route 80, 

it is the city's position that it would be feasible to provide a 

visitor's center and campground similar to the Highway 90 area 

facility discussed for the San Pedro Ranch ~rea. 

In addition, to the visitor's center and campground, Benson 

suggests consideration of a privately operated ~ight rail train 

origAnating in the area of the south boundary of the city and US 

Rou~e 80, several miles from the SPRA boundary, and operating 

over the existing rail right-of-way. The proposed light rail 

system would allow prohibition of all motorized vehicles, except 

for administration purposes. In addition to the economic 

benefits, a light rail system would have a number of advantages 

which would include: 

I. Little or no air pollution, as the light self-contained 

units could be operated on a clean burning fuel; 
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2. Allowing the maximum number of visitors by permitting 

access to elderly, infirm or very young, who would otherwise be 

unable to access the area on foot or horsebacking; 

3. Minimum damage to terrain by reason of prohibiting 

vehicular traffic; 

4. Substantially reduce noise pollution otherwise generated 

by individual vehicles; 

5. Tend to more evenly balance the visitor population over 

a wider expanse of the area rather than concentrating on the 

southern portion ; 

6. Allow the option of locating major tourist-oriented 

facility, such as a c~npground, some distance outside from the 

SPRA, thus mlnam~z~ng" " " " the impact on the ecosystem being 

preserved. 

RECOMMENDAT I ON : 

Based on its considerations of the Draft Management Plan and 

Environmental Impact Statement, the City of Benson recommends 

adoption of the Preferred Alternative Use Plan, with said plan 

being modified to p~ovide for recreational facilities at the 

north end of the project or at least accessible therefrom, and 

such use to include provision for a rail or light rail train 

system originating in, or near, Benson, and using the existing 

track and providing frequent opportunities to exit or reboard the 

train at reasonably convenient time intervals and, in conjunction 

therewith, to prohibit private vehicular traffic. 

'~onal e~loi~' ~d 'su~i~le yield' ~re key ~ases 
invent~ ~ u~ ~ biol~ist-~ilo~phers ~ ~nv~ ~e ~rld 
that tr~s, ~sh, ~d ~er ~ should ~ ~ ~ g ~  as ~ 
of~r ~terial ~e~ts ~ h ~ .  ~ientists ~ht, ~ 
m~s~ing, s~aping, p~i~, ~d ~ ~ns~ing ~tical 
~els of liv~g ~latio~, to i~ h~ ~ey ~itipli~, ~, 
and died in order to advise h~ the ma~m~ benefits mi~t be 
a t ~ .  

~ere are f~ f~r forests in ~e ~rld n~, h~ver; ~re of 
the ~shes ~e ~er~sh~, ~ ~ ~ies steadi~ 
diminish--~ing primari~ to overconfidence in our abi~ to 
pr~i~ ~e ~vior of ~lex living ~st~ ~d ~ ~ess of 
the institutions throu~ whi~ people of many nations seek to 
a~ieve ~ g~is. 

Sidney Holt 
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@ COCHISE C O U N ~  P~NNING D E ~ M E ~  
~ DRAWER AC, BISBE~ A R ~ O N A ~  ( ~  ~ 2 ~  

August 3, 1988 

Ray A. Brady 
District Manager 
Safford District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 E. 4th Street 
Safford, AZ . 85546 

Re: San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) 

Dear Mr. Brady 

The Cochlea County Planning Departmeat has reviewed the above 
Draft Plan in its entirety. In particular, we have analyzed the 
preferred alternative and have included specific 
comments/recommendations relative to the eventual implementation 
of the alternative. 

Hunting Ac~ivlt y 
Under the preferred alternative, the Bureau is proposing to close 
the EIS area to the discharge of firearms except those areas 
8ssoclated with regulated hunting. Hunting would be permitted 
between September 1 and March 51 and no hunting areas would be 
designated around developed facilities. 

The Planning Department recommends that the entire management 
area be closed to hunting. Since the management ares is only 2.6 
miles in width, user groups would be concentrated into a 
relatively small recreational area. Such concentration along the 
San Pedro could create potential safety problems/conflicts 
between hunters and all other user groups. Designation/posting 
of hunting areas removed from locations specifically dedicated 
for developed or dispersed recreation would not prevent hunters 
from inadvertently entering these high-usage areas. Additlonslly, 
it is felt that the BLM does not possess the manpower to 
intensively manage all proposed hunting areas to prevent such 
user conflicts from occurring. 

Bicyc%!nR/Hikin~ Trails 
The Draft Plan has indicated that one scenario for the existing 
railroad corridor is to abandon the railroad track, obtain the 

Mr. Ray Brady 
Page 2 

privately owned right-of-way and develop a hiking and equestrian 
trail along the grade. Due to the local popularity of bicycling, 
the Planning Department recommends that the BLM provide trails 
for bicycles within the management area. These trails could be 
developed on the railroad line frontage roads, Lewis Springs Road 
or other existing jeep roads in the management area. These 
trails could also be shared with equestrians. However such 
bicycle/equestrian trails should be located away from sensitive 
riparian habitats but would 8till provide recreational 
opportunities for a greater number of user groups. (It should be 
noted that extensive local efforts are underway to retain the 
railroad line from Benson to Douglas to promote tourism and to 
support industrial development). 

Several additional hiking trails should be provided within the 
management area. This would enable user groups to access more 
areas in and around the San Pedro River and would subtly 
encourage recreationists to utilize developed trails, thereby 
mlnlmlzlng" " " " user impact on more sensitive sites within the 
management area. Additionally, such trails could connect those 
developed recreational sites that allow overnight use to 
encourage hikers to camp in these areas that are less sensitive 
to recreational impact. 

Overall, the Planning Department feels that the preferred 
alternative offers aunique balance in providing a myriad of 
recreational opportunities in and around the San Pedro River and 
at the same time protecting and enhancing the sensitive riparian 
......... within the EIS area. 

We thank you for allowing us this opportunity to comment on the 
Management Plan and EIS. 

Sincerely, 

Coehise County Planning Director 

JNK/fb 
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~j~ M E M B E R  

.... ~~t~'~ r~ W~DLIF/IERRAJEROME~ MANAGEMENTMEADOWLARKjulyVISTA'3, ARIZONA~1988 PRATTDRIVECONSULTANT85~35 L 
Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 
EIS Team Leader, BLM 
425 E. 4th St. 
Safford, AZ 85546 

'-'1 
I-21 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

I have ~v~d ~e draft San Pedro R~er Riparian Management Plan and 
~ v i ~ l  I~act Statement and s~ort Alternative D: Preferred. 

The only ~ I have relate to wildlife matters: 

Page A-41, you include "~ck Dove." ~ere has n~er been an ~ t ~  
record of a wild rock dove ~ i ~  livia) in the New world. Just because 
the AOU lists feral ~geons as rock doves it does not justify your agency to 
perpetuate dissemination of this false info~ation. ~en ranchers lived on 
this proper~ ~ey kept chickens, so why not list junglefowl? 

Page A-62, reference, ? Ft. Huachuca, AZ-- (Mexican wolf). Arizona G~e 
& Fish Wildlife Restoration Project 46-R-I, Job No. 3, Completion Report Feb- 
uary 15, 1951, states: "A predator control program was inaugurated on the 
Huaohuca Wildlife Area in the spring of 1949. This was a cooperative program 
with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Mr. Earl Long acting as the resident 
trapper." Mr. Long related to me that he removed the male wolf and pups at 
the outset of his work on Fort Huachuca, but I do not recall if these animals 
were taken by trapp~g or shooting. 

From an endangered species aspect for reintroduction, it may be of in- 
terest to you to know that the Masked Bobwhite, Colinus virginianus ridgwayi, 
was likely fo~d in grasslands along the San Pedro River and as far east as 
the Sulpher Springs Valley according to the late J. Stokley Ligon. See my 
paper, "The ancestral range of the Masked Bobwhite in Arizona," proceedings 
of a s~posium "Masked Bobwhite Biology and Conservation," University of Ari- 
zona, August 1986. 

Sincerely 

D E S E R T  AND ISLAND E C O L O G Y  

Response No. 
been corrected. 

Response No. 
been corrected. 

i-I. 

1-2. 

The 

The 

text has 

text has 
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• •  2Sierr~ Vist&)3300vineentE. F'F~L°prestiBlVd.Az 85~5# 61COCHISE~err a V~ta,901 N. CO~EGE BOTA~C~c~umboAfizonaAVenue85635 GARDEN 

S ~  San Pe~o Ri~r ~p~i~ M ~ a ~  PI~ ~d E ~ ~  l~ac~ 
S ~  Dr~t, renew of: 

Tha~ ~u for sen~ ~ ~ copy ~ We ~t. It is a ~ry ~n~ng c o ~ i ~  ~-~ 
~c~. In ~ ~  to ~i~ a ~er of The F~en~ of We S~ Pe~o, I h~ 
~e~ of i ~ t  ~i~ ~ e~b~ ~ m~i~ a ~ ~ n  to We project. In ~ ~- 
t~nh I ~ s~n~ng f~l ti~ on ~o fi~ of ~ bo~ of ~i~ h~ b~ 
h~ies f~ ~ ~s, B~a~l ~ H ~ c ~  ~s~h. 

~ c ~ s  to Cactus ~ ~ c ~ .  I h~ been a ~er of a r ~ h  te~ for 
~e p~t ~ ~ars ~i~ has ~ s ~ d  6 ~ plants in ~xico and on ~ ~n I have 
~ c ~ d  a ~w cac~s Sou~ of St, D~id ~ich is ~t to be nard. I am a ~ r  of 
We ~onal Board ~ D~ectors of We Cactus & Suc~ent Society ~ Amerce and in 
that c~ac~y I am on its Conserva~on ~tte~. I have be~ ~i~ng Fed~al Au~or- 
ities around S.E. Ar~o~ to a~uai~ ~em wi~ Cactus & Succ~ent locations and ~ 
wi~ pla~ i~ntifica~ono ~sear~ assonants ~e received from ~e U. of ~xico~ 
~co Ci~ and results of ~is ~fort have b~ pub~ in ~a Cact~ & Succulent 
Jo~nal ~ M~co. 

Loc~ Cact~ & Succ~ents ~ly to ~ found in ~e s ~  ~ea: 

Cor~h~th~ ~vip~ bisbee~ ~d ~o~cas 
E~o~re~ ~ctina%~. v. rigi~ssim~ (ra~bo~ cactus ) 
K~inomereus ~n~e~ (hedge hog ca~,) 
M~ll~a ~ o ~ v i ~  (fi~ hook c~t~) 
E~om~t~ inte~ext~ 
E~inom~t~ ereoto~ntrm v. (~d) It sho~d be on Us endanger~ ~s~. 
Pi~o~ ~eg~i (~t ~oo~ng ~r~) 
V~io~ Op~ti~ & ~ol!~ 
~roc~t~ ~ s ~ i  (b~rel c~t~) 
K~inocactus tri~e~i~ 

Succ~nts 

Agav~ p~i 
~e p~i v hu~huc~ 
Fsu~errm ~ndens (Ocotilla) 
Yu~ 
D~y~rion ~ee~ri (~se~ spoon) 

H~tori~l Research ~ the present time consists of ~aring a "Pictorial H~to~' 
~ S •. Arizona and p~par~g ~avel ~i~s related ~ ~at ~ory for ~e Ran~r 
Station in S~rra Vista~ as a vol~. For ~ampl~, res~r~ ~s~os~ th~ the B~ 
map showed C~p Wallen fo~ ~l~ ~ced and the ~a~ of Hua~uca i~ca~d in 
~on's "R~ ~ Christen~ ~fe ~ Pa~e Kino was locatsd ~ar the sett~ment b~Id- 
i~a on the ~bacomari ~ Gra~ R~ch (on~ an In.an c e ~  remain). The sa~ 
book in.card Pa~ Kino w~ a frequent ~slt~ to a ~a~ named Santa Cruz located 
~rectly ~oss the San Pe~o from ~ .  ~ this case inves~gatlon in.card the 
p~nce of pi~ ~ r  more ~ce~ r~. Bo~on's ~s~ch co~enced in ~ll ~d it 
~ows m ~ct~e of ~ b ~  ~d he ~ so~i~ we no longer c~ ~ s~ of to~y~ 
N~ma~ I ~ very interes~d in contin~ng my etudes ~ the S~ Pe~o ~p~i~n ~ea. 

Co~m~n of We ~ova in.cared cact~ & succulents c~ o~y ~ ~mp~ed 
~rou~ field ~ .  This is am ~fer to gui~ BLM ~onnel is such an ~fo~. 
I ha~ ma~ o~ trip i~o the ~e~ North ~ Fairbsm/~ with a BLM A r ~ o ~  ~d 
h~e to co~inue ~ ~ips with BLM pe~onnel. 

~r~ Co~e~s: 

I f~l ~ry ~ngly ~ no ~f-road-vehicles sho~uld be allo~d. Li~w~e ~ere is 
~solutely no ~ed to ~I~ hunting as there is a~ ~undance of hunti~ ~ea within 

eas~ ~i~ng ~ o  

Ac~e shoul& b~ ~17 ~ d .  ~t is visuali~d th~ thee ~ parki~ ~eas in 
Fai~ank, ~ar~ston~ ~quill~ Ran~, San pedro R~n~ Ho~e etc. ie: A ~rson wants 
to see ~ston/~town access from the present paved road would ~ by walking on 
• cl~arly ~flne pa~ and ~e sa~ applies to other ~eas of i~erest. 

Fi~s should ~ ~ted to specified a~as where their a~ f~laces. ~k~ise 
camping should be ~ted in duration and ~rmi~d ~ s~fled al~. ~ n g  wi~ 
he a ~tal f ~ n  to p~ve~ ~struction, Ran~r ~i~s would be an asset~ and We 
present.ion of histor~ly or~nted pro~ams would be a big plus. 
Ar~aeo~cal and Pa~onto~cal Research should con~nue under strict gui~line~ 
~ to i~ of inte~st ~s~osed and furze corrosion ~ exposed ~ndi~gs. 

~he P~RRED AL~A~ PLAN makes sens~ 

~ e  ~el free to ca~l on me if my a~e~ of exper~se can ~ of ~ance~ 
~phone h58 h177. 

Vincent F. L ~ i  
Direc~r 

Response No. 2-1. See General 
Response No. 6. We thank you for 
your offer of assistance in devel- 
oping an inventory of the cactus and 
succulents of the San Pedro River 

study area. 
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~ F ~ E  

COCHZSE COMSERV&TZ0~ COU~CZL 
JEROME J. PRATT, pRESIDENT CINDY HAYOSTEK, SEC'Y-TREAS. 

3000 Meadowlark Drive P.O. Box 72 
Sierra Vista, AZ 85635 Douglas, AZ 85607 

July 9, 1988 

Mro Jerrold coolidge 
EIS Team Leader r BLM 
425 E. 4th St. 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

The Environmental Assessment Committee of the cochise Conservation 

Council has reviewed the draft San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan 

and Environmental Impact Statement. 

We favor Alternative D: Preferred t as the most desirable plan for 

the raanagement of this area. 

Sincerely 

4 
ZR HEREFORD RANOH 

I ~ 1 ~ h 1 1 1 / 1 1 ~ ¢ 1 ~ t / c ~ 4 4 ~  - 4~,a, Box 2225 
~@~l~/~p~/~/,/~C,//~zp~t~l~,~435 Benson, AZ 85602 
July 8, 1988 602-586-3509 

Jerro ld Coolidge, EIS Team Leader 
Safford D i s t r i c t  Ovvice, BLM 
425 E. 4th St. 
Saf ford,  AZ 85546 

Dear Mr. Coolidge, 

Z R  P R I N C E  HU~KER B I ~  

I am in rece ip t  o f  the San Pedro River Ripar ian Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement. I would l i k e  to submit the fo l l ow ing  comments on the d r a f t  plan and 
EIS. 

I fee l  q u a l i f i e d  to comment because of  f i r s t - h a n d  experience with a par t  o f  the area 
involved, experience with s i m i l a r  country in the area, more knowledge of  the impact of  t~ 
food-producing l i ves tock  on the loca l  and nat iona l  economy than is  displayed by authors ~ 
the Draf t .  

I congratu late the authors on t h e i r  massive de ta i l  compiled and repor ted on most are~ 
of concern, but not on a l l .  I congratu la te  the dedicat ion of the s p e c i a l i s t s  in the 
various d i sc ip l i nes  invo lved and t h e i r  determinat ion to have t h e i r  own specia l  goals 
included in the plan. 

The value and v a l i d i t y  of  the d r a f t  is compromised, however, by the bias apparent 
throughout the Dra f t ,  h i gh l i gh ted  by the complete d isregard of the economic and ecolog ic i  
impact of  food product ion in the area. I f ,  as s ta ted,  the purpose of  the a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  
these lands is to  "p ro tec t  and enhance the r i p a r i a n  ecosystem" eva luat ion of  the issues 
and possible a l t e r n a t i v e s  is  impossible wi thout  cons iderat ion of l i ves tock  f o r  food 
production as i t  has a f f ec ted ,  f o r  be t te r  or worse, the area since the time of  the 
e a r l i e s t  missions. 

Let me state c a t e g o r i c a l l y ,  at the outset ,  tha t  I am in complete agreement on the 
value of the r i pa r i an  area,  the value of  the pa leonto log ica l  resources, and a l l  o f  the 
cu l tu ra l  and socia l  va lues.  Where we disagree is  in the method you choose to implement 
t h e i r  preservat ion.  There is no reason why food product ion cannot work hand in hand wit~ 
science in p ro tec t ing  and enhancing these areas. I t  is my f i rm conv ic t ion tha t  l i ves toc l  
fo r  food production should be a valued and in teg ra l  part  of  the Plan. I cannot agree 
that ,  in balance, an endangered minnow or p lant  that  would be seen by very few in the ne; 
50 years should outweigh the ove ra l l  heal th o f  the area or requi re the exc lus ion o f  food 
producing animals. 

I t  is i r on i c  that  one o f  the prime c r i t i c i sms  in recent years of the ranching 
community has been t h e i r  at tempt at cont ro l  o f  lands, locking of gates, r e s t r i c t i n g  the 
general pub l i c ' s  use of  these lands. Now you propose t i g h t  cont ro l ,  l im i ted  access, 
banning of camping, shoot ing,  e tc .  in order to cont ro l  vandalism, ORV des t ruc t i on  o f  
lands, the iv ing - -  a l l  items the rancher has t r i e d ,  without the backing of  f ede ra l  
au thor i ty  but f o r  the b e n e f i t  o f  the publ ic lands, to cont ro l .  

A co l l ec t i ve  pat on the back was given the study on page 3-40 with the statement t h~  
the goals as ou t l ined  were "most important to a ma jo r i t y  of  respondents." I submit tha t  
the number of respondents, in terms of "the pub l ic "  was not only very l im i ted ,  but they 
were not given a l l  in fo rmat ion  needed to make an i n t e l l i g e n t  eva luat ion.  I t  must be 

~ tcie~eh e Ped~reed B r a n d ta..geO B~.,,~ ~ / I"~:~ZR PR 
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Jer ro ld  Coolidge, EIS Team Leader -2-  Ju l y  8, 1988 

conceded that  the na tu ra l i s t s ,  Environmental Extremists (EEs, as opposed to more pragmatic 
env i ronmenta l is ts  such as ranchers),  parts of  the s c i e n t i f i c  community, have a decided 
a n t i - l i v e s t o c k  bias not necessar i ly  based on fac t  or research. 

I .  H i s t o r i c a l l y ,  by i t s  very nature, r i pa r ian  systems have served as t rave l /m ig ra t i on  
routes and have been the locat ion fo r  v i l l ages ,  homes, farms and food r a i s i n g .  In 
semi-ar id regions such as th is ,  they have always a t t rac ted  use as a na tura l  consequence of 
t h e i r  very nature, a water source. 

2. In more recent h is to ry ,  the establishment of  mesquite and o ther  woody brush has 
made management more and more d i f f i c u l t .  Non use has proven to be no remedy. I had 
occasion, a few years ago, to have ca t t l e  on an area of  the Boqu i l l as .  I t  had not been 
grazed f o r  a period of 3 years, p r i o r  to our ca t t l e  being there .  I t  was v i r t u a l l y  
impenetrable, the sacaton being old and rank, mesquite t h i cke ts  t h r i v i n g ,  ra ts  r i dd l i ng  
the f l a t s  to the extent that  the ground was " ro t ten"  and r i pe  f o r  e r r o s i o n .  In a period 
of  15 years, the s i tua t i on  would be many times worse. Changing the name o f  a "community" 
from grass to woodland, would not in any way "up grade i t "  as suggested in vegetation 
evaluation on page 3-16. Mesquite, undistrubed, wi l l  continue i ts  inroads on grassland, 
appropriating more and more of the water available. Without grazing and rubbing t ra f f ic  

~ of l i ves tock ,  th icke ts  become worse. The same is t rue of  the i nvas i ve  s a l t  cedar. 
c~ 

3. Assuming a r e l a t i v e l y  low carry ing capacity of  5 head per sec t ion  f o r  the 47,668 
acres involved,  assuming 75 ]bs. of  beef per capi ta annual consumption in the U.So, we can 
p ro jec t  the fo l low ing  benef i t  from l ives tock  producing food on t h i s  area:  

47,668 ac/128 ac per cow year long : 372 cows - 22 bu l l s  : 350 cows 
80% c a l f  crop x 350 = 280 calves produced annual ly 
275 calves (aprox. 2% death loss) reach slaughter age & weight x 600 Ibs. 

reta i l  meat per head : 165,000 Ibs meat 
165,000 lbs/75 Ibs per capita = 2200 individual annual supplies of beef. 

I f  carried to the same detail with which the authors developed evaluations of the grass 
communities, mineral, cultural and al l  the other "impacts" we could carry this in i t ia l  
statement of impact on to the benefits to local community where the ranching operation 
buys, on to the larger scene of grazier, feeder~ packer enroute to the very reason for the 
livestock's existence, the consumer. 

4. USDA figures (Draft Grazing Report, pg. 3) indicate that 47% of the beef cow herd 
is in the 17 western states heavily dependent on public lands for thei r  operations. The 
current trend toward removing food producing animals from the public lands is, therefore, 
putting 47% of the nation's beef supply in jeopardy, even though only 2% of the producers 
are here. Hence the adverse impact of losing the use of the lands is only to 2% of the 
beef producers, who would be put out of business. But the adverse impact of 47% of the 
beef herd affects 100% of the American Public in drast ical ly reduced supplies of a vital 
part of the food chain and the resultant extremely high cost of qual i ty  protein. While 
the San Pedro area is small, i t  is only a part of the whole trend and must be evaluated in 
that sense. 

5. Modern technology and improved knowledge and understanding of our natural 

Response No. 4-1. The riparian 
area covered in this EIS has had a 
long history of livestock grazing. 
Certain conclusions can now be made 
of the effects of livestock 
grazing. During the 15-year mora- 
torium, we will be monitoring the 
effects of non-grazing on the ripar- 
ian resources. At the conclusion of 
the 15-year period an evaluation 
will be made and decision made as to 
whether or not to allow grazing to 
occur. If livestock grazing is con- 
sidered as a management tool prior 
to the end of the 15-year period, a 
formal amendment to the plan would 
be required to allow for such use. 
The amendment would require full 
public review. Also see General 
Response No. 1 (Multiple Use). 
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J e r r o l d  Cool idge, EIS Team Leader -3- Ju ly  8, 1988 

resources  make management of  the r i pa r i an  areas, inc luding l i v e s t o c k  grazing f o r  the 
b e n e f i t  o f  the United States c i t i zens ,  a possible,  very d e s i r a b l e ,  a l t e r n a t i v e .  

6. Food producers - -  l i ves tock  and crop - -  by t h e i r  very presence have provided a 
c u s t o d i a l  serv ice  to the lands. Water developments have b e n e f i t t e d  w i l d l i f e  as well as 
domest ic s tock.  The cost of  the cont ro ls  out l ined in the Plan could be mi t igated by the 
i n c l u s i o n  o f  the responsible ranching community. The Plan does not i nd i ca te  the projected 
costs  o f  park ing lo ts ,  pa t ro ls ,  mod i f i ca t ion  of the environment, cons t ruc t i on  and 
renova t i on  o f  s i tes  f o r  s t a f f  and s c i e n t i f i c  use. I t  would seem t h a t  tha t  evaluat ion must 
be viewed in conjunct ion with the possib le inc lus ion of ranching as par t  o f  that  con t ro l .  

7. The very impressive l i s t  o f  species (b i rd ,  h e r p e t i l e ,  mammal as wel l  as 
v e g i t a t i v e )  prove to be l i s t s ,  not only of  what is present,  but what might be. This would 
seem to  present  a biased view, p a r t i c u l a r l y  in l i gh t  of  the f a c t  t ha t  a t rue  par t  of  the 
ecosystem has been dismissed out of  hand. 

M u l t i p l e  use of publ ic lands should be as much a part  o f  the t h i n k i n g  o f  the BLM as i t  
i s  o f  the U.S. Forest Service which is pledged to manage f o r  the g rea tes t  good of the 
g r e a t e s t  number. Food production must be a part  of  t h i s .  Preserv ing  h i s t o r y  to a 
reasonab le  degree, making cu l tu ra l  s i tes  ava i lab le  to the pub l i c  are a l l  admirable goals. 
But i t  would seem we must guard against the extreme view o f  p r o t e c t i n g  one p a r t i c u l a r  
p l a n t  or  minnow at the expense of  the overa l l  good, p a r t i c u l a r l y  when the var ious goals 
can serve  each other.  The many myths about " l i ves tock " ,  the a t t i t u d e  tha t  they are simply 
something there f o r  the enjoyment of  the rancher, are par t  o f  the p r i c e  we pay f o r  so few 
Americans being involved in food product ion. The "Milk comes from the supermarket" 
t h i n k i n g  is understandable, but must be corrected when pub l ic  p o l i c y  is  in the balance. 

I submit tha t  the Draf t  Plan and EIS are inva l id  because o f  being incomplete. I 
submit t ha t  the use of food product ion and the act ion of  l i v e s t o c k  on the area must be 
inc luded f o r  the benef i t  of  preserving the h is to r i c -use  charac te r  o f  the country,  the 
hea l th  o f  the renewable resource communities, as well as f o r  the b e n e f i t  o f  the county, 
s t a t e  and nat ion from the standpoint of  food supply. 

Res~pe~c~ t f u I I y submitted 

cc: ACGA, AZ Congressmen 
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~r. Ray Brady 
District kanager 
Bureau of Land ~anagement 
425 East 4th ~treet 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

633 Quail Place 
Sierra Vist~ 6~ ~ 

24 June 88 

Mr. Brady: 

Enclosed are several items which will serve as an introduc- 
tion to our proposal for an addition to the San Pedro River 
Land Use program which I understand is being finalized. 

As part of that program my wife and I are seeking permission 
to enter s portion of the Land Grant area from the vicinity of 
Charleston south to Hereford for the purpose of operating our 
stagecoach along the original stage route, or thereabouts es 
close as possible, from Tombstone to Bisbee. 

~r. Eric Campbell has indicated that our plan may not be in 
concert with the uses which the Bh,i has plsnned for that area. 
However, I hope the following presents a better idea of our 
total proposal which we feel would not only harmonize with the 
Bureau's but would greatly enhance the enjoyment of the San 
Pedro Land Grant area. 

Je appreciate your consideration of our material and anxious- 
ly await your reply. 

I remain, 
~es~e ct fully yours, 

~illiam H. Evans 

Response No. 5-1. The operation 

of a staKecoach on the San Pedro 

comes under the heading of commer- 

cial recreation use. The recreation 

sections under each alternative have 

been expanded to cover commercial 

use. 

Under the Preferred Alternative, 

commercial use could be allowed. 

This would occur only after full 

evaluation of the proposed use. An 

environmental evaluation will be 

written for each proposed use to 

determine the environmental impacts 

of such use. Decisions will also be 

made on the suitability of any pro- 

posed commercial use in the EIS 

area. Also, see General Response 

No. 2. 
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July 15, 88 

US Department of the Interior Mr. James W. Cooper 
Bureau of Land Management 2384 Golf Links Rd. 
Safford District Office Sierra Vista, 
425 E 4th St AZ, 85635 
Safford, AZ, 85546 

Dear Sirs: 

Per your request here are my comments on the San Pedro River 
Management Plan. 

Firstly, I agree with your Preferred Alternative, it brings 
together many good choice. However, it needs some fine tuning. 
Please consider the following changes: 

1 
massive washout early in the year the loss of fossils would be 
minimized. 

6 ~ !i! ~ii~i ~ f2na~ i{~~~i~ i i ~ ~  ~ ~ } ~ t ~huu~t~i~ni~'~ ~ } O lhr ua ~ eta ~2 ! i 

6--31!~!~y~h~.~doesWayEX°tiCnotiS fiShtoseemPOisonrem°valto offbe" anH°Wthe acceptabled°entireY°U planstreamsolution.t°andd° thiS?startin 
addition, eggs from "exotic" fish would be flown in on birds and 
the stream would be quickly repopulated. I suggest that no exotic 
fish removal be planned. In addition, the SP dries up 
sporadically so I would question if there are any exotic fish in 
the SP. 

4. Page 3-12, Table 3-6. As I stated in 3 above the SP dries up 
at times. Therefore I question this list, at least as it applies 
to the upper SP. If this is a list of fish that will be 
eliminated I protest again. If the beavers are reinstated the 
rainbow trout, green sunfish, channel catfish, bluegill, brook 
trout and the largemouth bass will become important recreational 
species in the beaver ponds. 

Response No. 6-1. We will check 
the known paleontological sites as 
often as we can. At a minimum, they 
will be visited every five years. 
We plan to check the most signifi- 
cant sites annually. 

Response No. 6-2. The statement 
is that the use of firearms is 
restricted to regulated hunting. 
Use of firearms for "plinking" or 
target practice will not be 
permitted. 

Response No. 6-3. The removal 
of exotic fish will be from existing 
ponds in cooperation with the appro- 
priate state or federal agencies. 
The methods used will be evaluated 
in the associated enviromental eval- 
uation that must be prepared prior 
to taking the action. 
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5. Which brings us to the subject of the beaverso As I 
understand it, in the days of the fur trappers and mountain men 
everYan d thegUllYwatersandinWaShth e streamshad a beaverfloweddam,sweettherean d pure" was littleMyth orer°si°nnot, 
the beaver certainly had a constructive impact on the ecology of 
themth e plainSinto hats.and ) theHistoricallyWest. (At leastth e beaver until has °ur livedf°refatherSin the sptUrnedand 
the reintroduction would have a most beneficial effect on the 
ec°l°gY'beaver add Y°Urthe bene fitsplaD sh°Uldof multipleaddresSbeaver the damsreintr°ducti°nand the source °f theof 

dam material. 

Sincerly. 

~ ),/~' .~£ ~' 

- James W2 ' Cooper 
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CHARLES A. SCHLEY 

8811 E. OLD SPANISH TI%AIL 
TUCSON, AZ 85710 

July 26, 1988 

District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 E. 4th Street 
Saf ford, AZ 85546 

Attention: Mr. Jerrold Coolidge, EIS Team Leader 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

I thank you and the Department for receipt of your June 1988 San 
Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

I must first compliment you on the overall excellence of your 
E.I.S. and its supportive Appendices along with the marvelous 
comprehensiveness of your Draft Plan for the Riparian Management. 

AtheVerYsanClearpedroVieWriverineWaS presentedarea, the byproblemsY°Ur sta~finvolved°f thein make-uPattempting°f 

itSoverviewmanagementwas affordedfO r benefitvia oftheUSfourall and,well indeedconceived, a mOstplanshearteningfo r the 

Rivers utilization and management. 

The people of this state owe you a warm vote of appreciation for 
apareilJ°b wellriverined°ne intreasure.anticipatingAs atheloneadministrati°nvoice, please °f accept this n°n-my 

sincere thanks. 

historic or paleontological importance. 

7--~I isPrObablytheA specialthePresidi°gemthePlanpiecebeSt°fsh°UldofpreservedSantathebe CruzdraWnsanSpaniShpedrodet° TerrenateC°nsideracquisitionPresidioC°mplete°nin thethean d Unitedrest°rati°nshouldsite" StateS,beThis'the °f 

focus of all attention. 

Response No. 7-1. The number and 
size of the recreational develop- 
ments has been decreased in the 
final EIS. See Chapter 2 in the 

text. 

Response No. 7-2. We agree that 
the Presidio of Santa Cruz de 

Terrenate is a significant site. It 
is important not only for its public 
use and historical values but also 
for its scientific study values. 
Based on this evaluation, numerous 
public comments, and recommendations 
from our technical advisory commit- 
tee, we have decided on an appropri- 
ate management strategy. The 
strategy is to preserve the ruins in 
their present condition rather than 
attempt to restore them to their 
original form. Complete restoration 
would decrease their scientific val- 
ues and, in many people's view, also 
detract from their historical and 
public values. We have prepared and 
implemented a management plan for 
the protection of the site by fen- 
cing the property, stabilizing the 
walls and other measures. 

USSPRNCA01191
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J u l y  27, 1988 

Mr. Ray Brady, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Safford District Office 
425 E. 4th St. 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

D°Suillcox,Box 6309CabelaS~z.R°ute~"~REJULBP645CEIVED~9 ~988 I 

r 
~ ' ~  

~ - 

~ 

Re: San Pedro River Management Area Water Rights ~w~ " iv I 
cc~/.~.,i~l 

Dear Mr. Brady: ................... ~ 

The evaluation of groundwater rights and options for the 
San Pedro River Management Area is certainly a complex and 
difficult one to solve or anticipate. The intended purpose 
for establishing this Management Area is to protect the 
Natural and Historic Resource&. The use of groundwater in 
the area should be of great concern for the protection of 
these Resources. 

 _,liii  !i!  iii   ili  !i!!i!ili!ii!:iiii!ii !i  ii!iiiii il 
li!!~[i~i!~t~ °brained'use from placeThe toflexabilplaceitYmightt° provetransfer 

I should also like to emphasize and encourage that the 
fallow agricultural fields be restored or returned for 
the most part in a natural manner with little help except 
in special situations. This is an arid region and the 
ultimate success of this restoration will be determined 
in large measure by the timing and abundance of rainfall. 
It would also help in keeping the operating costs down. 

The above comments at this point might seem a little 
premature. With every meeting more information is obtained 
which helps to provide a clearer and more desirable 
solution. 

Dan Fischer 

Response No. 8-1. The Arizona 

Department of Water Resources (DWR) 
conducted a hydrologic study of the 

Upper San Pedro Basin to evaluate 

whether a designation of the basin 

as an Active Management Area (AMA) 

was warranted. The DWR released its 

findings in mid-1988. In accordance 

with Arizona Statutes, a set of cri- 

teria was used to determine if the 

conditions in the basin would meet 
the requirements for AMA designa- 

tion. Based on the study's conclu- 

sions, DWR determined that a 

designation could not be made at 

that time. 

We intend to acquire any or all 

rights necessary for the protection 

of the EIS area and its associated 

water values. This includes the 

acquisition, upon a future AMA 

designation for the Upper San Pedro 

basin~ of the available grand- 

fathered groundwater rights. 

We support any considerations 

for the careful management and con- 

servation of the groundwater 

resource in the Upper San Pedro 

basin. To the extent possible, this 

includes local groundwater manage- 

ment initiatives or state-imposed 

measures to protect the river's 

resources. 
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th~,,,tk~ ~ I~uh~st~q,d 
Sll l~t~£) 

D ~ , ,  ~ 63¢ G Ave * 11.~,.~i~ A~ ~ ~ 
,6(2 ~4 8J~ I 

July 29, 1988 

Bureau of Land Management 
Safford District office 

425 E. 4th Street 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Mr, Ray A. Brady 

Distr±ct Manager 

Thank you for the copy of the San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and 
EIS. It is a well prepared document with a great deal of information 

I would like to see the Preferred Alternative chosen for this area. We 
need this type of recreational opportunity in Southeast Arizona - its the 

only active stream there is. But, its also important to protect the en - 

vironment, etc., and I believe this alternative would do so. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Plan. 

. . . .  

USDA-ForeSt Service employee 

USSPRNCA01194
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July 29, 1988 

IO-I 

Bureau of Land Management 
Safford District 
425 E. 4th 
Safford, AZ 85546 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

is the only sensible, responsible alternative for the 
San Pedro Management area. 

There is a wash draining into ~he San Pedro at 
which I have seen more different species of wildlife 
than at any other one place ! have ever hiked. A par- 
tial list: great horned owls, barn owls, red tailed 
hawks, gray hawks, western diamondbacks, black necked 
garters, various toads and frogs, porcupines, skunks, 
bats, deer, javelina, and bobcats. The place is a ver- 
itable nursery for wildlife, as I have seen the young or 
their tracks of nearly half of the above species. The 

I ~! !!!!~ii!n!!~i~i!~h!~!!~i!~i!! ~c~e~ed 

The Preservation Alternative would be acceptable if 
the "limited public use" applies only to non-exploitive 
activities such as hiking, photography, and birdwatching. 
NO collecting, __NO hunting, and NO ORV's~ 

ORV's are the most useless~purposeless, wasteful, 
and destructive weapons ever devised in the war against 
toe planet. They should be outlawed. A wonderful letter 
written to Arizona Highways by John Oldberg reads: 

~;a; ~o~S~o~e~ey~Ut~nr~g~a~o °~r~[ 

a hole under it. If a few people destroy 
the wild lands, all of us lose. To do any- 
~hing except leave them as you found them 
is to steal from your own children." 

On this principle, the third and fourth alternatives 
are totally unacceptable. No developed campgrounds, __no 
developed picnic sites, __no--developed nature trails, __NO 
develooments, period. 

If one wants to enjoy developments, one can take a 
walk in one's subdivision. If one wants to enjoy nature, 
then nature should be LEFT ALONE so one can enjoy its 
true and natural state. 

For the Earth, 

Joanne Cockerill 
P.O. Box 5081 
Huachuc; City, AZ 856 i~ 

Response No. i0-i. We believe 
that the amount of recreation use 
will not have a significant impact 
on the reproduction of wildlife spe- 
cies. Most proposed recreation 
facilities are located well away 
from the riparian area. Dispersed 
recreation will occur in the ripar- 
ian area but we are proposing limi- 
tations on the amount of use to keep 
the impacts at an acceptable level. 
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July 3~, 1988 

~ r ~ t  
~reau of Land ~ 
Safford District 
425 East Fourth 
Safford, ~ 85546 

~ar Sir: 

~yo~ ~ ~s a sincere ~i~ for t~ ~ of riparian zones kn~s 
that t~ ~ly ~y to enjoy ~ is on foot and ~ry ~i~. 

i i _ i I ~ ~ ~ ~  thatPedroinhabitto ~ e  Santra~Ipedro.is hardly in the ~st 

Our reco~endation is to improve the habitat not for the conve~ence of 
h~ans but for t~ fa~a and, for ~at ~tter, the flora that m~es the 
San Pedro the gem it iS. The best ~y to i~rove the habitat is to leave 
it alone! 

~anks. 

.... 

Response No. 11-1 Our plans do 
not include a total opening of the 
EIS area to vehicular travel. Only 
a limited number of roads will be 
available for vehicular access and 
most of these are short, ending at 
parking areas, interpretive stations 
or picnic sites. Map No. 2-1 shows 
those roads proposed for future pub- 
lic vehicular access. Certain other 
existing roads will be available for 
administrative use only. As a fur- 
ther point of clarification, none of 
the roads available for public 
access are in the riparian area. 
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Memo from 

EVELYN SPENCER 

Ja!y 30, 1988 

Safford District Office, 
Bureau of Land ManagPmenb 
!,23 E. ~t~ St., 
Safford, Az. 8~3h0 

Oentl~en: 

ly ~is%snd and f will be unable to attend the planned 

meetin~ ~n Sierra ~ista , Az. re~srdinF the usa[e of 

the San Pedzo Rfver area. 

Me sSncorely 'loDe th%s ~rea might inch~de such 

recreatio~l activities 8s oicnickin~ and hi~inz. 

The area w~s the souzce of muun oleasure for o!aer 

pau~le ~n years past. 

ThaPk you~ 

~ ~ ~:~,..,,, >:b . -~.c~ ..,.x'.~__.~____ 
~elyn M. Spencer. 
~ox 877 
T~mbst-ne, Az.. S~63~ 
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Response No. 13-1. 
Response No. 7. 

See General 
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August I, 1988 

To whom it may concern: 

I did not write letters in support of the S~ Pedro Riparian 

area only to see this plan modified to include hunters!! How can 

anyone e~oy t_he peace and tranquility of the river and su_r~unding 

area with the possiblity of gunfire nea~Joy? It would put a big 

da~per on ~y enjoyr~nt. I don't think I am the only one who feels 

this way although I may be the only one who has taken the tin~ 

to write. 

With the way man has encroached upon so much of the land in 

Arizona, I would like to see an area set aside for w~-Idlife to t~e 

as a refuge. People as well would be able to enjoy this area but 

w~th car~ras, binocuia_~a or just a picnic lunch! Why must hunters 

have tl~.s ~ ....... ~, ~o ~:ts to go fc~ a :~ia~L:g w~ down by 

the river and see spent shells and &rJLmal carcass remains? Not 

m~. I am highly disappointed by this modification to a good plan. 

I am hoping maybe enough people speak out on tb~s subject to keep 

the ]and for the wildlife. 

Susan Corsi 

~-j~<i~ 
Rt 2, Bx 24AA 
Hereford, AZ 856~5 

t5 

ARIZONA 
STATE 
PARKS 

800 W. WASHINGTON 
SUITE 415 

PHOENIX, A ~ Z O N A  85007 
TELEPHONE 6 0 2 ~ 5 ~ 4 1 7 4  

ROSE MOFFORD 
GOVERNOR 

STATE PARKS 
BOARD MEMBERS 

DUANE M ~ L E R  

CHA~ MANsEDONA 

JONI  BOSH 
~CE CH~RMANpHoEN~ 

W ~ U A M  G. ROE 
SECRETARYTu CSON 

REESE G. W O O D I N G  
TUCSON 

RONALD ~ E S  
TEMRE 

E~ZABETH A. DRAKE 
PHOE~X 

M. JEAN HASSELL 
STATE LAND COMM~ONER 

Augu~ 5, 1988 

R ~  ~ B ~  
Distr~ Manager 
DOI Bu~au of Land Manageme~ 
S a ~  D~d~ Office 
425 E. ~h ~ 
S a ~  AZ ~ 6  

RE: San Ped~ R ~  R~arian Manageme~ Ran and E n ~ n m e ~  Impa~ 
~memem (B~,  DOI~LM 

Dear M~ Brady: 

I have ~ e w e d  ~e draft Manageme~ ~an and ~S for ~e above proje~ and 
have ~e fol~wing commems pu~ua~ ~ 36 CFR Pad 800: 

ff ~ my o#nbn that the document more ~an adequat~y addresses any concerns 
we m~ht have as respe~s s~n~cant cultural resources with~ the area. The 
job done by M~ Gay K~kade and h~ staff ~ commenda~e as the #an 
~corporates the major sites known ~ the are& hi~odc~ contexts, and 
protective and i~erpretative ~sues. 

Your continued cooparatbn ~ ~ office in com~ng ~ ~e histodc 
wesewation ~quireme~s ~r Federal unde~aNngs ~ apwed~ed. If you 
have any que~bns, ~ease do not hesit~e ~ c o n ~  m& 

Robe~Sincer~E. Gasser ' ~ ~  

Archaeob~  & Com#~nce Coordinator 

~r  She~en L~n~, Ph.D. 
~ e  H ~ c  P~sew~on Officer 

KENNETH ~ TRAVOUS 
EXEC U~VE ~RE CTOR 

COURTLAND NELSON 
DEPUTY OmECTOR 

co.s~.~.c A.o M~.Acr.~ .~ZO~*~ ~.%:~E~ ." . ~ _ ; 2 ~ , C  ~ ;~ ~.~ .~C.~ .~  ~C~.~ ~.~ . ~ . ~  , ~  
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16 7 Gorvaliis , ~  " O'Jame s ~°xIrwinsoo@-5Ou~ ~7~59 

~ug. 2, 19o~ 
District ~,anager 
zLb 
@25 ~. @th Gt.. 
~afford, ~Z 05546 

bear District Lanager: 

I am writing in support of your decision tO end grazing 
on the ~an Pedro ~iver property. IT's gratifying to see 
What all your ~ alternatives for your Draft Eanagement 
Plan prohioit grazing. I also support the draft's "no 
action" alternative, which would best emphasize the recovery 
of the riparian community. 

Sincerely ~ 

USSPRNCA01200
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District Manager 
BLM 
425 E. 4th St. 
Saf fo~d, Arizona 85546 

August 4, 1988 

Dear District Manage#. 

It has come to my attention that the BLN has recently 
released its Draft Management Plan and E]S for 48,000 acres 
along a 36-mile stretch on the San Pedro River. The fou~ 
alternatives all call for a continuance of no livestock 
grazing, which has been in effect for two years, ~f | 
understand correct ]y. 

l would like to highly commend you for your decision to 
eliminate cattle 8Dazing f#om the area. It's surely about 
time!!! Livestock grazing has been terribly destructive to 
the San Pedro for about 120 years. The BLM is well-known for 

anitSexoitlng blind deVOtandiOnmomentoustO the achranChievement!ing industry, so this is truly 

I strongly urge you to continue to strive for 
e;)vironmenta] improvement by ending a}l livestock grazing on 
all BLM lands and minimizing detrimental impacts f#om other 
users. 

ThanR you. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

c-..z_,.~,~ " ' /  <~-~ <~ ~- ' ;~.__ 

Lynn  Jaoobs  
P , O . B o x  5784 
T u c s o n ,  A ~ i z o n a  8 5 7 0 3  
(602  ~ 5 7 8 - 3 1 7 3  
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S T E W A R T  L. U D A L L  

A T T O ~  N K Y A T  LAW 

70  ~AST ~ ¢ H ¢ ~  D ~ V K  

PHOENIX, ARIZONA e5ol2 

T~¢P.ON= ~o~ a s o = ~ s 4  

August 3, 1988 

Mr. Dean Bibles 
BLH State Director 
Phoenix, Arizona 

Dear Dean: 

I wish to lodge a citizen comment re the 
preliminary management plan for the San Pedro River Reserve 
which, I understand, is the subject of public hearings this 
week, 

,  lii!', !i ilili! ilili!i!!ii  !i ,ii iiiiiii!!iii!i' !!  !! 
public support for this concept, the historical records of 
Coronadots expedition tell us that in all likelihood his 
line of march followed the San Pedro river downstream from 
the international border at least to the vicinity of Tres 
Alamos wash near Cascabel. 

If this concept proves to be viable, this might be 
an ideal use for the splendid new Reserve that your agency 
has acquired for the American people. Hence, we who are now 
studying this plan feel it might be appropriate for this 
idea to be tentatively taken into account in the final 
management plan your agency prepares. 

Response No. 19-1. We are aware 
of the interest in a hiking trail 
following the route of Coronado, 
including that portion along the 
upper San Pedro River. As there is 
no firm proposal for this trail at 
this time, inclusion in this 
Management Plan and FEIS is not war- 
ranted. When a proposal is s~bmit- 
ted it will be evaluated to 
determine the environmental impacts 
and the suitability of such a trail 

in the EIS area. 

USSPRNCA01202
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Date: Aug. 3, 1988 

Name: Clark H. Derdeyn 
1023 Sahuaro Dr. 
Sierra Vista, AZ 85635 

Subject: Written comments for BLM public meeting on San Pedro River Management 
Plan ( Aug. 4, 1988 in Sierra Vista, Arizona). 

Summary: Justification for allowing big game hunting, recommendations on how to 
implement hunting, prevention of careless firearms use, and protection 
of active gray hawk nests. 

A large number of Arizona sportsmen actively supported having BLM manage 
the San Pedro River Area (SPRA). These sportsmen felt BLM would continue to 
follow their excellent prior record of coordinating wildlife programs with the 
Ariaona Game and Fish Department (AGFD). 

Wildlife is one of the renewable natural resources found on this area. 
Modern renewable natural resource management has been defined as '~ise use of 
our renewable resources". Wildlife harvests approved by the AGFD are based on 
only taking wildlife from the annual harvestable surplus. The old saw "use it 
or lose it" applies since wildlife cannot be stockpiled over the habitat's 
carrying capacity. Attempting to stockpile big game animals will result in the 
unharvested surplus animals reducing the habitat's carrying capacity by over- 
utilization as they die of starvation and disease. We owe our future generations 
healthy natural areas and the knowledge to manage these areas to produce optimum 
wildlife population levels. Such management knowledge will benefit all wildlife 
species native to the area and not just the species used for human food; therefore, 
an absence of hunting not supported by the AGFD cannot be wise use. 

Some public concern over the use of rifled firearms on the SPRA has been 
voiced. Arizona hunters have one of the lowest hunting accident rates in the 
United States. No Arizona hunter has injured or killed a nonhunter. The National 
Safety Council figures for 1982 indicate that a hunter is eight times more likely 
to have an injury accident in his home than they are while out hunting. Therefore, 
any legsl weapon allowed by AGFD regulations should be legal for use on the SPRA. 

Careless use of firearms by nonhunters should be the major concern on the 
SPRA. Establishing the following regulations for the SPRA should cure this 

problem. I) Target practice and p/inking are not permitted on the SPRA. 
2) Only properly licensed hunters or a juvenile hunter accompanied by 

e properly licensed adult hunter may possess firearms on the SPRA. 
3) Any firearm discharged on the SPRA must~be discharged by a properly 

licensed hunter (see 2) above) in an attempt to take legal game. 
4) No firearm may be discharged within one quarter mile of developed 

public parking or picnic areas on the SPRA. 

The Gray Hawk (Buteo nitidus) is probably the most noteworthy species found 
on the SPRA. In order to protect this species disturbances near known nest sites 
, during the nesting season, should be prevented. Protection should be accomplished 
by regulations preventing any public access to within I00 yards of a known active 
nest. In addition, the regulations should contain provisions to prevent people 
from remaining close to any previously unknown active nest. 

Sisterly yours, 

d~ ~ ~..~-~ 

Clark H. Derdeyn 

Response No. 
Response No. 7~ 

21-1. See General 
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22 
DISTRICT MANAGER 
BLM 
425 E 4th ST 
SAFFORD, AZ. 85546 

MR & MRS DENNIS DEZELAN 
3710 BLACKBIRD DR 
SIERRA VISTA, AZ. 85635 

BLM DISTRICT MANAGER; 

AS A MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE IN THE SIERRA VISTA HEARING 
CONCERNING THE SAN PEDRO RIVER AREA ON 4 AUG. 88, I WANT TO TAKE THIS 
OPPORTUNITY TO SUBMIT MY WRITTEN COMMENTS. PLEASE INCLUDE MY REMARKS AS 
PART OF THE RECORD. 

I AND MY FAMILY OF FIVE FAVOR THE 'PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE' OF THE 
BLM'S PLAN. AS SUCH WE FAVOR OPEN HUNTING IN THE RIPARIAN AREA FROM 
SEPTEMBER THRU MARCH. THE PROPOSAL COMPLEMENTS ACTIONS ALREADY IN PLACE IN 
ARIZONA. CLOSING THIS LARGE AREA WHICH BISECTS THE SAN PEDRO VALLEY WOULD 
SERIOUSLY IMPACT SPORTSMAN HUNTING THRU THE AREA,EAST TO WEST, FROM 
ADJOINING FEDERAL LANDS AS WELL AS THOSE WHO WOULD PURSUE LEGAL GAME 
ANIMALS ALONG ITS MAIN AXIS. 

THE PURCHASE OF THE LANDS BY THE BLM NOW MAKES THOSE LANDS PART 
OF THE FEDERAL INTEREST. THAT MEANS THE PURCHASE OF THOSE LANDS IN PART OR 
IN FULL WERE PURCHASED WITH FEDERAL FUNDS THUS ALLOWING USE BY ALL ITS 
CITIZENS FOR LEGAL PURPOSES. PUBLIC LANDS BELONG TO ALL THE PEOPLE. THEY 
ARE NOT JUST A PLACE TO COMMUNE WITH NATURE, FOR ME THEY MEAN SAVORING OUR 
PIONEER HERITAGE. THEREFORE AS AN AMERICAN I WANT TO EXERCISE OUR RIGHT TO 
FREELY ACCESS PUBLIC LANDS; TO HUNT, CAMP, BIRD WATCH, PICNIC OR JUST KNOW 
ITS THERE FOR OUR USE AND THE USE OF ALL FUTURE AMERICANS. 

Response No. 
Response No. 7. 

22-I. See General 

DENNIS & DIANE DEZELAN 

USSPRNCA01205
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Response No. 23-1. The number 
and size of the recreational devel- 
opments has been decreased in the 
final EIS. See Chapter 2 in the 
text. 
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24 ~ - 

4 S~ r~ : 

Please readALL of my letter, please. 

First, I would like to state that I am against the possible 

per~ission of hunting to be allowed along the San Pedro River 

Conservation Area. 

What does the word conservation mean anyway? 

It means to protect and both the land and the animals in this 

unique area need our protection. Arizona is a unique area that 

is rapidly dying because of our neglect of those things which 

make it unique. 

The desert is being chopped up all over to build condominiums. 

But why were the condiminiums built here in the first place? 

Because the area ls unlgue! 

But once the condos dominate, the area is no longer unique! 

Once the land is devoured, the plants and animals are gone! 

The San Pedro River Basin has been set aside because it is a 

unique area that we want to save. In reality, most of Arizona 

needs to be saved or the whole place will look like Phoenix 

or Tucson ! 

The people both from in and out of our state come to the San Pedro 

and other areas because they think the natural beauty is wonderful. 

l[i~t~7~ environmentthe safety OfwhiletheSepeoplePeOplearoundWho arethemtherear e huntinglOoking, at 

Hunting is a frivilous hobby, these days, NOT A NECESSITY. 

This area and others in other states should be protected in all 

ways for our children and our children's children. This realization 

~ our uniqueness is why people local ~y were able to ban the 

B O X  B P  " 4 0  M A I N  S T .  B I S B E E .  A 8 5 6 0 3  8 0 2 / 4 3 2 - 3 9 1 1  

Response No. 
Response No. 7. 

24-1 .  See General 
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Phelps-Dodge Douglas Smelter from operation. Not because we 

wanted the local copper processors to lose their jobs, but because 

it was scientifically proven of the dangers of processlng 

copper in a plant that had no environmental protection controls 

by a company that refused to put the controls on the plant. 

It was scientiff!cally proven that acid rain caused directly 

from the smelter's ~ollution caused plantlife to die as far 

away as Montana and caused health hazzards to humans as far away. 

Not to mention the health hazzards for workers directly in contact 

with particulates or breathing fumes inside the plant. 

Oddly, on a national level the EPA did nothing until local groups 

started the initiative to make the environment safe for all. 

Please help save this unique area and other for the enjoyment 

and mental and physical health of all. 

T h a n k  ? o ~ ,  

u 

R i c h a r d  B y r d  

25 

~ ~ ~ ,  ~ ~ ~ ~ 
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Dear BLM: Aug. 7, 1988 

I recently lesrned ~hat you are planning to stop 
grazing in the ~an Pedro ~iver for 15 years. I hardly 
endorse this decision and ~eel that restoration of 
ripariau zones in the Southwest will o~ly be accomp~shed 
by eliminating domestic livestock grazing. Please also 
keep human use in this riparian zone to things like 
hiking-- no motorcycles and ORV use. Th~k you. 

George Wuerthner 
Box 273, Livingston, Mt. 59077 

USSPRNCA01209
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BLM 
~ � r ~  DistriCt ~ : ~  

425 E ~th 
~e~ord. AZ 95546 

28 

Dear P~DI e, 

It i~ mY belie+ that the ~an ~edr~ Rimarian Area ~euth e+ 

St. D~vld have as it~ highest 9rlorlt~; th~ erotecticn ~ the !and 

~or the u~e ~4 the uildl!~e that !i;e there, rather th~n +er u~e 

by ~umani~ Human~ already h~Y~ ~e much mcre irea t~ "DI~Y" i~ 

thor ibex' already mi~u~e titan the w~l~li÷e have. ?lease, thi~ 

ire~ Is Crltlc~l tc some tvD@~ o! ~abltats t~ survive. Let'~ n~t 

muc~ it '!D 4er the amlmal~ that n~eC it to survive. A÷ter all. 

~ m~. ~me~a~ be tho~e ~Imalz t~t need It. 

~hanL , ~ L .  

~v! B~er 
T~TU Z .  ~ s s ~  
T L C : ~ .  63 • 9 ~ ' I ~  

.,,~..~,'.~:2~.j 

/-<~/_-.~Y~ z~.-~-X-/ 

,~//~,¢-}~,,~ 

A x ~  

/ ~ 

~ ~ ~  ~ ~  

~ ~  ~ / ~ ~  

~ ~ ~  ~ 
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District i.~.- -~. - ""~. 
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1 1o 
Donald AZ B~x 1234 ~ 

85603 ~ 

BLM 

SAFF0~O ~Z. 

JERROLD COOLIDGE (OR OTHER REP. ), 

PLEASE REPRESENENT MY LARGE FAMILY OF CHILDREN AND YOUNG ADULTS AND MY WIFE, SELF, 

AND MANT RELATIVES IN THIS AREA OF THE SAN PEDRO RIVER LAND PROJECT OF BLM, A~); THE 

MANY IN THE pOPULATION WHO ARE NOT ABLE TO ATTEND MEETINGS ETC ON THIS ISSUE OF HUNTING 

VS N0-HUNTING THERE. SEE INCLOSED EDITORIALS TO ILLUSTRATE SAME. ONLY A FEW OF US HAVE 

TIME FROM WORK ETC TO EXPRESS OUR VOHEMENT DISDAIN AND DISPLEASURE WITH EVEN TO CONSIDER 

1 
IT IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL TO ARBITRARILY ALLOW HUNTING DECIDED BY A FEW WHEN THE MANY DID 

NOT EVEN HAVE THEIR DEMOCRATIC RIGHT TO VOTE ON THE 1SSUE. IT VIOLATES THE VERY LAWS 20F~ 

RIGHT TO BE PROTECTED FROM OTHERS WHO ABUS~ COMMIT CRIME~ ETC. MY GOD, IF FEDERAL LAW 

NOW PROTECTS OTHERS FROM SMOKERS, PEOPLE SHOULD CERTAINLY FEEFL SECURELY FROTECTED BY 

LAW AND LAW ENFORCEMENT TO PEACEFULLY WALK THE RIVER AREA WITHOUT THE MENTAL STRESS OP 

POSSIBE OR POTENTIAL INJURY, AND/OR DEATH. (~/~//~//~ O~ ~_/~/~2~" AS ~-~'/-~). 

Response No. 
Response No. 7. 

31-1. See General 

I WORKED TWENTY YEARS WITH FEDEHAL GOVERNMENT, BECOMING DISABLED, ~'HEN RETIRING. I FOR 

ONE HAVE LOOKED FORWARD TO THE PLEASANT VISITS THERE ON RIVER BANK. FURTHERMORE, i AM 

NATIVE OF ARIZONA AND COCHISE COUNTY; AND, ALL MY LIFE DEN2ED ACCESS TO THIS BEAUTIFUL 

WONDERMENT OF GOD'S CREATIO~ BECAUSE OF THE NAST~f LEGAL SIGNS PLACED BY RANCHERS, WHO NOw 

CAN KILL WILOELIFE INDISCRIMINATELY BEING LEGALLY PROTECTED BY IAW TO DO SO. THE REAL 

CULPRIT THOUGH IS THE IDIOTS OUT SHOOTING ANYTHING T~L%T MOVES~OFTEN CA~'I~LE| AND)CERTAINLY 

ENDANGERING HOMO SAPIENS AS WELL. WE NEED PROTECTI~ EVeN AS THE EANCHER DoES ~ROM SUCH 

IRRESPONSIBLE PEOPLE (?). 

: 
USSPRNCA01212
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$2 
SI BBA CLUB 

Gran~ Canyon Chapter. AHzona 
8 1 N O O N  8 8 0 ~  

August il, 1988 
I17 N. 2nd Avenue 
Tucsnn, AZ 85705 
7 9 2 - 2 6 9 0  

Ray A. Brady 
Safford District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

RE: San Pedro Plan & E]S 

Dear Mr. Brady: 

Thank you for this chance to comment on the draft San 
Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement. I appreciate the wisdom and sensitivity 
shown by your closing of the area to beth grazing and public 
access during the first several years of BLM management. 
These were vital steps for the recovery of such a large, 
sensitive, and damaged riparian ecosystem. It is my hope 
that your future management will follow e similar course 
directed at restoring and preserving the health of the San 
Pedro's community of life. 

To that end, l support the "preservation" alternative 
offered in the draft, with the following changes: 
-- The area should remain o|osed to hunting, trapping and 
fishing, at |east unti| the area's wildlife population and 
habitat has fully recovered from past abuses (which is net 
to imply that hunting was a major abuse of the land, but 
rather that it may impede rapid recovery). 

~ ~--~lii~i ~C~?~: ~?i!! ! ~ ii~ i~i l y~C~e~i ~ a  t pr even t i n gt he i rbu t dama get a t he rceur s e 't 0 

32--3~i~!:?~ i !;~;~!!?! ~ ne tthatber eachused f arWi thi nbeyOndthe thear'a'tar getas t hey 

Beyond that, [ want to specifically support the 
proposal to designate the San Pedro area as an Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern. 

Dale S. Turner 
Conservation Chair 
Ri ncon Group 

Response No. 32-1. This gener- 
ally is our plan. We do plan a 
larger facility at the San Pedro 
House location on Highway 90. This 
proposed facility is in an old farm- 
field and away from the sensitive 
riparian area. 

Response No. 32-2. The develop- 
ment of a fire management plan for 
the San Pedro EIS area will deter- 
mine where fires should be sup- 
pressed (for resource or property 
protection or visitor safety), and 
where prescribed fire should be man- 
aged as an integral part of the eco- 
system. All fires will receive an 
"appropriate response." This res- 
ponse can cover a full spectrum of 
choices from an aggressive all-out 
suppression to routine monitoring 
for fires that are burning under 
pro-established conditions. If a 
prescribed fire is exhibiting errat- 
ic fire behavior and/or not burning 
in accordance to the prescription, 
it will be suppressed. 

Response No. 32-3. 
SV-5. 

See Response 

USSPRNCA01213



August 12~ 1988 

O~:rel d Coolidge 
EIS Team Leader 
Sa;{ord District O;;Ice 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 Eo 4th St~ 
8a;;ord, AZ 85546 

Dear Sir, 

The following are my comments to the Draft "San Pedro River Riparian 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement" dated Oune, 1988: 

~ An overall comment is that your Preferred Alternative is pretty 
good, but leans a little too heavy toward development and 
utilization. Somewhere betwe~ the Preservation Alternative arid 
the Preferred Alternative would be the best balance, 

- I strongly support your "No trapping" position. It is definitely 
incompatible with the wildlife and recreati(~ goals for the area. 
I also believe you should reconsider your hunting positi~n. I 
realize that it is a politically tough item~ i think hunting 
opportunities already abound on public lands in the area and 
the San Pedro would serve both wildlife and recreation better as 
a "No Hunting" area~ The nonconsumptlve recreationist (wildlife 
observers, photographers, etch) have very ~ew safe places to go 
o n  public land in Sc~uthoast ~'i~ona during hu~ing season,, The 
£~an Pedro offers exceptional photographic and wildlife ~bservation 
opportunities arid I think it it ~ould be a oetter use uf the area 
than hunting. Th~ area also would better serve the needs ef rare 
wildlife if they were not exposed to the pressure of hunters (even 
though they would not be the target species.) 

If you insibt on hunting, do n~t open the entire area to hunting 
and consider not allo~ing huntln~ dogs. 7h~ impacts to wildlife 
from the territeriellty o; dogs is well known. 

Th~e leads into the next item -PETS. They are not addressed in 
the EI~ but should have been. An~ pets should be kept on a leash 
and ]imlted to roads and campgruunds. The impacts o4 pets on ~ildlife 
are w~ll documented and the special wiidlife ~alues in the San Pedro 
R~parian Area should be protected +tom pets. The Sonoita Creek 
Nature ~oservancy Sanctua~.y outside Patagonia is a g~ed mod~l 
;or riparian area protection. Pets and hunting are net pe~mltted,. 
Ca~Din~ is not allowed in the riparian corridor and human impacts 
are restricted to one side of the corridor. This leaas te the next 
item: 

- Keep all development, trai!s, human use, etc. tu one side ~f the 
San Pedro 4or each ma2oi" stretch of the river~ i.e. highway to 
highway. Again re;erring to the Patagonia Sanctuary - the ~aptor~ 
a~d many other species primarily nest on the side that humans do not 
traffic. For example, Gray Hawks not only nest on the opposite 
side of the creek from human traffic~ but also on the far side 
o; the trees. Preferrably develop on the side with the least 
riparian vegetation. If devel~ed this way it will minimize 
impacts to wildlife ;tom develapeent. 

35-11 
55-2~ 

Response No. 33-1. See General 
Response No. 7. 

Response No. 33-2. Pets were 
overlooked in the DEIS. We agree 
they should have been addressed. 
See the changes in Chapter 2 of the 
text. 

USSPRNCA01214



Also~ i# you shiTt development 4tom one side oE the river to the 
other as rou move up or downstre~u~ leave an undeveloped area between 
the developed sections° This will all~]w ~or a continuous wild!i~e 
corridor ~or the entire length o4 the area. This is important E~r 
~ildli~e moveeent and migratiou~ 

..... I de~initeiy support removal o~ exoti~_s <fish, ]lants~ etc. 

~ I encourase rise o; the area ~or relntreduction ~+ T & E species 
where possible. I especially support the area ;or introduction 
oE ti,e Aplomado Falcon and Mexican WolE~ You d(] not mention the 
Jaguarundi, bu~ i know ~ome BLM personnel suspect hhey may <re~t 
the area. i think you should consider reintr~ing hhem on the 
San Pedro and protecting it +or them° I also think a wildli4e 
~or ridor should be maintained through the areas Eor ~pecies suck. 
as the Caguar which ~s being observed more ~requently in Southeast 
Arizona these days. 

~--~I- Itraials°l thanW°uldf°~pre~era ra~t°ir°ad~see the Ra~iroad right-of-way used as a 

[hanks 4or ypur consideration ~; the above input° [ think you folks 
have put considerable e~;ort into your Dra+t EISo You are trying to 
plgase as m~ny people as possible° I urge you to give wildlife and 
the resource the top priority with people in second pl~ceo I hope 
to reEreate in the area a Int, buh hopeTully r,o~ at a m~jor expense 
to the ~Ior~ and 4aun~.~ 

~raci a~ 

P.O~ Nox 461  
S o o o i t a ~  AZ 8 5 6 3 7  

Response No. 33-3. 
Response No. 8. 

See General 

USSPRNCA01215
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~422 N Swee~ ~ve #40~ 
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85 

86336 ~ 

~U~. 13,1nSg 
Mr, J e r r n l d  C o o l i d n e  
~ureau o# LanH ~ananement  
~ a ~ = o r d ,  ~7 8554~ 

Th i~  c h a n t e r  o f  the  ~ m t i n n a l  Audubon ~ o c i e t v  i s  e n t h u s i a s t i c  a b o u t  
the  Ran Pedro h i r e r  P r e s e r v e  Bcnu i red  %v the  ~ . L . ' 1 . , f r m ~  K t .  q a v l d  
to  the  " e x i c a n  %erder  in  ~ lanH ~wan ,~ i t~  Bn i n v e s t m e n t  f i r m - i n  
n r n t e c t  ~ i I H ~ i ~ e  anH i t R  h a S i t a t  t h e r e .  

'In anree he~rt~Iv with 'HchBol R~e~nrv n # ' ~ ¢ ~ I  ,m~, con~ervatinn 
chairman n # the ~rBnd ranvon {banter ~# the ~ ier ra Club_that nu~llc 
u~e ~reas shhul~ he on the neri~her~ tn !e~st d is turb  the ,vi~d~ifn 
in i t s  hab i ta t .  

,ae ,,111 a n n r e c ~ t e  nR,p~ o # v o u r  c ~ n c u r r e n c e  a~ t h i s  n~a~ d e v e l o n s ,  

U i ~ l  n~hn rn  
C n r r ~ n n d l n n  C e c r e t a r v  

USSPRNCA01216



~ . L o ~ o  

~ £o # t h  S t .  

~ o ~  A r l z .  8 ~ 6  

O ~ r  d ~ l d  Coo l  l d g e t  Augus t  I ~  1 9 ~  

! w i s h  t o  v o i c e  my e p i n i o n  o f  h u n t i n g  on t h e  ~ n  P ~ r o  

~ i v e r .  

~ h a v e  t h e  n a t i o n a l  f o r e s t ,  t h e  B .L .M .  l a n d  and 

t h e  w i l d e r n e s s  t o  hun t  a n i m a l s .  ! have  n o t h i n g  a g a i n s t  

h u n t i n g .  I much p e t t e r  w i l d  meat t h a n  t h e  c a r c i n o g e n i c  

b e e ~  now a v a i l a b l e  on t h e  m a r k e t .  ~ t  I do no t  t h i n k  

t h a t  we n e ~  t o  have t h e  h u n t e r s  h u n t  t h e  a n i m a l ~  ~ i c h  

h a v e  ~ o u n d  s a f e t y  and r e f u ~ e  on t h e  ~ n  P d r o  R i v e r .  

L e t  t h a n  have  t h e i r  r e f u g e  . . . .  PL£ASEI 

~ e  a n i ~ l s  w i l l  ~ t i l l  be h u n t ~  on y o u r  l and ,  i n  t h e  

wilderness a~ national forests. 

The $en P~ro River has been my refuge for nearly I~ years 

now. This ar~ i~ where I go rot solitude and prayer. 

I pick up the trash whenever ! fl~ it and treat the river 

with reverence. ¢ts our only natural made water source 

available in this county. 

Eho would be liable if I got in~r~ by a bullet? ~ho 

would take care of my son and his ~ucation if I (a widow 

and single parent) got kill~ by a hunter? 

I stay out or the wilderne~ while hunters hunt in their 

s~on. I ask the hunter$ to ~tay out or my place of 

r e f u g e  a n d  m ~ i t d t i o n .  P lease ,  8 . L . M . ,  don~ t  a l l o w  t h i s  

h u n t i n g  on  o u r  o n l y  r i p a r i a n  r e s e r v e .  

Thank  y o u  f o r  I i l t e n l n g .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

C a r o l  ~ s c o t t  
~ . 0 .  Box  1~60 
B i s b e e ,  A r i z .  85603 
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Aug. 8, 1988 

District Manager, BLM 

Safford, Arizona 

Greetings; 

I was very pleased to hear of your Draft Management 

Plan for BLM land along the San Pedro River. Allow me to 

briefly comment. 

l) No grazing! Desert water sources are becoming far 

too valuable to allow "cows in the creek". That land 

needs extensive restoration, not more abuse. 

2) Very carefully limit "recreational" use. The area 

shouldn't be locked up totally, but close to it. This 

puts my viewpoint between the preservation and no action 

alternatives, but leaning towards the latter. 

3) I feel the area has good potential to become a fine 

wildlife refuge within a few years. It should be left 

in a condition to do so. 

4) Mechanized forms of recreation should be strictly 

forbidden and controlled. This would include chainsaws 

and all vehicles with the possible exception of cars and 

mountain bikes on designated roads. 

Sincerely; 

Lloyd Knapp 

537 Thompson Cr. Rd. 

Applegate, OR 97530 

#29 

Response No. 36-i. The text has 
been updated to read that mountain 
bikes will be allowed only on those 
roads open for public access. 
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Jerrold Coolidge, EIS Team Leader 
Safford District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 E. Ath St., 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

3705 Toltec Court, 
Sierra Vista, AZ 
15 August 1988 

S5635 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 
Although I was not able to attend either of the two public hearings 

of the draft San Pedro EIS, I have received a copy of the plam, and 
wish to submit the following comments: 

i. Congratulations on the preparation of a very extensive and 
int erestimg report. 

38_~1a s ma2.infiltrationNO mention iSroutemadSforOfillegalthS presentaliens.and future use of the area 

3. The need for proper management and erosion contr~l measures 
extends to the tributary areas also. An education program is suggested 
for landowners in the areas bordering the river. 

4. In view of the apparent carelessness of upriver (Mexican) users, 
perhaps some sort of rudimentary treatment plant at the border should 
be comsidered for the future, to prevent damage to the whole ecosystem 
from upriver pollution. 

38-~ 5. Recreational equestrian use should be considered. 

~8_~lleastfOrpermitthis,6tWo.aAlthoughcarefulYears,i stronglYwhateVerevaluationmY asso¢iateSrecommendalternatiVeof agameinmoratoriumtherepopulationPlanRod andisOnadopted.Gunallrates.ClUbhunti~gmightThisfOrwouldcurSeat me 

7. It should be remembered that this project and its handling will 
be a sort of landmark project, and may well become the model for other 
conservation projects in future. 

~ 8-4 ] ~°~ "~i!r~!~!~!~iie~i!! ~i~i !~i~i~ab~p~!~. ~~!~!iih 
an adequate set of topographic maps, I should be willing to attempt 
this. 

I have some preliminary ideas for occasional pools, the banks to 
be stabilized by stones or gabions, that might harbor fish during dry 
seasons. When filled up with stormwater debris, they could be dredged 
out. Also for low check dams, to help inhibit further charknel erosion. 

Very truly yours. 

Response No. 38-1. The use of 
the San Pedro River area as an 
infiltration route by illegal aliens 
is beyond the scope of this document. 

Response No. 38-2. Equestrian 
use was only minimally addressed in 
the draft plan/EIS. This has been 
corrected in the text. Equestrian 
use is allowed under both the Utili- 
zation and Preferred Alternatives. 

Response No. 38-3. See General 
Response No. 7. 

Response No. 38-4. We have 
established permanent channel tran- 
sects to assess the San Pedro 
channel profile. During 1989 a 
watershed activity plan will be 
written. The plan will determine if 
additional cross-channel transects 
should be surveyed and established. 
We are also studying the geomorphic 
evolution of the San Pedro stream 
channel to determine episodes of 
sedimentation (channel aggradation) 
and incision (channel degradation). 
From these studies, we will be able 
to evaluate the feasibility of chan- 
nel restoration (stabilization) 
projects such as emplacement of gab- 
ions or check dams. A total of 
seven permanent cross-channel tran- 
sects were established in February 
1987 during the initial project 
assessing the San Pedro water 
resources. 
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Slerra 5510 Osagevista ,AvenueArizo~ ~ 

85635 
Tel No (602) 378-2897 

~3 August 1988 

District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 East 4th Street 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

SUBJECT: San Pedro Management Area 

Gentlemen: 

Planning for the future of the San Pedro Management Area 
should emphasize the following objectives: 

i) 

"2) 

3) 

The peace and tranquility of the entire San Pedro 
Management Area should be the paramount and overriding 
management objective. 

The Bureau of Land Management should police the 
Management Area on a frequent and continuing basis in 
order to control vandalism, litter and activities that 
infringe on the peace and tranquility of the Area. 

Management should include an effort to reestablish the 
ecology of the Management Area as it was before the 
intrusion of white settlers. This would probably 
require an effort to reintroduce some plant, animal, 
bird and insect life. 

In order to implement and reinforce the above objectives, the 
following regulations should be included in the operation and 
use to the Management Area: 

39_212) 
3) 
4) 

No commercial activities are permitted within the 
Management Area. 

Specifically excluded among other commercial and 
noncommercial activities are mining, gravel extraction, 
livestock grazing, recreational vehicle parks, camp 
grounds, food and supply vendors (including machines), 
and BLM information centers larger than minimal. 

No roads or highways in the Management Area except those 
that currently cross the it laterally. 

All motorized vehicles are excluded from the Management 

Page i of 2 

Response No. 39-1. See Response 
5-1. 

Response No. 39-2. No commerci- 

al recreational vehicle parks or 

food and supply vendors are proposed 

for the EIS area. 
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6) 

7) 

Area exce~ on the lateral roadways (3, above) and in 
parking facilities i ~ i ~ y  adjacent to the roadways. 

5) Traffic is limited to foot, horseback and bicycle 
traffic on ~t~s provided by the BLM, ~ich may run 
the length of the M ~ t  Area, and are placed by the 
BLM to provide access to points of interest. 

Picnicing is limited to ~ s i ~  picnic areas that 
have picnic and latrine facilities provided by the BLM. 

Visitors ~st le~e the Management Area at nightfall or 
within the early evening hours. 

typeAllNoallhuntingfirearmS'elasSeSof weap~n~rareairtrapping~rexc~uded~ns,device.inb~wsfr~mtheandManagementthearr~wsManagementandAreaweap~nsArea.with any °f 
This program would provide a serene area, with plants and 
wildlife in nature's setting, close to local ~ ~ ,  
that can be enjoyed by individuals and families who are 
willing to make the effort. 

Cordially yours, 

Response No. 39-3. 
Response No. 7. 

See General 

Page 2 of 2 

USSPRNCA01221



0 August I, 1988 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

SUBJECT: BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT PROPOSAL TO ALLOW HUNTING AT THE SAN PEDRO 

RIVER PRESERVE 

The faceless bureaucrats in the Bureau of Land Management who propose allowing 

hunting in the San Pedro River area should offer themselves as unarmed and 

innocent prey for the hunters. Their "animal instinct" would surely activate 

their "survival instinct." 

Because hunters obviously like to kill, let's up the ante: have hunters hunt 

other hunters. It would be more challenging to hunt a human animal who can 

"think" than to hunt defenseless dumb animals that cannot devise protective 

strategies. And since hunters in this situation would either live or die, 

this would let them hone and refine their hunting and survival skills to the 

maximum. This would be a hunter's ultimate sport. 

The aforementioned situation would save the animals from the vicious macho 

hunters, and it would still let the hunters have their fun. 

SUMMARY : NO HUNTING IN THE SAN PEDRO RIVER PRESERVE!! ! ! I l ! I ! ! ! ! ! ! I l l  ! I ! ! ! !  

STEPHEN M. MILNE personally appeared before me on I Augus~ 1988 in Cochise County, Arizona. 

My Commission expires: 
~ ~ ~ ~t| 

41 

~ ~ + ' ~ ~  ~ ~  
~+~+ ,++~,~++~ 6,~++,5 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ~ ~ .  ~ 

I , + ' ~ - ~  , ~  - -  ~ #  ~ ~ ,   +   nlllIl . . . .  . . . . .  

t -  ' • 
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0 
45-I 

8-16-88 

Walt & Ph is Leonard 
~ba T0mb~0ne Taletellers 

(602) 457-3855 

D i s t r i c t  Manager/BLM 
425 E. F o u r t h  St. 
Safford 
AZ 85346 

Dea r  S i r :  

~ c ~ t ~ l ~ e ~ i ~ : ~  ourfr°mthoughts t h e  Sierraon t h e  V i s t a  

t r e a t m e n t  t o  be  a c c o r d e d  t h e  San  P e d r o  R i v e r  a r e a  
d i s c u s s e d  a t  t h e  e x c e l l e n t  m e e t i n g  on  t h e  ~ t h .  

The s u b j e c t  o f  h u n t i n g  i n  t h e  e d i t o r i a l ' s  s e c o n d  
p a r a g r a p h  d o e s  n o t  a d d r e s s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  
i n d e e d  s e v e r a l  c o u n t y  a r e a s  t o  w h i c h  h u n t e r s  c a n  
go:  t h e  C h i r i c a h u a s ,  D r a g o o n s ,  M u l e s  and  so  on p l u s  
o t h e r  a r e a s  a l l  o v e r  t h e  s t a t e .  I t  d o e s n ' t  m e n t i o n  

f u r t h e r  t h a n  y o u ' d  t h i n k .  Bow h u n t i n g  s h o u l d  a l s o  
be b a n n e d °  

We t h o u g h t  y o u r  c o n d u c t  o f  t h e  m e e t i n g  w a s  f a i r  and  
g o o d - h u m o r e d ,  and  we w e r e  p r o u d  t o  b e  a p a r t  o f  s u c h  
an  a m i a b l e  c r o w d .  

P l e a s e  d e c i d e  i n  f a v o r  o f  o u r  u n i q u e  r i p a r i a n  zone  
b y  k e e p i n g  i t  f r e e  f r o m  h u n t i n g ,  f i r e a r m s ,  o f f - r o a d  
v e h i c l e s ,  o v e r n i g h t  c a m p i n g ,  . . . .  ~ -~  . . . . . . .  ~& . . . . .  ~= 
and b e i n g  l o v e d  t o  d e a t h .  Y o u r  s u g g e s t i o n  o f  h a v i n g  
h u n t i n g  s e v e n  m o n t h s  a n d  n o n - h u n t e r  u s e  f i v e  m o n t h s  
i s  r e a l l y  n o t  a c c e p t a b l e .  We h a v e  c h a t t e d  w i t h  many 
f r i e n d s  who f e e l  t h e y  s h o u l d  be  a b l e  t o  e n j o y  w h a t  
t h e  e d i t o r i a l  c a l l s  " a  s e r e n e  s a n c t u a r y . "  

Thank y o u  f o r  u s i n g  o u r  t a x  d o l l a r s  w i s e l y  and  b e i n g  
t h e  b e s t  o f  s t e w a r d s  f o r  t h i s  i r r e ~ a c e a h l e  t r e a s u r e .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

~nce ~ & ~ 

Response No. 
Response No. 7. 

43-1. See General 
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44 HUACHUCA AUDUBON SOCIETY 
POST OFFICE BOX 63 SIERRA VISTA,  ARIZONA 8 5 6 3 5  

August 15, 1988 

;errold Coolidge 
~eam Leader 
~rd District Office 
lu of Land Management 

425 East 4th Street 
Saf ford, Arizona 85546 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

As you are well aware, the Huachuca Audubon Society has a 
great interest in the San Pedro River Riparian Management Area 
and how it is to be managed as public lands. We have supported 
BLM's successful land acquisition effort, and appreciate the 
continued efforts the agency is making to protect and enhance 
this scarce and fragile ecosystem. The genuine concern for the 
preservation of the remaining riparian areas throughout the 
state of Arizona by the BLM is not going unnoticed by the 
environmental community, and we applaud your foresight. 

After careful review of the draft Environmental Impact 
Statement by the Huachuca Audubon Society, we respectfully submit 
our recommendations. Of the four alternatives offered by the 
BLM, we have chosen to support the "preferred alternative." 
However, because this alternative obligates excessive recreational 
development, we feel several modifications to this alternative 
are necessary to truly reach a balance between resource protection 
and public use activities in the San Pedro EIS area. Please 
consider the following revisions: 

Recreation 

44-~I-- Designate the entire EIS area as "closed" to ORV use 
including all designated roads. 

Total closure of the EIS area to all forms of 
recreational hunting; no discharge of firearms or use 
of bow and arrows. We feel the consumptive use of 
wildlife within the EIS area is inappropriate and poses 
a serious safety threat to the general public. 

Highway 90 area: No campground or large visitor contact 
and interpretive facility near the San Pedro Ranch House. 
The San Pedro Ranch House can serve as a visitor contact 
and interpretive facility, as will Fairbank. 

Response No. 44-1. The EIS area 
is being designated as "Limited to 
Designated Roads". 0ff-road use by 
any type of vehicle is not permit- 
ted. 

Response No. 44-2. See General 
Response No. 7. 
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Huachuca Audubon Society 
San Pedro River EIS 
Page 2 

-- Retire existing San Rafael del Valle Road (Highway 90 
to Hereford) and do not construct a new road. If 
existing road is maintained, it should be for 
administrative use only. 

-- No motorized access on the Sierra Ready Mix Road. 

-- Hereford area: No campground. Day use facilities only. 

-- Boquillas Ranch area: Restrict use of the Boquillas 
Ranch road. Administrative and primitive campsite use only. 

44_31 -- goodbeWedevelopedlocatedW°UldaccessPr°p°SecampsiteSOUthand is°fthatconvenientlyOnHighwayathesmallriver.921ocatedCampgr°undand thatThiSnearthiSlocation(15palominasbet° the30providesSiteS°nly " ) 

-- No ground fires should be allowed. Campfires allowed 
only in the developed campground in raised barbecue grills. 

We propose establishing a primitive group campsite which 
would be strictly regulated by permit only. A possible 
location would be approximately one mile south of 
Boquillas Ranch. This primitive campsite would provide 
"wilderness" camping opportunities for groups such as 
Boy Scouts/Girl Scouts. 

-- We endorse, with some reservation, the privately run 
tourist train. The problem that may arise is this 

44-5 private venture may open up the door to other private 
commercial exploitation. This needs to be carefully 
evaluated. 

-- Our final tally for recreational sites in the EIS area 
would be six picnic areas (Highway 90, Hereford, Fairbank, 
Lewis Springs, Charleston and Palominas), ten parking 
areas (Highway 90, Hereford, Fairbank, Presidio of Santa 
Cruz de Terrenate, Babocomari, Lewis Springs, Murray 
Springs, Lehner Ranch, Charleston, and Palominas), one 
developed campground (near Palominas), and one primitive 
group campsite. 

-- It is important that funding be made available for 
increased law enforcement to ensure the protection of 
the natural resources in and near developed areas. 

Wildlife 

-- No consumptive use of fish and wildlife. 

-- No artificial water impoundments in drier upland portions 
of the EIS area. 

44_41-- 

Response No. 44-3. Much of 
this land has been heavily impacted 
by man's activities, is in need of 
extensive rehabilitation, and is 
isolated from the majority of the 
EIS area. We considered the pro- 
posed area but rejected it for the 
reasons listed above. 

Response No. 44-4. We are pro- 
posing such a facility for a loca- 
tion on the Lewis Springs Road. The 
location you proposed is in a por- 
tion of the San Pedro proposed for 
no developments. In addition, it 
has poor access and is near a BLM 
housing area that limits the primi- 
tive character of the area. 

Response No. 44-5. See General 
Response No. 8. 
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~uachuca Audubon Society 
~an Pedro River EIS 
Page 3 

Minerals 

-- Allow no new mineral activities on any Of the EIS area. 

-- Do not renew any current contracts at their expiration. 

Administrative Facilities 

-- No new administrative site or research facility at 
Highway 90 San Pedro House area. 

-- Expand the already existing Fairbank site to include 
administrative and research facility. 

Thank you for considering our comments and please keep 
the Huachuca Audubon Society up-to-date on any management 
decisions on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

45 
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~ ~  ~ ~  ~ ~ . ~  ~ ~ ~  
~ ~ ~  ~ ~ _ _  
~ * ~  ~ ,  ~ ~  ~ ~ 

District Manager, 

Bureau of Land Management 

425 E, 4th St 

Safford, AZ 85546 

A u g u s t  1 5 ,  1 9 8 8  

Dear Sir, 

I am writing to congratulate you for ending grazing on 

your San Pedro RAver property in southeast Arizona. When I 

read about your actions in Earth First! this month, I had to 

write you and show my support! Because cattle grazing is so 

destructive to our public lands, I'm glad to see the BLM taking a 

stand against it. 

I encourage the BLM to stop grazing in other areas as well, 

and support the "no action" alternative in your Draft Management 

Plan for the San Pedro River property. Keeping human use to a 

minimum is also important in restoring this fragile wetland 

community. 

Your revolutionary anti-grazing stand is a strong sign of 

hope for our public lands! 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Andrews 

Rt. 3 Box 330? 

Kennewick, WA 99337 
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Response No. 48-1. 
i0-i. 

See Response 
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L a n d  . ,  s~,, Az No 

M.J. Hassell Economzc Sec. ~our~sm 
Natural Resources, Rm. 307 Indzan Affairs Health 
1624 W. Adams, 4th F]00r ,~ranspor~etlon AZ Envlron. QzIy 
Ph0enix: AZ. 85007 ~A~Public Safety Water 

Mineral Res. ~ Parks 
Att'y General _~Land 

~0~: Ancona S~Ie C~annghouse Correct ions Commerce 
1~0~esl Wasm,~m ~:e~ ~th Floor 
Phoen,×. A~zonB 85007 

 dooa  ooCi i! 
GOV'S Office for Children 
Adminis~ra~ionjLBC ~ ~  _/~Ot~ t L 

Developmental Disabilities 
~Game & Eish~.~Aj~L~ ~ ~o< ~ 8 ~ C  ~;~l~ 
~Ag. & Hort. 

~ ' t ~ r ~ o ~ ~ C ~ r ~ ' 2 ~ t ~ g ~ , ~ e ~ e c ~ t  ~NENavajo Salt RiverindianlndianclearxnghouseClearingh~ 

XEROX COPY (o (ne C~a~ngnouse no ~aler (hen 17 WC " lING DAYS from 
the da~e noteC above. P ~  c o ~ a ~  ~ e  ~ear inghouse a~ ~ 5 5 - 5 0 0 4  ~f y o u  
neeQ fur ther  m ~ r m ~ n  or  a Q d R ~ n a  t ime ~ r  ~v iew .  

[ • ] N O  comment on th~ orO~ct [ ]  ~ODO~I ,S suooo~eG as wnHen [ ~ o ~ m e n : s  as ,nQ,caleQ De,ow 

1 ~ O r O ~  COherent w,tb your agency goals anO Oblect~ves{~[] Yes [~] No [ ]  Not R ~ w e  tO th~ agent,/ 

2 Does ~ro~c: conv.Dute ~o s;atew,Oe ano/o¢ areaw,~e goals an0 oole~t,ves of wn=c~ yOu are tam,har~[~v=.s [ ]  No 

3 5 ~ e  O ~ D  ~ C ~ ¢ ~ n  w ~  ~ h ~  slate a~ncy ~ ~ 1  ¢~DOn~ht~$ anO~r goa~ an0 c~;ect.ves~[~ Yes [ ]  ~o 

~ W,h ~rolec: ~ave an ~ve~e  effect on exCst mg orograms w,t~ YOUr agency or w ,m~  oroIL=C~ ,moa~ area~[ -1  v ~  ~ No 

5 OoesDro~c~v~a~eanyru~or  ~gulat~ns of your agency> [ ~  Yes ~ [ ~ N O  

6 Does o~o~c: ~o~uaie~v ~ o ~  the ~ n O ~  e f f ~  on ~arge~ OOoulahon~ ~ ~es ~ NO 

7 iS Orolec: ~ accoro w;m ex,shng aDohCaD~ lawS, rules Or rc~ulal~ons w~h which yOU are I~m~i~r ~ [] Yes [ ]  NC 

A ~ d ~ n ~  C0mlnen~ IUEe Dack Of Sn~t, ,f n ~ )  

~vestock Grazing within the San Pedro River ~ p a r i a n  Management Area 
should be addressed under the "Vegeta~on" Management  Ac~on. 

....... .... 

DIRECTOR, D I V I S ~ O F  NATURAL RESOURCES 
r.~,~ r~eo.o~, 255-4625 

ROSE MOFFORD 
GOVERNOR 

@ 
A ~ Z O N A  D E P A R T M E N T  O F  C O M M E R C E  

s ~  C A P ~  
17~ WE~ WASH[~N 
PHOENIX. ARIZONA ~ 7  

( ~ )  2 ~ 7 1  

LOIS C YA 
AC~NG~R~ 

~EMORANDUM 

TO : 

FROM : 

DATE : 

RE : 

DO: BLM 

ARIZONA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

August 19, 1988 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
DRAFTAz88070iSO0! SAN PEDROI4 RIVER RIPARIAN MGT PLAN & E=S 15. g99 

ThiSth e Arizonamem°randumstateiSclearlnghouseln response tOforthereview.above pro~ect submitted to 

TheGovernment~2372Pr°~by certain ect. haS Arizona been revlewedstat e officialsPUrsuantand t° Regional the ExecutlVecouncilsOrderof 

ills attached the Standardfo r yourFOrmlnformation.424 was submitted with the appllcarion, it 

N°youWrittenC°mmenUSfo r .yourIfwereconslderat~on.a~y rece!Vedcomments °nareThlSrec~ivedDr°~eCt'we will It waSforwardSupp°rtedthem t° as 

At tachment 

cc: Arizona State Clearlnghouse 
Applicant 
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,~. ~ ,,.,~ , , ~ ~ ~ ~ 
="~A~ ,s. ~ ' ~  ~ ,~ ~ E ~  ~ ~ ~ ' [ | D A ~  ~ ~ ~ I  ~ ~ 
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Art ' y General .~4~Land 

FROM: Ar~zonaState~ear~nghouse C o r r e c t  i o n s  C o m m e r c e  

1700phoemx.West W~hmg~nA~zona 85007S~reet. 4 t h  F l o o r  EducationCiVil Rights ~?i~?~ II, II: 

G o v ' s  OEE±ce t o =  C h ± 2 ~ r e n  
Administration j~/l~3 - - ~ / ~ -  ~ L 
JLBC 
Developmental Disabilities 

/~Game & F i s h ~ ~  ~o< ~SOC ~ 1 ~  
~Ag. & Hort. 

T2'tSh: r ~ : ; ~ : : ; ~ j : ~ 2 2 s ~  r ; 2 ~ ' : ~ : 2 ~  ' ; : = ? : ; ~  ~ : ~ ; e ~ a ~ t ;  ; N E  ~ : ~ J  ~ a ~ : ~ i 1 : d ~ : a ~ : ; : ; : : ~ ° :  

XEROX COPY to the C~anngnouse no later than 17WC" :iNG DAYS from 
the date noted above. Ptease contact  the ~eahnghouse ~ ~55-5004 ~f you 
nee~ ~ n n e r  m ~ r m ~ n  or a d d i i o n ~  time ~ r  ~ e w .  

E~NO common{ on m.s oro~c! ~ ~rooosat ,s suoporleO as written [ ]  Commenls as ,n0~cateO be,ow 

1 IS p r o ~  con~Rent ,,,th your agency goa~ anQ oblecbvesC3 Yes [ ]  NO [ ]  NOt R ~ e  ,o Ih,s age~cv 

2. Do~ p ~  c o n ~ u ~  to statew,oe anent areaw,oe goa~ and o~lest~ ~ wn,ch you are fam~l,ar~[~ Yes [ ]  No 

3 IS mere ove'~B Or ~pt,ca~on w~t~ other slate agency or ~oca~ respon~bJ,i~es and/or goals ana ~lect;ve$~E'~ Yes [ ]  ~o 

4 Wm p r o ~  nave an a~ve~e effect on ex,stmg programs w~b Your agency or wtlhm proles~ ,moacl ~ea~E~ yes ~ NO 

5 Does proles! v,o,ate any rules Or regu~t.ons o( your agency) ~ Yes [ ]  No 

6 Does pro~ecl sOeQua[eIy a~Oress the ~leno~ e I f ~  on ~ ~oouiahon) ~ Y~ ~ NO 

7 is ~osecl ,n acco~ w~n ex,~,ng ao~ab~ laws. rul~ or ?e~lu~hons were wb=ch you are ~mH~r ) [] Y~ [] ~0 

AOdd~nm Commen~ (U~ back Of she~[, if neces~ry) 

T,,~e ,~X---~__~,~-~ ~ ~ ~ c~,S'~-- ~. ~ - = - ~ - ~ ' ~ ' - ' - ~ - - ~ - ~  ~ - - , - ~ " ~ ' ~ T . ~ e o ~ o ~ e  
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. . . . . .  . . . . . .  ' :D 

M,= ~..,,,., . . . . . .  1 ~ 8  £ 0 JUL 
E~rcuh~," (~,,,'= ~- S£AGO 

~,,t,,,. ...... '~ a, ~'""',~, oa $ . E , A . G , O  

FROM: At,zone St3te C'.e3~ngnouse 
1 7 0 0 W e ~ W a s ~ o n S t r e e t .  4 th  F l o o r  
Phoen,x. ~r,zona ~ 0 0 7  

~ o ~ , , c a t , o n  ~dent,t,er ISAll 

a 8 8 0 0 1 1 4 :  
Economic Sec. ~---~our zsm 
Indian Affairs Health 

~Transportat~on AZ Environ. Qtly 

~¢~ ubl iCMiner a ISa ~ e ~ YRe s. 9 Parks Water 

Att'y General ~Land 
Correc~ ions Commerce 

G°V'AdministratS OffiCeion f°r Children/~3 _/~O/P~.~C 

JLBC 

~V~Ag" & H°rt'salt River IndLan Clearingho 
T2~2~et~2s~:~:~,~a~,~$;~;[~8~l~N£Navajo !ndia~ Clearinghouse 

XEROX COPY ~o the C:eanngnouse no I~er man 17 WC" "lING DAYS from 
the date n o ~  above P,ease contact the C t e a r ~ h ~  ~ =55-5004 ~f you 
need ~ R h ~  ~ r m ~ n  or a d d ~ n ~  t~me ~ r  ~view. 

~ NO com~¢ ~- '" ~ c?o ~¢~ ~ o o 0 ~ I  ~ supposed as w~en ~ Commen~s ~ ,n~e~ b~ow 

1. . ~ := . ,~  . . . . . .  G~ a;encv goa,s and =l~I,ves~ Yes ~ NO ~ Not R ~ e  to ~s . ~  

~ 00~ ~ o ~  ; = ~  ~-~ !c ~ . ~ , o e  anO/or ~ w ~ e  goa~s anO obl~t,v~ ~ wn~n you are faro=hat ~1'~ Yes [ ]  No 

3. I$ tB~e ;,  ~ la .' = ~ ~a~ =: ~,tn other state agency or local respons~bd~t,es and/or goa~ and o~lect,ves ~1~ Yes [ ]  ~9 

4 Wdl ~o.e¢~ ~ e  an ~ve%e e"~t on e x ~  p~ems w~ VO~ ~en~ ~ w ~  pml~t =moact area)[] v~ F"] ~o 

5. Doe~ p¢o~'c~ ,.o a~e any ,u,es or regula~.ons of your agenc¥~ F"I Yes F ' l N o  

6 DOeS p,o,~x.~ ~ " ~ - ~ v  a ~ s s  ~e ,n~noe,J ~fec~ on ¢~g~ 0opulauon > [ ~  Yes [ ]  NO 

7, ~pfore~| .n~co.~ ~ m ~ ,~  nqaoohcaD~laws, ruleso¢ re(ju~t~onsw=thw~chyou are ~mH~[ : :~  ] Ye~ [] NO 

~dd~on~ ~ l ~ e n | ~  ~ ~ac~ Qf $~ee(, if necessary) 

USSPRNCA01232



O 

D~ector 
Agricukure & Hor~c~ture Dept 
421 Ca~tol Annex West 
Phoen~, AZ 85007 

FROM: A ~ z o n a S ~ d n g h o ~ e  
1 7 0 0 W e ~ W ~ h m ~ o n  S ~ ,  4 th  F l o o r  
Phoenix, Ar~ona 85007 

~ e  ~ m < ~  ~ ~ u  

lu, ~ ~ ~ ~ 8 800 1 14 
S ~  ~Z ~ 

E c o n o m i c  S e c .  - ~ - - k ~ o  u r  ~ sm 
Indian Affairs Health 

~ransportation AZ Environ. Qtly 
~ublic Safety Water 

Mineral Res. ~Parks 
Att'y General .~Land 
Correct ions Commerce 

~ o,~,~. ; : ~ : ~ & , , .  , ~  
GOV'S Office for Children 
Administration j~.~ - - / ~ 0 / ~ -  ~ t  
JLBC 

~%Game DevelOpmental& Fish ~A~2-~ Disabilit ies~ o< ~o~O& ~I~ 

~Ag. & Hort. 
~2~:~2:;~:;~:;:~:~X~::~,;:,~:~ . ;:~% ~%.~%.; ;~  ~:~L ~ ;:LI~ ~;~ ~:;~:;o, 
XEROX COPY to ~ e  ~earingnouse no later than 17 WC" H N G  DAYS ~om 
the da~e noted abovm Please contact the Clearinghouse at .55-5004 if you 
need further m ~ r m ~ n  or a d d ~ n ~  ~me ~ r  ~view. 

~ ]No  comment on th's oro~ct [ ]  Prooosal ,s supposed as w~tten ~Commen:s as = n d ~ e ~  D~ow 

I IS ~rO,ect CO . . . . . . . . .  th your agency goa~ and Oble¢~ves'[~] Yes [~] ~o [~]  No~ R~at,ve to th~ agency 

2. Does o:o~c: :ont~u(e to ~atew,de and/or are~w~0e goaG and oblect,ves of which you are famd~r~[]  Yes [ ]  NO 

3. Is tne~e ove-~o or ouot~at.on w~¢h other s~ate agency O~ local responsb,ht,es and/or goals and o~lectives~[] Yes [ ]  Ko 

4 Wdl prolec: have an adverse effect on ex,stmg programs w=th your agency or w,th,n prolett ,reDact area~[ "-] Yes [ ]  NO 

5. Does Prolect v,o~ate any rules or regulat.ons of your ~:~enty) [ ]  Yes ~ ]  NO 

6 Does prole~[ ~oequazely address the ,n(endeO effects on target popula[=on) [ ]  Yes [ ]  NO 

7 Is p~ l~ t  *n acco~ w,th ex,~,ng apphcaOle I~s.  rul~ or r~ulat,ons w,m wh,ch you are ~m,har ~ [ ]  Yes [ ]  NO 

. . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . .  

, .... ,oo oo. 

G 

Response No. 49-I. Representa- 
tives of the Commission are allowed 
access to survey for noxious weeds 
and dangerous pests. 
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CGCGA < 

~ ~ . ~ ~  C a ~ e  ~ e r W  ~ ~ n  
~ 2 ~  

P e ~ ,  ~ z ~  ~ 
~ M ~  ~ ~ ~  ~ C D ~ m ~  
1 ~  ~ 1 ~  
~ , ~ 7  ~ , ~ 8  

~ N ,  ~ ~  ~ S ~  B~Y.~B~R 
~ 1  ~ 2 ~  
~ ~  p ~ +  ~ o ~  f l ~ 2 5  

~ R ~ :  
• Uoyd Adam~ D m ~  

~ A n ~ +  D ~  
Janet ~ e ~ ,  ~ =  
Ja~ ~r~ ~ 
" ~r~ ~#~ ~o~e 
~ Don Bur~ ~l~e 
~n~ ~nz~, P~ 

. J~ ~o~ He~ 
B~ Cow~. T ~  
F~ D~ T~t~ 
N~H~ ~ 
Ni~n ~I~. D ~  
D~ ~ .  ~e 
St~  M ~  ~ 

• Clau~ ~ l r ,  ~ e  
Paul M ~ s ~ g ~ .  W l l ~ x  
An~e Made ~ .  E , ~  

• ~ ~ M ~  J~., E , d ~  

August 19, 1988 
Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 
EIS Team Leader 
Safford District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 E. 4th Street 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

POSITION PAPER ADOPTED BY THE COCHISE-GRAHAM CATTLE 
GROWERS' ASSOCIATION, AUGUST 4, 1988, WILLCOX, ARIZONA: 

THE COCHISE-GRAHAM CATTLEGROWERS ARE OPPOSED TO THE 15 
YEAR REMOVAL OF LIVESTOCK FROM THE SAN PEDRO RIPARIAN 

"R~ 8~,~L~n. Bo.~ Tom P~er~' D o ~ ~  R~In R~g~CI'y Riggs'Wil~ox~ ~ R~'~IM~xW"~x ~O-llA~ii~ AREDRAFTEDpuBLIcBY LANDS'THE BLMTHEPROPOSEDMuLT!PLERULESusEANDcoNCEPTREGULATIONS'MuST 

~L. SS~~O-Z~LIVESTOCK GRAZING SHOULD NOT, AUTOMATICALLY, BE CONSIDER- 

~ ~ ; 0 - ~  I~A~I;~cALT TOsHouLDA RIPARI ANBE DoNEAREA'By A ANNoN_BIAsEDEVALUATIONGRoUP. OF 
~.~ ^~ms 
~ S~we..e~ 
co~,~ coum~ Cochise-Graham 
R~smh~mO~,ty~ Cattle Growers Association 

+.j+o+. 
P r e s i d e n t  

+ past PtOS~O~S 

cc. Hon. Donald Hodel, Director, BLM 
Mr. Dean Bibles, Director, BLM, Arizona 
Ms. Pam Neal, Exec Vice-President, Arizona Cattle 
Growers Association 

Response No. 50-1. See General 

Response No. i. 

Response No. 50-2. We agree and 
the EIS so states. See General Res- 

ponse No. 5. 

Response No. 50-3. Since 
grazing was not a consideration in 
the plan, an evaluation of grazing 
impacts is beyond the scope of this 
EIS. (Also, see response 4-1). 
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51 
Charles E. Russell 

4742 E. Andrew Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85711 

August 19, 1988 

Jerrold Coolidge 
EIS Team Leader 
BLM Safford District Office 
425 E. 4th St. 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

On August 8rd, I attended the hearing in Tucson coneernlng the 
San Pedro River Riparian Management Draft Plan. At that meeting 

5 '--' l~unr ~ni!~:~!ilcds°~!i:!a~aUn~d°°awgo!~i~::~:~!!~i: :!~itr~e~ag::le! 

Sportsmen (Hunters and Fishermen) have contributed both time and 
money for the betterment of wildlife and wildlife habitat. They 
should be allowed to purse their hobbies on public lands. Upon 
examining the map on the back page of the draft plan, I see that 
in some areas as much as three miles of state and public lands 
lle adjacent to the area, on both sides. The current one quarter 
mile minimum distance could easily be achieved in most places 
within the area. Areas around visitor centers should be closed 
to hunting, but this leaves a lot of areas open. With such a 
large area as we have here, there should be plenty of room for 
both hunters and non hunters. 

While I believe that we should use our natural resources, we need 
to make sure they are always here for future generations. For 
this reason I'm writing this letter in support for the Preferred 
Alternative as listed in the draft plan. Allowing hunting in all 
areas except those close to Visitor Centers. 

Response No. 
Response No. 7. 

51-1. See General 

Charles E. Russell 

', i 
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. i 
_ .  

~# 

~,,- # ":4,&~ 

5~ 
A R I Z O N A  TRAVEL SERVICE 

~l ~ # ~  
12 LYRIC PLAZA P.O. BOX 1786 
BISBEE, ARIZONA 85603 

~02) 432-5359 

M~ M ~ R 

~ M~. ~ e  A ~  2#~ }~@ 

~T AA4 WR~W #o~ ~E@A~oI4@ qq-/# 19SUe ~F Hu~N# ALoN~ 

#~ 9AN ?#Drfo RW6K C~NS~VA~ON A@e/~. ~ A~ WHmLeH#ARTe~L~ ~S&b 

qo ~I~ ~ c ~  N~o~. #H~ ~ F~ ~ m4Am AF~ Tm~ 

~0T~cT~ {F-.~M - ~  ~Log6@ OF' M&~ R~M~L9 ~ PLANT5 A~6 

b q ~ k /  ~ A l l 4 ~  ~e~t#_.~ ~¢A~ ~A~ 4 ~ M ~  ~ l ~  ( ~ )  "m 

~X: #~ 114~# PL~e'T'~ zN 0m~R W~D% 1178y RAV& A ~F~-FT To bfe~. 

F6@~e ~Lp ~0R~ ~ PfloT&cT & ~FeUb A~ ~ o ~ .  W~ NeBO ,R 

~e ~ [ ~  G ~ L ~  ~1#@ ~CM ~ N C ~ A ~  F ~  ~ d O M ~ [ 6 ~ # .  

~ e K ~  ~A ~o~e A ~ d ~ %  WoCP ~ NO~Te.~e~ We~L~ ~AV6 U¢ 

~ b 6 ~  i~ N6C6S~AEV ~ X ~  OFF' ~ e  W6AK & iNjuReD &TO 

~oN~o~ PoPuL~e~  ~ ,  N ~  ~ A ~  M~. d~o[~O~ ~ 

DeN'T ~o~ ~,~ ~'9 d ~ T  A W ~ - ~ T  ~ 5 ~ c A L  3 
~9~pe#, ~ e ~ s  ALwAy9 Go Fo& ~-e ~ s ~  ~ e  #~Ne&sT ~ 

N~oALLy ~4e FA~BT GA~. ~ DoN~ ~ Ho~ ~Y He[9 #~ 

~ e ~ e ~  OF~ed t~>  AT ALLOt 
~ -  ~ V ~ I ]  Z A~ orfo~e~ ~ ALL V~0L~ ~ ~ k,~ 

• NA~8 R~L~m~B A DoG FEo~ A ~ P .  ~ F 3  AR~ #A~gT~C 

L~T ~ ~ee ~ t ~  AK~A fro P ~ e c ~  ~ F ~ T o  D~F~ND ~Fe ~ 

N0~ To KILL~ NOT ~o 9e~R~. $ ~ B~&~ A~ 4 M&~ AL- 
~ R N A X ~ e D  A ~ O ~  K/LUMP, ~19  19 AGAIMOG ~Fe ].l,I 
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~ H~ 5~ h n ~ a ~  5HoT a~l~T ESCA~D & LATe~, DI~ I~ ~Y 

A~ IT WA~ A ~MF~L D~A-FH. -tH~ 4RE ~A~V Aa~a5 KIL~A~ 

CAN ~o ~A~. ~ T  TH~ ~ ~D~o ~ffo~Lb NOT ~ aNe. 

IF ~D~7~A~ /HIK~/ ~ ~  ~P,~Ac~f A~D~A~ veo~,F "F~ae 

No~se J~PARDIze ~ R  "P~AcoFu~ " ~ A ~  ~ P ~ T e ~ A ~ V  

INdu~e~ EV6~ A ~ O N ~ T  FA~ ~FP C&u[b ~A~e A ~oRSE 

• o KeA~ 4 ~RoW ~T5 R ~ O e ~ . . .  

-THe~ s~D ~ ~o ~L~N~ ~ ~ i  I ~  ALo~6 ~ ~ ~ !!~. 
~ ~ ,  

~a~tV ~ 

~5. ~H~L~ ~ ~m~ Z ~FI~R -nf~/r¢-~ @ms ~e 
0 A~ ~Ca~A~TA~C~ #oLb ~v~ W~ ~b~ A~o~ ~0~0b T~A~ 

~ CA~ o~ ~ ~Ac~ ~F ~t ~LG H~> LA~ ~R. 
~ ~,oe ~A~ ~ N ~  A~O~T ~ ~H CFoR 8 ~ ~o~.~ 
~ ~A~& N~#~ ~ ~g ~NG. ~AD He CAN ~A~ ~ O~ 0~ 
~ a ~  ~ bo~ff ~ flA4~ ~ ~ L ~ 5 ~  ~ F~N~L~ ~o D~SG~VG. 
1~ ~ ~ , ~  ~AT aA~, I~W a~av ~ ~ LawT3 

~ To ~ ~ADK, ~ ~Att~cL~ ~ ~.~TDQ~SC6~A~y~DN~D~Lsw~ T ~o~TH~ % ~G A Dc~L ~lr. 

CA~AN CH ~S ~ ~TW Ho ~Ai ~9.....I~ IcA~e ~ ~YO~ ~A~ LA~ O use ~}O~T ~WeLFAR¢~ b ~j~ 

f 
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Arizona • Cobrado. Idaho 

   N4ational AudubonM°n°nasociety" " 
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE 

4150 DARLE~ SUITE & BOULDER. COLORADO 8 ~ ) 4 9 ~ 1 9  

August 23, 1988 

Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 
EIS Team Leader 
Safford Dis t r ic t  Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 East 4th Street 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Dear Mr. Coolidge, 

The National Audubon Society together with i t s  six Arizona chapters have 
long recognized the intr insic values of the San Pedro corridor and likewise 
been acutely aware that this f ragi le ribbon of green could easily be 
degraded as has happened in too many similar circumstances in the 
Southwestern United States. Acquisition and proper management are the f i r s t  
and second p r io r i t i es  and we applaud BLM for  accepting the challenge, 
carefully involving many of the people who best know the San Pedro. Like 
the Birds of Prey Natural Area in Idaho the San Pedro is quickly proving to 
be a paradigm in terms of BLM's protection of important w i ld l i fe  habitats. 
Many of the actions taken on this project wi l l  hopefully form the basis for 
future r iparian areas. Your Safford d i s t r i c t  o f f i ce  has already moved 
forward on the Gila River and two t r ibu ta r ies ,  Bonita and Eagle Creeks thus 
earning a double "well done" from the conservation community. 

Switching from the general to specifc comments, our regional of f ice endorses 
the position (preferred alternative) taken by the Huachuca Audubon Society 
including al l  of their  recommended revisions as l i s ted  in their  August 15th 
le t ter .  We understand the importance of using the area without abusing i t  
and know that frequency these can be especial ly hard terms to define and 

Public access wil l  increase the layperson's respect for this ecosystem but 
we caution as others have done against opening up too many areas for 
recreational use. I t ' s  the basic qual i ty/quant i ty issue and we encourage 
only those recreational uses special (unique) to this riparian ecosystem. 
The nearby Huachuca Mountains for instance may in certain areas be better 

A M E R ~ A N S  COMMITTE . . . .  O N S E R V A ~ O N  

Response No. 
Response No. 7. 

54-1. See General 

USSPRNCA01238



2 - 

sui ted fo r  other forms o f  r e c r e ~ i o n ~  use than say the San Pedro. 

Demographics t e l l  us t ha t  many r i ch  natural  h i s to ry  locales in southeastern 
Ariz°naall the more w i l l  important,  be rece iv ing  inc reas ing  pressure making a sound management plea 

Audubon ~ e a r t e d l y  applauds the acqu is i t i on  of  key parcels of  adjacent  
~ e r ~ e s  which w i l l  enhance the co r r i do r .  Also borrowing from the Sier ra 
Club's comments we urge t h a t  ad jacent  land management prac t ices ,  where they 
can be inf luenced by BLM p o l i c y / r e g u l a t i o n s ,  be conducted in a manner tha t  
enhanceSetc, the r i pa r i an  c o r r i d o r ;  e .g .  ha l t ing  eros ion,  be t te r  vegeta t ive  mix, 

Since in many ways t h i s  e n t i r e  p r o j e c t  w i l l  be a f i r s t ,  at  l eas t  in th i s  
magnitude - 44,000 acres p lus ,  we encourage BLM to use an ongoing c i t i z e n  
advisory group to con~nuous ly  bra instorm management ideas and opt ions.  
Almost ce r ta in l y  as the San Pedro Cor r idor  gains in nat ional  s ta ture  new 
ideas w i l l  present themselves and requ i re  eva luat ion.  An alas proper 
management requires monetary ~ ~ i o n s  which c i t i zen  a c t i v i s t s  can best 
"push f o r " .  

In c los ing,  Audubon applauds BLM f o r  i t s  e f f o r t s  in acquir ing the San Pedro 
c o r r i d o r  and bel ieves the  stage is  set  f o r  successful management. 

Regional Vice President 

cc: Arizona chapter presidents 
Arizona chapter conservation chairpersons 
C. Eugene Knoder 
Brock Evans 
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Augu~ 2& 1988 

Distdct Manager 
Bureau of Land Manageme~ 
425 Ea~ ~h S#e~ 
Saff~& AZ 85546 

Dear S~: 

tn response to your ~quest for c~nmen~ on BLM Dr~t San Ped~ Land Use Plan, 
fol~wing is a !~t of serNces ~e Tombs~ne & Southern R~iroad (T&SRR) could 
p ~ d e  in ~e event your agency deemed them app~pda~ and ~ l~ed scns~at ions 
~ m u ~  ~tere~ we~ ad~ssed  and satiga~od~ ~s~ved: 

1. T&SRR cou~ operate self-propelled, ligN ~ v e ~ e s  ~RV~  ~ shu~e ~s~c~ 
be~een BLM consewation area p~n~ ~ ent~ on a schedule app~pri~e to 
deman& LRVs cou~ make ~ops ~ des~n~ed poin~ Wifl]in the consatv&tion 
area ~ d~cha~e and #ck up v~Eo~. 

2. LR~S sew~e could be expanded ~ include not cn~ BLM pom~ of ent~ but 
ad~on~  access p ~ s  ~ be sewed by me T&SRR such as B~nson and 
Tomb~ona. 

3. T&SRR au~m~ed 800 number ~sewation sy~em& (in~ud~g the 
comp~edzed Sab~ & Ap¢l~ ~y~ems ~nked ~ mousands ~ ~avel agendes 
nationwide) cou~ book ~ s e w ~ n s  and ¢olle~ ~es ~ r  access to the 
c o n s e w ~ n  area if ~ese s ~ c e s  we~ desi~d by the BLM. 

In my o#~o~ ~e oppoduni~ ~h~e~  m LRV service ~ educ~e v~Eo~ wh~e at ~e 
same 5me in~eacng their consewation aw~eness ~ wodh ~dher examination. As ~r 
exam#e, BLM or Adzona St~e Pa~ks Depa~me~ p~sonn~ could p~v~e histodc 
infatuation on the area and i~ place in the national conservation sy~em elther in 
pe~on, or by ~ c o ~ g ,  as Nsito~ ~e transported from p ~  ~ poinL 

~ is cu~ent!y estim~ed ~ ~e most p~ctic~ LRVs wou~ be ~esel /~ect~ uni~ wEh 
modem heating, ~r conditioning, and ~i}et ~ e &  It is estim~ed me d e ~ N e  speed 
of operation of the uni~ would range from 5 to a maximum of 25 mph. 

7031 Ea~ Cam~bac~ ° Rn~ 400 • Sco~sd~e, AZ 85251 • (602) 946-1800 

Nmough acquisition of ~e branch line b~ween Benson and Douglas, sched~ed for 
abandonme~ by Soum~n Patt i& has not been com#~ed by T&SRR, in the event 
BLM ~ interested in mese proposes me gme to begin ~scus~on ~gar~ng me 
d e ~  ~ meir im#eme~ation wou~ be prior ~ Se~ember 15, 1988. Th~ ~ due 
to the ~ ~ in o~er ~ im#eme~ any one or m~e ~ mese suggestions in a tim~y 
manneq it wou~ be necessary ~ in~ude mem ~ o~  ~oposed inig~ operating budget, 
cu~ently ~ fin~ preparation for our inve~ment bankers, 

ff you are ~ e d  in d~cus~ng any of these ffems ~ h e r  #ease ao not hesitate to 
c o n ~  me ~ 946-1800. 

N . ~ J ~  
P~s~o~  

RNLROA~ IN& TM 

cc: Edc Campba~ 
M~k B a t t ~  
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O TYCOrrEGEHU C S O N. E Uo~N̂  aAGa~CUrTUREIV~ Z ERS I T Y o  ~ ̂  ssv2~ OF 

SCHOOL OF RENEWABLE NATURAL RESOURCES 
325 B I O L O G ~ A L  SCIENCES EAST BUILDING 

A K I Z O N A  
~ 1 ~ 0 ~  ~I'ATE &~I~C~ 

BI~RE,~ O~ ~ ~ 

~ 2~B 

~ 
~N~ 
~ 
~mN 
~T~ 

Dean Bibles 
State Director, U.S.D.I. 
Bureau of Land Management 
3707 N. 7th Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85011 

Dear Director Bibles: 

Over the past four years, my students and I have been 
studying the natural and cultural history of the upper San Pedro 
River valley. We have concentrated on ways in which the natural 
resources of the area have influenced human cultural development, 
as well as the reverse. Our paper, "A Land Use History of the 
Upper San Pedro River Valley", written for the Bureau of Land 
Management, was one result of our research. The wealth of 
information and materials we have accumulated continues to stir 
my interest in the area. 

Recently, I spoke with Eric Campbell regarding problems and 
opportunities associated with the San Pedro riverine area 
acquired by the BLM. As a result of our conversations, I have 
given some thought to the future management of the site, most 
particularly the outstanding potential for integrating an 
interpretive program with a plan for research. 

Given the area's almost unique significance in the cultural 
and natural history of the southwest, and that the area is 
intended to serve a variety of functions including education, 
recreation, conservation, preservation, and research, any 
management program must be based on several principles: 

i) Management must obviously be very careful to promote 
thoughtful, almost reverent use of the site as opposed to maximum 

or exploitive use; 

2) Use impact, especially that of visitors, must be 
concentrated, leaving must of the area, particularly adjacent to 
the river, as undisturbed as possible; 

3) While management must provide tight control of movement 
on and use of the site, it must, at the same time, provide an 
overall site cohesiveness; and 

4) Each and every visitor on the site should leave with an 
enhanced sensitivity to the value and importance the site 
represents. 

All these points impinge specifically on any anticipated 
interpretive program. Obviously, interpretation can serve in large 
measure to help achieve management goals. An effective 
interpretive program will be best supported by a vigorous and 
forward-looking research program. 

It is my firm belief that, given the special value of the 
site in its natural and cultural historic significance, your 
interpretive program should be aimed rather higher than is 
typically found in other natural public facilities. It should 
take on the dimensions and stature of an integrated interpretive 
and scientific research program. It should, as much as anything 
else, stimulate everyone visiting the site to think more deeply 
about those unanswered questions the site represents, and their 
importance to people in developing arid regions around the world. 
I refer specifically to the relative effects . . . of fire, 
deforestation, livestock grazing, native herblvory, wildlife, 
earthquakes, ground water withdrawals, mining and smelting, acid 
rain, global warming, and other byproducts of cultural 
developments . . . on the river, as well as on the course of 
cultural development in the valley itself. This site is unique 
in its potential for allowing us to sort out these interactions. 

We have identified fourteen separate locations along the 
river that are actually or potentially of significant importance 
in understanding the cultural and natural history of the area. ~ 
am interested in helping you develop an integrated interpretive 
and research program that wIIl develop each of the sites 
separately, but that will also provide a logical framework, when 
taken altogether, for understanding the system as a whole. 

As part of the interpretive program, for example, the 
Boquillas Ranch Headquarters could provide an opportunity to 
discuss and demonstrate the strong ties the valley has had to 
Mexico and the Spanish. It could serve as well to demonstrate 
the impact of the cattle industry, ecologically, historically, 
and economically, on the valley. The St. David cienega 
exemplifies the importance that both natural and man-caused 
events have on surface and ground waters and, in turn, how those 
influence agriculture and human settlement patterns. A 
cottonwood gallery could be used as a natural "time-line" 
dlsplay, using the life span of various trees to indicate the 
timing of events, both natural and cultural, that influenced the 
river and human activities near it. The importance of riparian 
vegetation could be demonstrated. The visitor's center, of 
course, could serve as a focal point to introduce the river and 
its history for those with a basic interest, and could provide a 
springboard for those who desire a more In-depth experience. All 
these locations could be interpreted in such a way as to instill 
in the casual visitor a deeper appreciation for the unusual 
importance and value of the site. 
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~r more i ~ l ~  ho~r, these Interpretive s i t es  
and the s i t e  as a ~ o l e  could be developed In such a ~ y  as to 
create, in effect, a prestige research site of potential world 
significance. ~Id riverlne systems worldwide are experiencing 
some of the most rapid rates of population gro~h and 
development. There are few research-oriented facllltles in the 
world devoted to this kind of ec~y~e~ and none of 
Internatlonal significance. By emphasizing the ~ny ~ s ~ r ~  
questions about the dynamics of the ~ole ecosystem over time, 
and by touting the research potential of this partlcular site, ~ 
could attract the interest of a highly select group of scientific 
speclallsts, e.g. h ~ g ~ ,  blologists, ethnographers, 
archaeologists, paleontologists, paleobotanists, cllmatologlsts, 
and so on, much the my Kitt Peak attracts ~ r ~ e ~  
astronomers. 

I have been convinced for several years now that the San 
Pedro ~11ey could, and should, beco~ a scientific mecca for 
those around the world interested in studying and truly 
understanding a h u ~ n - ~  arid rlverine ecosystem in its 
entirety. A l ~ r ~  whole-system study ~kes far better 
scientific sense than the piecemeal My the valley has been 
approached in the past. Such study would not focus sl~ly on the 
current dynamics of the system but would attempt to describe the 
series of interactions that brought the system to its present 
state. If such integrated research were anticipated in both the 
~nagement and interpretive progra~ for the site, it would be a 
substantial boon both to the BLM and to the scientists around the 
world who would be attracted to it. Such a program would have 
far-reachlng Impllcations. 

I am now preparing a proposal to the U.S. Man and the 
Biosphere Program (MAB) to characterize the San Pedro River 
valley in such a way that we could identify arid river valleys 
around the world s!mllar enough to the San Pedro that research 
done here would apply usefully there. This anticipates somewhat 
the potential internatlonal significance of your site. 

At this point, my question is whether the BLM would be 
receptive to a more complete proposal for developing an 
integrated Interpretive/research plan for the site. My existing 
base of knowledge of the valley, our accumulated ~terlals, and 
the enthusiastic participation of eager graduate students could 
go a long way toward providing a plan that would ~ke the San 
Pedro a resource of world significance, thereby enhancing the 
l~ge of the BLM as a cuttlng-edge resource ~nagement agency. 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

~soclate Professor 
Landscape Resources Division 
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58 
18 August 1988 

Eric G. Campbell 
San Pedro Project 
HCR, Box 853 
Elgin, AZ 85611 

58-I 

~ar ~. ~ii, 

I ~ ~iti~ to ~u ~n~i~ ~e San ~ro Pr~ect; ~ i ~  as it ~ 
to h~ti~ in ~e ~r~n Zoo. I ~ an avid ~r, using ~o~, rifle, black 
~er a~ ~w. ~ r ,  I ~ also sensitive to ~ ~  a~ ~ose ~o ~i~ 
~ ~r~n Z~ ~ ~ffer ~rou~ hunting. 

We all know, even though op~nents to h~ti~ refuse to a~it it, ~at hunt~g ~s 
an ~rtant pla~ a~ role in ~e ~fect~e ~ntrol and ~nag~ent of all 
wildlife. ~e ~rian Zone is no different. I ~ sure ~at no ~les, 
r~ations, restrictions, etc., n~ to ~ impl~ent~ ~at will eider ~nefit 
or ap~r to ~ne~t, o~ ~sit~n over ~e o~er (~o-~nti~ versus anti-hunting 
or ~ce-versa). ~r~s can ~ e~ct~ ~at could satisfy ~ ~o~s. 

Therefore, I offer ~e ~ I ~  fecundation. 

Allow hunting in ~rtain ~s~nat~ areas of ~e Zone or profit hunti~ in 
~rtain ~s~nat~ areas of ~e Zone (a sim~e play on wo~s ~ant to satis~ with 
no ~eren~ in ~ning or results). 

~r~er, within ~e establi~ areas, restrict h~ting to ~ o ~ n g  ~ove, 
~ail, ~ter~wl, rabbit) a~ ~ u n ~  only ~r large g~. ~nsider~ion ~y 
also ~ given to allow ~r black ~er hunting; hoover, I ~lieve a suggestion 
of ~is nature ~y ~ ~re acc~e if no t~ of large ~re hunti~ ~re 
al~ o 

I ~l~ve ~ hunters and nonvoters ~uld ~ ~rsuad~ to accept su~ a 
~pr~ise. I do not; hoover, a~t ~e argent ~at I know will arise, ~at 
~is would "~irl~ give ~unters an advantage over non-~unters. ~ere is 
no " ~ "  advantage for every ~rson, ~n, w~an a~ child, has ~e op~rtu~ 
a~ ca~li~ to ~ a ~unter a~ ~ose t~t are not, do so through t~ir o~ 
~rsonal choir. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Work: 533-3263/3264 H~: 378-8344 

Response No. 
Response No. 7. 

58-1. See General 
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60 
BLM42 B ESAFFORDFouRTHDIST'BTREET OFFICE T ~ # O ~ , ~  ~ .  ~ T ~  ~ '  

SAFFOR~ A2 85546 ~ / v / ~  ~ E~  e ~ y v ~  ~ o ~  

DEAR SIR: ~ d R E ~ O A ~  ~ ~ G  ;~-- 

I ATTENDED YOUR MEETING IN SIERRA VISTA, 4 AUG BB~ BUT DIDN'T ADDRESS THE 

GROUP. I WOULD LIKE TO EXPRESS MY OPINIONS WI~H THIS LETTER. 

1, THANKS FOR GETTING THE BIRD-WATCHERS OFF THE HEREFORD BRIDGE... 

Z. MULTI-USE IS THE ONLY WAY TO GO. WITH A PROOECT OF THIS SIZE/COST. 

IMORE RETURN ON TAXPAYER'S MONEY. AND LOWER VISITOR COST) 

3. COMPROMISE IS THE NAME OF THE GAME. 

{THERE SHOULD BE SOMETHING FOR EVERYONE) 
{WITH NO ONE SPECIAL INTEREST GROUP TRYING TO EXCLUDE ANOTHER) 

4. HUNTING IS THE MOST CONTROVERSIAL OF THE MANY PROPOSED USES. AND BECAUSE OF 
THIS MANY RESTRICTIONS WILL NEED TO BE APPLIED TOWARD HUNTING. 

A .  NO FIREARMS FOR S MONTHS. APRIL - AUGUST. 

B. NO ZZ'S FOR THE WHOLE YEAR. WILL GREATLY INCREASE SAFETY AND REDUCE 
VANDALISM. PLUS GAME VIOLATIONS {PLINKING OF SONG BIRDS. ETC..) 

C. FEDERAL HUNTING STAMP (BIKES ACT) SHOULD BE REQUIRED; THIS WOULD 
BRING IN MOhEY FOR WILDLIFE. PLUS FURTHER LIMIT NUMBER OF HUNTERS. 

ISPUR OF THE MOMENT HUNTERS-DRINKING KIND-MOST LIKELY) 
{WOULD NOT HAVE THE STAMP ETC.. I  

D. BIG GAME RIFLE HUNTERS ARE LIMITED. DUE TO ARIZONA'S LOTTERY SYSTEM. 

E. MUZZLE-LOADERS CAN BE A FIRE HAZARD. AND THEREFORE MAYBE RESTRICTED. 

F. SIGN IN/OUT OF ALL HUNTING, DAILY PERMIT SYSTEM ETC.. 

G. HIGH PEOPLE AREAS, MAYBE BE CLOSED TO HUNTING. 

B. THERE SHOULD BE SOME AREAS FOR ORV'S TOO. BUT VERY LIMITED IN NUMBER/SIZE. 

B. LIMIT ROADS. HORSE TRAIL, HIKING PATHS INTO THE NEAR RIVER AREA. 
ISUMMER/WINTER FLOODING WILL ONLY TAKE THEM OUT) 

7. HAVE A GOOD FIRE PREVENTION PLAM-~A CONTROL BURNS ETC.. 

B. RE-INTRODUCE BEAVER. TO IMPROVE WILDLIFE/FLOOD/FIRE CONTROL 

WON'T HUNT THE RIVER ONLY THE MOUNTAINS. HE DOES NOT HAVE A CURRENT A2 HUNTING 

LICENSE AND HAS NOT HAD ONE FOR SEVERAL YEARS. HE LIED WHEN HE SAID HE WAS A 

HUNTER. WHEN REALLY HE IS {AT MOST) A FORMER HUNTER. 

Response No. 60-i. See General 
Response No. 7. 

9. MUST WORK ON REMOVING ALL NO CAN DO. X SIGN~. AT YOUR HEREFORD BRIDGE SITE 
{AT THE MOMENT-GOOD ONLY FOR BIRDING) 

I~.  WORK WITH U.S. FOREST SERVICE TO DOWNLOAD USE FROM THE EAST SIDE OF THE 
HUACHUCA MOUNTAINS TO THE RIVER. 

(HAS BEEN DONE SOME. WITH YOUR LIMITED USE AREAS FOR BIRDING/PICNICS) 

I LIVE LESS THAN I @ 0  YARDS FROM THE MILLER PEAK WILDERNESS AREA. SO SEE FIRST HAND. 

DAILY USE OF PUBLIC LANDS. I PRESENTLY HAVE STATE/FOREST-SERVICE BEE GRAZING PERMITS. 

AND HAVE RUN BEES ON THE SAN PEDRO RIVER. IBETWEEN HEREFORD AND LEWIS OVERPASS) 

I AM A HUNTER AND HOPE TO HUNT DUCKS ON THE SAN PEDRO AGAIN, AND HAVE FOR MANY 

YEARS SENT SAN PEDRO DUCK WINGS TO THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. 

KEEP IN MIND THAT THE SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS WILL SOMETIMES DO MOST ANYTHING TO 

GET THEIR WAY. ONE SUCH HUNTER IAT THE MEETING. REALLY BIRD WATCHER). SAID HE 

61 
I would like to commend ycu for your decision to ~nd grazing 

along the San P#dro River its abo~t time smmeone stsr~ed doing 

soaething to help stop overgrazi~g, i am supporting the NO Action 

alternative if thats t!<e one that will end grazing in this area. 0 

S;~n~  p~.~ ~ ~ 4 ~  ~ s e ~ - - ~  P ~  
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District Manager, Bureau of Land Management 
425 E. 4th Street 
Safford AZ 85546 

3116 N Willow Creek Drive 
Tucson AZ 85712-1382 
August 30, 1988 

COMMENTS ON THE SAN PEDRO RIVER RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT PLAN 

We generally support the Preferred Alternative with the following 
specific comments: 

RECREATION 

62-11~siabiWelitySafetyStr°nglYis anmeasureinvitati suggest, onDiSchargetoCl°singinjuryOfallorfirearms°fdeath, the riparianin this area area of t° lhuntingimited 

We also support limiting ORV use to roads only. 

We suggest monitoring dispersed recreation usage carefully to 
avoid damage from overuse, and limiting it to specified areas if 
necessary. We often disperse camp and notice that sites grow larger 
and larger with damage to vegetation both from vehicles and firewood 
cutting of both dead and live wood. Prohibiting campfires at 
dispersal sites would be beneficial to vegetation in several ways. 

6 2--21!i~ ill'ill.ill !iii!~ .~'~nddni!! !iii~ii![iiiiiii! ~VOen}ii!i~e~eii f i~i~ 
The planned high level of interpretation is an excellent idea to 

help people understand the importance of the area as well as its 
proper use. 

WILDLIFE: 

We strongly recommend using the same observers to monitor bird 
populations over the years. Inter-observer variability can mask other 
changes. 

BIRD POPULATION STUDIES LITERATURE SEARCHING AND INDEXING 

NATURAL HISTORY INTERPRETATION 

R e s p o n s e  N o .  6 2 - 1 .  S e e  G e n e r a l  
R e s p o n s e  N o .  Y. 

R e s p o n s e  N o .  6 2 - 2 .  We a g r e e .  
No f a c i l i t i e s  s u c h  a s  t h e s e  a r e  p r o -  
p o s e d  f o r  t h e  EIS  a r e a .  
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MI NERDS : 

We support phasing out a11 gravel mining operations within the 
area. 

RESE~CH : 

This unique area offers an excellent facility for a wide variety 
of non-disruptive research projects. Establishment of the proposed 
RNA's would facilitate this objective. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this plan. 

~ ~~ 
~ ~ ~  

6~ ~ ~  

~ ~  ~ ~-~ 
~ ~ . ~  

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
~ ~ ~  ~ ~  ~ ~ - ~ ~  
~ ~ ~ ~  
~ ~ .  
~ ~ ~ ~  

• ~ ~  . ~ ~  

~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
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Response No. 63-I. 
Response No. 7. 

See General 
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6 DOSBo x Cabezas6~09 Route 

~illcox, Az. 85643 

66-2  

6 6 - 3  

September I, 1988 

Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 
Bureau of Land Management 
Safford District Office 
425 E. 4th St. 
Safford, Arizona 8554~ 

Re: San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

After reviewing the (EIS) I find that the BLM Preferred 
Alternative proposal is quite acceptable with the following 
exceptions: 

66-'lun~iiii{i:~!~i~n~nzh_~i~s~u°rmri!~i~r!!~!~!~l:n~°~°~U~eb~ause 

-This area can provide a refuge and a place of renewal for 
many game species ~hich are hunted ajacent to the area. 

-The obvious disturbance to many sensitive species particularly 

injusttheraturningearly springfrom ~g~onn°ta~ts~ nesting Nany rapt°rSsites.are 

Pesticides & Herbicides-- 
-No mention is found ~ith respect to the use of these tools 
to control insects and plants respectfully. Certainly, by 
no~ the Bureau understands the potential harmful aspects. 
They should be totally banned. 

Fires-- 
-The use of fires ~ithin a riparian area seems totally out 
of character. These areas should be able to mature in a 
compl~and natural ~ay. They also are subject to so many 
problems such as unexpected floods, natural occuring fires 
and droughts. 

would also like to commend the BLM generally on the complete 
and thorough presentation of the subject material. 

Dan Fischer 

Response No. 66-1. 
Response No. 7. 

See General 

Response No. 66-2. See Response 
SV-5. 

Response No. 66-3. Fire will 
only be used under an approved pre- 

scriSed fire plan. This plan will 

estaSlish the conditions under which 

fire will be used. It will also 

have an environmental evaluation 

completed prior to any planned igni- 

tion. Generally, hazard reduction 

measures will not occur within the 

riparian area. Most of these mea- 

sures will take place on lands adja- 

cent to the riparian area that 
display the potential for fires 

es capin~iands, to neiEhborin~ private 
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67 
EIS TeamB~ 
425 E. 4th St 
Saf ford, AZ 

Dear Mr Coolidge: 

Sept 7, 1988 

We were at the meeting in Sierra Vista in August. We 
have since talked to many friends - at least half of 
them h,nters as is our family - b,,t they an8 we DO YOT 
wish to see hunting along the BLM land of the San Pedro 
River. Our local newspaper came out with this position 
also and advocated little development and use. 

We urge and recommend passage of the NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. 
Although the group at the meeting appeared evenly divided 
the vociferous hunters dwelt on their right to hunt there. 
That in itself i@ patently absurd as laws are passed as to 
where people can and cannot hunt all the time. They said 
that they wouldn't mind the bird watchers and photographers 
being there but the general populace would indeed mind them 
being there. Also to say that hunting is in the fall/ 
winter and therefore other people could have it inthe 
spring/summer is overlooking the fact that many people do 
not like to go out in the heat of summer and prefer the 
cooler time, when even the birds are more in evidence. 

We support the position eloquently stated by a Mrs Fish, 
Mr. Norm House, the Sierra Club, and life long residents 
of Lhc Sd~i Pedro a~a. W~ hav~ huaL~d i~ Arizona fur 12 
years and currently have venison in our freezer but we do 
not feel the need of a new hunting territory. We live on 
i0 isolated acres out in the country and we also have access 
to Ft Huachuca but not all Sierra Vista area residents do - 
and they need a tranquil, quiet place of beauty to go to. 
Parents and children should not be in fear of guns in a 
narrow, small, fragile area. 

We believe that the area is best suited for a wilderness 

i l i ! ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  :~J°n~.. ~ ~ ! i ~ i ~ ! ! !  lilly 

to negotiate to the river - one of us could not walk that 

67-11handicappedisdistanCe'river?there anyItplatesWayiS it a wlthfarcouldPrettierlimitedbe madeparkingareaevailablethancloseratforHeref°rdtocarStheWith Rd'- 

~ank you for your consideration, 
_ 

J.M. & M.P. BROSS~t~N 
Rt 2, Box 514A 
Sierra Vista AZ 85635 

Response No. 67-1. We are plan- 
ning to have some facilities for 
handicapped use. This management 
plan is too general to get into the 
specifics of where, what, or how 
handicapped use can be accommo- 
dated. Access for the handicapped 
will be included in the project 
planning for the San Pedro Ranch 
House area and possibly at other 
recreation sites. 
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70-I 

70-2 

70-5 

70-4 

70-  

70 
September 7, 1988 

Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 
EIS Team Leader 
BLM-Safford District Office 
425 East 4th Street 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Dear Mr. coolidge; 

I want to commend the BLM for showing the foresight to protect 
an ecologically valuable areas such as the San Pedro River. 
I hope this is a continuing trend for the agency. 

I have reviewed the EIS and support the preferred alternative 
with the following suggestions; 

--The BLM should take an active role in having the San Pedro 
Basin included in an ~A. Water is the most critical element 
in a riparian ecosystem. Sierra Vista and surrounding 
communities will continue to grow at exponential rates 
and strain the over taxed ground water within the basin. 

--If a base flow is secured for the San Pedro, consideration 
should be given to the removal of non-native fish and the 
introduction of rare native species. 

--Visitor use should be monitored to ensure that it does not 
adversely affect sensitive species such as the Gray Hawk. 

--Revegetation of the area should emphasize native species. 

--Hunting and high visitation by non-hunters may be mutually 
exclusive. The narrow riparian corridor will concentrate 
hunters and non-consumptive users which may result in fatal 
accidents. 

--Consideration should also be given to the reintroduction 
of extirpated species of wildlife (e.g. Ocelot, Jagurundi). 

--The area, including designated roads, should be closed to 
all ORV use. 

Thank you for considering the above comments. Please add my 
name to your mailing list for the final EIS and any other mail 
outs concerning the San Pedro Management Area. 

P.O. Box 47 
Sells, AZ 85603 

Response No. 70-1. See Response 
8-1. 

Response No. 70-2. Quantities 
of base-flow were determined, to 
some extent, by the instream-flow 
requirements of non-native fish. 
While it may be possible to reintro- 
duce native fish species to the San 
Pedro, flow and habitat conditions 
need to be re-evaluated for the spe- 
cies to be reintroduced. 

Response No. 70-3. Any artifi- 
cial revegetation would emphasize 
native plant species, but the use of 
non-native species that ~iready 
occur in the watershed is not ruled 
out. In any case, a site-specific 
environmental assessment would be 
done before any revegetation is 
initiated. 

Response No. 70-4. See General 
Response No. 7. 

Response No. 70-5. See Response 
44-1. 
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71 ~I~ ~i 16th Terrace 
Bisbee 85603 
AZ 

8 September 1988 

~~~//~ ~L~ 

~ ! 

Dear Jerrold Coolidge, 

I saw the flyer for "Save the San Pedro Area". 

A hundred years ago this whole area of Southeastern Arizona was 
pooulated with a huge number and variety of game and wildlife. It 
was greener, more fertile and a balanced ecosystem before white- 
man aooeared on the scene. Now we have a lot less. Our children 
grow u~ se~ing only what it is like today, and they think that is 
what it has always been like. We need to nreserve areas like they 
were before we and our forebears arrived, so that we can show our 
childreu what it could still be like with some effort from us. 

You have our full suooort in your attemots to ban all forms of 
hunting in the San Pedro ~iver Area, in order that ths wildlife may 
remain undisturbed for years to come. 
Efforts must be made by us all to curb oollution and vegetation- 
destruction in this area. We must also nrocure more land froz ranching 
o~erations, turn it free and orotect it so our children and grand- 
children can aonreciate rolling natural grassland, and have a heritage 
to use as comoarison to the overgrazed cattle lands. 

Save San Pedro. 

Thank you. 

Yours sincerely, 

Jean and John Kerr 
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Julie Papavero 
22890 NW Alder 
Hillsboro, Or. 97124 September 7, 1988 

District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 E. 4th St. 
Saf ford, AZ. 85546 

Dear District Manager: 

Thank you for caring for the riparian system along the San 
Pedro. By putting a stop to cattle grazing you allow the stream 
side to regenerate and flourish. Inevitably you also inspire a 
conflict and trouble from the ranchers. Congratulations on meeting 
the challenge of protecting this fragile life zone despite such a 
menacing obstacle. 

An Admirer of the Southwest, 

~ 5 ~ / . / ~ d L  ~ ~ ~ - ~ " j  u i i e p a pa we r O 

74 

OFRCE OF THE COMM~ONER 
UN~ED STATES sECnON 

~ T E R N A ~ O N A L  B O U N D A R Y  AND WATER C O M M ~ O N  

U N I T E D  S T A T E S  A N D  M E X I C O  
THE C O M M O N ~  S ~ L ~ N G  ~ S U r E  ~ 0  

4171 NORTH MESA 
EL PASO, TEXAS 79902 

SEP 7 ~88 

Mr. J e r r a l d  C o o l i d s e  
EIS Team L e a d e r  
Bureau o f  Land M a n a g e m e n t  
S a f f o r d  D i s t r i c t  O f f i c e  
425 East 4th Street 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

Dear Mr. Coolidge = 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft San Pedro 
River Riparian Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement~ 
reference 1791(040). 

The UoS. Sectlon~s review of the plan and EIS finds that the proposed 
action and its alternatives will have no apparent adverse effect on our 
projects or adverse effects of an internatlonal nature. 

Sincerely, 

' a li 
Principal E n g i n e e r  
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75 
~LLIAM E C~S~ M ~ 

A~SOC]~"I~D GY~ECOLOO~ST$, UFD. 
~YNECOLO~Y, (~NCOLOGY 

1 ~  ~ 0  
PHOE~ A~NA ~8 

~0~ ~899~  

September 12, 1988 

District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 East 4th Street 
Saf ford, AZ 85546 

Dear Sir: 

Congratulations on your efforts for ending grazing 
along the thousand acres on the San Pedro River. This 
thirty-six mile stretch we hope will return to its 
natural state before too long. 

Both my family, friends and I support the "no action 
alternatives" so that this land can truly be a natural 
preserve. 

Thank you for your kind assistance. If I may be of 
help in legislation that you need to protect this land, 
please let me know. 

WEC : al 

Best regards. 

~ ~  sp, MoD. 

• ~ ~  ~ 
~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ¢  

~ . ~ ~ , ~  ~ ~ /  
~ ~ ~ / ~ ~ ~  ~ 
~ ~ ~ -  ~ ~  ~ ~ .  

/~ ~ ~ 
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2503 Kiowa Court 
Sierra Vista, AZ 85635 

~ September 12, 1988 

Mr. Jerrold Coolidge, EIS Team Leader 
USDI - BLM Safford District 
425 E. 4th Street 
Saf ford, AZ 85546 

Re: San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

This letter is to express my support for the "Conservation Alternative" 
advocated by the Sierra Club with regards to the Management Plan for the 
San Pedro River area, and to urge the Bureau of Land Management to adopt 
this alternative. 

In particular, I believe that the following should not be allowed in the 
San Pedro River area: 

- hunting 
- overnight camping 
- building of campfires 
- motorized through traffic 
- use of firearms 
- cattle grazing 
- mining 
- other commercial uses 

I urge the BLM to save the San Pedro area for the enjoyment and enrichment 
of future generations. Our land is there for all of us, not just for the 
'~ig money" interests, or for government-subsidized cattle ranchers. 

Sincerely, 

2921 ~E O~rd Stree~ 

~ighthous~ Pointr Florida ~06~ 
September ii, 1988 

Bureau of Lan~ ~anagemerrt 
Sefferd Distri~ Office 
~2~ ~ ~th Stree~ 
Shfford~ Arizona 8~ 

Dee~ Mr.. Bredy~ 

Regarding the ~ n  Pedro R~ver ~ p s r i a n  ~ n s ~ e ~ n , t  Plan ~nd E n v i r o n m e u t ~  

Impae% Statemen~ I suppo~ Alterneti~e B (Prese~atioa)a If we do this~ 

~e Sen Pedro Ri~r~ ~e n be preceded ~or it~ scenic, recreational~ 

wildlife end primitive values~ ~a~ you for th~ oppo~uui~ to e'o~ent. 

~cere~ l  

k 
~ ~  ~ o ' ~ ~  i.~ L:,;.~< ~ '~  

~ , ~ ~- ~ i ~ . ~  ~ ~ ' ~  ~ ~ , + ~ ~ k  ~ ~ ~ <~X-~ 
, 

~ ~:° ~ ~o ~ i ~  +~ t,----~,'~ 
~ ~oo ~+~<~ ~ ~ 4 o ~  ~ \ ~  ~ 
~ +  ~ ~  

~ % ~ .  
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8O 
Catharine Seibolt Berman 
RR 2, BOX 24@, Sp 5 
Sierra Vista, AZ 85635 

Sept. 9, 1988 

Bureau of Land Management 
425 East 4th 
Stafford, AZ 85546 

Dear Sir: 

I am writing to express my heartfelt opinion on the proposed BLM plan to 
open the San Pedro Riparian Management Area to hunting. 

We have a wonderful opportunity at the San Pedro to preserve a remarkable 
area for future generations. Not only is there an abundance of wildlife, 
there are historical and cultural sites. 

To open the area to even limited hunting would be, in my opinion, a 
decision we would all live to regret. 

Allowing hunting increases the possibility of damage to the area by 
eager hunters longing to make "a kill," and not concerned about damage to 
either the land or historical sites. 

Even if the BLM fences off closed areas, how many hunters tracking a deer 
will stop at that point? 

It will increase, also, the danger to nongame animals. Just ask any 
rancher how many cattle and horses have been killed by hunters who shot 
first and looked later. In addition, many hunters will not hesitate to bag 
a Great Horned Owl or other "innocent" creature if there is nothing else to 

shoot at. 

There is also the danger to people. Will we be forced to close the area 
during hunting season? I can't imagine turning a Boy Scout troop loose in 
an area where hunters are carrying lethal weapons. 

This beautiful area belongs to all the people, not just a small group of 
hunters. Hikers and hunters have never been -- and never will be -- able 
to coexist safely. 

Please, protect this fragile area. Do not allow ANY hunting. 

Sincerely, 

Catharine Seibolt Berman 

Response No. 
Response No. 7. 

80-1. See General 
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81 
District Manager 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEM£NT 
425 E. 4th St. 
Safford, AZ. 85546 

1220 ~.Las Lomitas 
Tucson, AZ. 85704 
12 Sept. 1988 

Re. D r a f t  EIS 
San Pedro 

Greetings: 

Please consider the following when formalizin~ the final 
plan for the above mentioned area. 

I. The preferred alternative appears to be the best 
at this time. 

2. Do not permit overuse of the area by the public as we 
see happenin~ in our National Parks, e.~. Grand 
Canyon. Do'not hesitate to enforce limits on the 
number of campers etc. to protect the area. 

3. Strictly enforce the ORV rules and impose heavy fines 
and even vehicle confiscastion if necessary. 

4. Do not publlclze the location of archeolo~ical sites 
that will not be afforded some type of continuinE 
protection. These sites should be for the use of 
archeologists or anyone that has respect for their 
value. Anyone wantin~ to visit an unprotected site 
should be required to have an authorized individual 
accompany them on a resesrvation basis. 

5. Prohibit any type of trappin~ within the entire EI$. 
6. Prohibit mining of any kind. 

Thank you for the privele~e to comment on the use of a 
portion of our American Heritage, public land. May we all 
strive to protect same, it's a non-renewable resource. 

Gene I .  Wendt 
GIW/~iw 
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Sept.13, 1988 

P. O. BOX 2128 
1500 MARTINGALE RD. 
SIERRA VISTA, AZ-85636 

U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
Safford District Office 
425 E. 4th Street 
Safford, AZ-85546 

References: (I) 

(2) 

(p) 

San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Sierra Vista public Hearing, August 4, 1988 

Editorial. "Limited Use for San Pedro Area," S.V. 
Herald and bisbee Review, Aug.4, 1988, p. 4a 
(Encl. a) 

After attending-the BLM Hearing (ref.2) and evaluating the comments 
we would like to endorse the position taken by the S. V. Herald[ref. 
#3,Encl.(a)] with the following exceptions, additions, and comments: 

No Hunting... "If populations of deer and javelina begin to exceed 
the carrying capacity of the area..." trapping and relocation should be 
the first expedient before "bringing in hunters..." If or when such 
expedients are necessary the area should be closed to other recreational 

letbal.OOos end  bio mi e  ide corridor ie 
i~ ~ ~  

Several years ago, we and another camper, at a Missouri State 
Park on the banks of the Mississippi River narrowly missed tragedy. A 
bullet fired across the river by a hunter from the Illinois bank five 
miles away pierced and landed inside the camper parked next to us. The 
two people inside were almost hit. A close call, even though there were 
only four of us in the park! 

In evaluating the effect on wildlife it was not brought out in the 
Public Hearing that there are two peak seasons of bird life in the area, 
Spring/Summers and Fall/Winter. For the winter habitat the local Audubon 
Christmas Bird count is approximately 175 species, and Summer 173, of 
which only about 94 are year-around residents. (See Encl. a). The 
main natural water supply for the area is the San Pedro River. Hunting 
could have serious effects on the bird life in the area and the unique 
migrations from Mexico. The bird list in the Impact Statement gives the 
habitat areas, but not seasonal co2nts. 

Dispersed recreation:... "Overnight use..." in a flood plain area 
requires more sanitary facilities & more water lines, with the danger of 
contaminating the water supply with increased use and flooding. Camping 
encourages ~omesticating" the wildlife population. Having towns within 
easy reach and campgrounds and R-V parks in the area, over-night camping 
is inappropriate for the San Pedro River Riparian Area. Night use would 
also put the historical, paleontology and archeological sites in 
greater jeopard~ 

Response No. 
Response No. 7. 

82-1. See General 
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~ather than dispersing recreation, centralized activities at the 
Pairbanke, Lewis Springs, San Pedro House and Hereford Bridge with well 

plafacilnnedities,exhibparkiitSng' Shetc°r. t plusnatureconductrail~te d' to~rspicniCofSittheeeh'istoSanitarical,rY 

pale°nt°l°gYcare of mostandofarche°l°gicalthe public educat sites fr°mion athesend inf°UrterestsCenterSandW°Uldfurnishtake 

supervForiSedmorerecreaextensivti°n" e uees such as horseback riding, bicycling, 
hiking, bird watching, photsgraphy, etc. special permits from these 

centersThec•uld"smallc•ntr•lsites•therec•mmendedsensitive(Encl.a)r•pariansh•uldareas.be primative chemical 
toilets(?) and on the 'pack in-pack out' system planned for the 
necessities of the special permit group(s). 

Rose Ella K. Brown 

Members of: 
Friends of the San Pedro 
Nature Conservency 
Audubon Society 
Good Sam 
S. V. Camera Club 
Bisbee District Camera Club 

Encl: (a) S.V.Herald "Limited use for 
San Pedro Area," Aug.14, 1988 

(b) Bird List Covering area of 
Sierra Vista 

(BLMI3SE8. LTR) 

4A ~erra Vista Hera~ and Bisbee Renew, Sunday, Augu~ 1~ 19~ 

Lirni ed use 
San Pedro  a r e a  
ment over the next few m o ~ h ~  We recommend the 
~ : ~ = . ~ r n a t i v e  to the ~an ,  with the fol~wing 
~ J i l ~  ; 

• No hunting. A compa~ ~ p a r ~ n  zone is a poor 
shooting gaHery. You ca~t  see very far and bull~s 

~om decades ~ abus~ The zone shouM r e m e ~  a serene 
sanc~ary ~ r  wildlife and humans ~ 

- No o~¢oad ve~des of any sort at any t i m e - - n o t  
even on des~na~d roads. Wffi~ there are respon~b~ 

personnel 
• ~ rea rms :  P r o f f i ~ d .  
• Dev~oped recreat~n ~ s :  ~ u r  ~ r g e  sHes and f ~ e  

small sHes - -  a mix of the s~ca l~d  pre~rred  and 

Pr:~:~;~l~:~eati°n:cam~ng has more ,mpad ( ~ : ~ e ~ : n ~ l ~ o ~ d ~ ' ~  t. 
feting) than day use. The area needs more recovery 
f lm~ Overn~M use m ~ M  be i~rodu[ed at a later date. 

• Railway c o ~ o r :  A l~w the privately run tourist 
t ra in as an a.ernafive to through roads. This must be 
tightly managed to m ~ i m ~ e  impa~  on the riparian 
en~ronme~.  

• Fires: C o ~ r ~ d  fires shouM be utilized to bHng 
down the ~ ~ad ~ some areas. They can be managed 
to not hurt the ma~re  ~ees, but ~ e l im~ate  accumula- 
tions ~ dead woo~ scrub and improve wildlife h a Z e L  

In sum, the San Pedro is a marve~us resource for 
Southern Ar~ona, but H must be al~wed to reve~ to a 
natural Hpar~n zone in order for its beauly and 

If there is error in ~ e  manageme~ p ~  ~ t .  be ~ w a r d  
¢onservat~n, 

S~rra ~ s ~  H e r a M / ~ s ~ e  O a ~  R e n e w  

USSPRNCA01261



!~ .... 

~--\ ,o 
~ - ~  ; 

~ .  

~ ~ ~ 

~2¢ 

~A 
~ ~ ~ ~. 
- ~ "  

= =~ ==='=" ~ I S O U T H E A S T E R R  A R | Z O N A  
~ I~OINSTO~ I ~  O~,OE&XlaWff~ ~ t X T I = = T ~ X I ~  

:~ | ~ , - - . , o , ~  ~ ==~.,,~ 
, : %  ! . . . .  ~ w ~ v ~  ~ ©  ~ ~ i  ~ , ~  

/ %% | • . i ~  ~ . i~  • ~ w ~  ~ i ~  
*'w ~ I P~I~TI ~ IK~IR~I? ~ PGlll o~ IRIRI 

. /  .~ MAP, COU~ESY OF R . ~  S M I T H  
. " "  ~ ,~ . ,=~ " ~,..Z,, 
~ ~..~. t. 

~, "~ ~...~-- 
~ ; - - -  ..... j ~  °--- ~ 

( \  

~ ~ [  ~ 
~ ~ ~ ~- ~ .~ 

~ 
~ ~ 

~ 
I 

"'! 

~ - -  -" "-~___ ~o,o~ ~ . . _ ~  .... ~ . . . .  .~ .... ~-= 
/'R~T'~ ~%%~°~,~L~ ~ ~- x ~ c ~ ........ 

~ . ~ ,  

/ | ~ 

~ e ?  / 
~ss  o° , ~ T~ ~ . '  ." ".~ ~L¢~ ~ i ~  

fj~ ~ ~ 
. . . . . . . .  

,L ;J : ~ \ ~  

I 

~.. ~ 

D 

x x ~ × 

~**~ ~.~ ....... ~ .... * 
x x  x~ x x ~ x x  ~ x ~ x x x  

~ X ~  X X X  

~ x ~  x ~  
~.x~ **~ ~**** .... ****** ~ ~ ~ .  
~ . ~  ~*~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

~ ~x*** ~,~ ~ ~ ~x ~ ~.~ ** ~ 
*~ ~*** ~ ~ ~ 

~x~**** 

~**~*~/ f~**~*~x****~*~: ~o ~* ~ 

}. ~. !~ 
}~ ~ = 
~ = =  

~ ~ ~%~ 
~ ~ :  

[ 

239 
USSPRNCA01262



@ 
EVOLU~ONARY ~OLOGY 

O F  A R I Z O N A  

5 September 1988 

Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 
EIS Team Leader 
Safford District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 E 4th St 
Safford, Arizona 85546 RE: 1791 (040) 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

I have read the Management Plan and EIS for the San Pedro River 
Riparian area and the San Pedro Tech. Rept. No. 1 (Small Mammal 
Inventory Progress Report) and wish to contribute the following: A) 
information which is derived from my studies of mammals and especially 
bats, and B) suggestions for consideration which are not neatly 
packaged in any of the alternatives. 

Since 1980, I have been studying two species of insectivorous bats, 
Antrozous pallidus (Pallid Bat) and Eptesicus ~uscus (Big Brown Bat) 
which occupy maternity roosts along east drainages of the San Pedro 
River. Approximately 2800 bats of these two species were banded and 
have been captured a total of 20,000 times over that time period. 
Some of the animals banded in 1980 are still present. I am in the 
process of calculating life history tables and life history parameters 
including longevity, fecundity, mortality, birth rate, and 
reproductive capacity. Given these results (in preparation as a Ph.D. 
dissertation) and the fact that Antrozous is roosting in the San Pedro 
RNCA (right at the Fairbanks headquarters), this would be a suitable 
study species to evaluate long-term changes in the area and its 
effects on wildlife. 

A. i) The two bat species mentioned above feed on a tremendous variety 
of insects along the San Pedro drainages. They have certain specific 
roost requirements for raising young in the desertscrub. Yet they are 
fairly generalized species, and would probably benefit from the kinds 
of limited protections such as are suggested in Alternative B. 

2) There are, however, less generalized bat species occurring along 
the San Pedro corridor. For instance, nectar-feeding bats (eg., 
Leptonycteris sanborni, Sanborn's Long-nosed Bat) depend upon very 
limited seasonal production of carbohydrates from specific plants 
which occur in Chihuahuan desertscrub and the semi-desert grassland. 
%~is habitat has been seriously grazed; the effects of plant community 
alteration (due to grazing and land clearing to permit more grazing) 
on this bat-plant relationship should be considered, and is only one 
element of a complex ecological web in which these mammals participate. 
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On page A-63 of the M.Plan and EIS, it says t~t the "area does 
not have the necessary caves or mining tunnels necessary for 
roosting..." and the "area does not provide much...feeding habitat due 
to the low density of yuccas and ~es." Caves and mine t~is are 
not their only roost-type; there are several documented reports of 
nectar bats utilizing abandoned buildings. It is premature to say 
that there is not suitable feeding habitat for these bats on the 
SPRNCA. ~ch information is available noting their use of a~ve (and 
saguaro ~ich apparently does not occur on the SPRNCA), but they must 
be utilizing other plants as well, because they are found in 
southeastern Arizona in habitats after these t~ major food types ~ve 
finished flowering. Other plants t~t are potential alternate food 

3) The importance of the San Pedro RNCA to various bat species is 
obvious from the following species list which I accumulated after Just 
a 1/2 hour of work at the BLM Fairbank headquarters, which I visited 
on ii June this year. ~ithin the buildings, I observed: 

Family Vespertilionidae 
Antrozous pallidus, approx. 40 bats 
Plecotus tQwns~endi i, 2 bats, one of which was a male. 
Myotls velife[, 2 bats, one of which was a male, now 

UA Mammal Collection specimen (RMS # 122). 
Family Phyllostomldae 
e~ beptqnvcterls sanborni, 1 skeleton, now UA Mammal 

Collection specimen (RMS # 123). 
(ee This species is being considered for federal 

endangered species status.) 

4) The mammal list in Appendix 7, page A-47, contains several errors, 
many of which would probably have been resolved if scientific 
nomenclature had been included. (Corrections attached.) 

B. i) The bat species utilizing the area will benefit most by 
alternatives which strongly encourage habitat preservation and natural 
restoration. This includes a continuation or improvement of their 
water supply, food resources, and roost sites. 

2) Alternatives which suggest the use of non-natlve plant species 
should be thoroughly reviewed to determine the effect on native plants 
that the nectar bats are using directly, and native plants that 
insectivorous bats use indirectly because their insect food relies 
upon them. Replanting native plant species seems an important topic. 

3) Suppression of wildfires should be discouraged because of the 
unnatural effects it has on native plants. 

Response No. 83-1. 
(1986) indicates these 
changes to be correct. 
been updated. 

~ f ~ ~  
suggested 

The ~IS has 
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~) Alternatives ~ich suggest development of certain abandoned 
buildings such as the ~i~ks schoolhouse and ~ i ~  mercantile 
building will eliminate established bat roosts. 

5) Closure of the area after dark will provide maximal protection to 
bat species during foraging activity. 

6) Interpretative displays about wildlife should include information 
about rodents and bats, two orders of mammals Rich are often ~ c l ~  
in such information. Considering rodents make up 42% and bats 31% of 
the 84 mammals in Appendix 7, they should certainly receive as much 
attention as cr~ favorites like deer, javelina, and the carnivores 
~ich all total only 21% of the list. If it is to be truly 
educational, let's give the p~lic something new to learn about such 
as the interesting, beneficial, and complex ecology of bats in their 
conservation area. 

7) Alternatives should include the continued acquisition of 
~r~t~n about wildlife in the area. I would caution, h~er, 
against the need to collect (harvest) many bat specimens. As a 
mammal~st, I understand and respect the need for voucher specimens. 
I do not think it is any longer necessary to collect a series of 
specimens of the same species. Careful collection of specimens, and 
i ~ t e  identification by qualified biologists (especially for 
problematic species like the Myotis bats) will prevent the need to 
take additional specimens. In no case should firearms be used as this 
is an indiscrimant method which could result in a dead endangered bat 
before identification could occur. ~ere are suspected (and in 
several cases documented) declines in bat numbers. Unlike small 
rodents, bats have extremely low reproductive rates; therefore, the 
loss of an individual bat has more serious population consequences 
than the loss of one rodent. 

Finally, I should like to compliment Doug Duncan for his San Pedro 
Tech. Rapt. No. i, in which he recommended that additional study 
include "collecting information on bats." Again, I caution against 
unnecessary harvest of bats. His mammal list corrects many of the 
problems in Appendix 7, page A-63. 

Please retain me on your mailing list; I would like a copy of the 
final EIS and future. 

Sincerely, 

R onn ie  S i d n e r ,  M.S .  G e n e r a l  B i o l o g y  

cc: Frank Baucom, United States Fish and ~ildlife Service 
Dan Campbell, Arizona Nature Conservancy 
Erick Campbell, BLM 
E. Lendell Cockrum, UA Mammal Collection 
Terry Johnson, Arizona Game & Fish Department 
Ruth Ogden Russell, Tucson Audubon Society 
Dale Turner, Sierra Club, Rincon Chapter 
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Comments about 
Appendix 7, Species List - Mammals, BLM, MP and EIS, p. A-47. 

Use of scientific nomenclature and standardization of common names 
from references such as the following would make reading and 
interpretation of data easier to check. 

Jones, J. K., Jr., et al., 1986, Revised checklist o% North 
American mammals north of Mexico, 1986, Occas. Papers Mus., 
Texas Tech Univ. 107:1-22. 

Hoffmeister, D.F., 1986, Mammals of Arizona, Univ. Ariz. Press 
and Ariz. G & F Dept. 

The following names need to be revised: 

Peter's Leaf-chinned Bat ---Ghost-faced Bat 
Mexican Long-nosed Bat ---This is the common name tot L__ept.QD~cteris 

nivalls; this species does not occur in Arizona. Rather, the 
Mexican Long-tongued Bat, Choeron¥cteris mexlcana, does. 

Long-leaqged Myotis ---legged 
Long-eared Myotis ---This is the common name for ~yotis evotis and is 

not considered to occur in southeastern Arizona below the 
Mogollon Rim. Confusion resulted from specimens now referred to 
other species. 

~o~ 8 ~- ~ I ~ Sma l~ii~e°~!~~~!~ !~ ~t~i~°~ ~ Sd~ f ~n~°~ thename 

~ 8~.~l~Allen's Lappet-browed Ba~ ---Allen's Big-eared Bat. 

* Not updated but correct if Hoffmeister (1986) is used. 

Response No. 83-2. The text has 
been changed. 

Response No. 83-3. Hoffmeister 
still lists this species as the 

lappet-browed bat. No chanEe will 
be made at this time. 
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1520 B~n Mawr Ave. 
~c~n~ Wl 53403 
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9/13/88 

District Manager 
Bureau o f  Land Management 
425 E. 4th S t ree t  
Safford, Az. 85546 

Dear S i r :  

The a c q u i s i t i o n  and placement i n t o  pub l i c  hands, a major 
po r t i on  o f  the San Pedro R iver  R ipar ian Zone i s  in  my 
op in ion,  very  b e n e f i c i a l .  The a c q u i s i t i o n  by the BLM w i l l  
insure tha t  t h i s  area w i l l  be conserved and preserved f o r  
f u t u r e  use, study, and enjoyment f o r  a l l  who are i n te res ted  
in  t h i s  va luab le  and unique resource. I be l i e ve  i t  i s  
important t o  encourage as many people as poss ib le  to  exp lore,  
enjoy and apprec ia te  these b e a u t i f u l  areas. In t h i s  way, 
respect and concern f o r  our na tu ra l  areas can be encouraged. 

' ~--' Ii~d ~ "  ~ i i ~ ~ o  ~'( ~!~iii~s : i ~ e i ~ ! i i  e ~ e ~  

1. The g rea te r  popu la t ion  o f  Tucsen can more e a s i l y  
access the SPRCA from the North. T rave l i ng  down 
I - l O  t o  Benson and then South on State  Route 80. 
The area is  c lose  t o  Route 80 w i th  access a v a i l -  
able a l l  along C u r t i s  F la t  Road. 

2, Access by people t r a v e l i n g  along 1-10 from o the r  
par ts  o f  the  coun t ry  i s  greatest  from the North. 

3. There i s  a ve ry  i n t e r e s t i n g  group o f  o ld  bu i l d i ngs  
(Cu r t i s  Homestead) which i s  approx. 100 years o ld.  
They are hidden in  the t rees  at your extreme North 
boundry, 100-200 yards West o f  C u r t i s  F l a t  Road. 
At t h i s  l o c a t i o n  i s  an old carb ide generator  s i t e  
and an adobe s t r u c t u r e .  Both have h i s t o r i c a l  value 
and should be preserved. 

4. The topography in  t h i s  area i s  ve ry  f l a t  and lends 
i t s e l f  ve ry  w e l l  as a t r a i l  head i n t o  the area and 
as a v i s i t o r  center .  

The uses I would encourage f o r  the North point  would be 
predominately n o n - v e h i c u l a r  and cons is t  o f  h i k i ng ,  camping, 
and eques t r ian  in  t h e i r  o r i e n t a t i o n .  F l o r a l ,  geo log ica l ,  
a reheo log i ca l ,  o r  p a l e o n t o l o g i c a l  i n t e r p r e t i v e  t r a i l s  would 
a lso be use fu l .  

~50 Nodh ~ Ave. • Tucso~ A~ona ~ 7 ~ 8  • ~0~ 8 ~ 3  

Response No. 
Response TU-4. 

85-1. See Hearing 
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Bureau o f  Land Management 
9/23/88 
page 2 of 2 

I feel the BLM is the rising star of resourse management. 
When ! was engaged in my forestry and watershed management 
training at the University of Arizona, we were told the BLM 
was a land bank for vast areas of relatively low quality 
acreage and had no active management philosophy or role. The 
BLM acquisition of the San Pedro River Conservation Area as 
well as the Empire/Cienega Ranches, represents a tremendous 
opportunity for your agency. I am supprised and very pleased 
at your sincere desire to garner public imput and to shape 
your management goals accordingly. 

Sincerely, 

--.N,~ 
Mark Anderson 
MAA/ew 
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U.S. Department of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Safford District office 
425 E. Fourth Street 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Attn: Ray A. Brady 

Re: 1791 (040) 
San Pedro RMP & E!S 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the referenced plan. 

I own properties adjacent to the subject property in Sec 34, 
T23S/R22E and in Sec 27, T22S/R22E. A third generation native of 
the area, I have been familiar with the subject property since 
birth (1926) . 

Upon my rather cursory review of the referenced plan, the input 
received while attending the August 3, 1988 review of the RMP/EIS 
and personal experience/knowledge received through the years, the 
following comments are submitted: 

i. Of the alternatives outlined/considered in the RMP/EIS, 
I agree that the most appropriate alternative was 
chosen. Provides something for everyone, a middle of 
the road approach. Hopefully, however, intelligent 
management will set forth prescribed parameters so as 
to better contain future tamperings with present intent 
and acknowledgement for benefit of future generations. 
(i.e. not so intelligent management and/or giving in to 
special interest groups who insist upon the exclusion 
of uses other than their own) 

am under the ~mpresslon that the land traded in 
Maricopa County was under grazing lease. If so, then 
lands have been removed from this use (for at least 15 
years). Regardless, grazing leasing is certainly a 
major BLM function. 

~l l,c°ntrarYtheitRNp/Eis.appsars t° thethatItstatementwas•ivest•cksummari•ymad•grazingunderd•cidedwass••PIN••addressed(by Chapteroutsidein 

4455 East Cam~back Road • Suite 290E * Phoenix, Adzona 85018 • T~ephone (602) 952-8312 

Response No. 86-1. See General 
Response No. !. 

Response No. 86-2. As stated on 
page 1-4 of the DEIS, "whil~ BLM 
does not regard livestock grazing as 
incompatible with the continued 
existence of the riparian ecosystem, 
a decision was made to prohibit 
livestock grazing for the 15-year 
life of this plan. At the end of 
that time livestock grazing will be 
re-evaluated." Also, see General 
Response No. 5. 
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4. Proper address and consideration of the livestock 

of the special attentions needed for this activity 
that may not be otherwise provided. 

b. elimination of grazing could endanger the present 
ecosystem that has developed through many 
thousands of years of animal grazing and browsing, 
including livestock activities permanently 
introduced in the early 1800's. 

c. the reduction of fire hazards thru grazing could 
prove to be immeasurably more effective than 

86-~ relying wholly on control burning for proper 
management of government-owned property but in the 
exercise of responsibility toward adjacent 
(private) properties. 

d. the compatibility with adjoining land uses issues 
may well be best addressed by proper grazing 
techniques and firewood cutting. Owners of 
adjacent properties will be surely become 
antagonistic toward a potential tinderbox in their 
immediate vicinity. 

~. cost/benefit of such a program could far exceed 
the alternatives; additionally, revenues would be 
generated that would not otherwise be available to 
the BLM and to the cattle growers. 

5. A disastrous fire potential will develop under the ban 
on livestock grazing for any period in excess of 2 

~ i~ 1 ~ s t~2 SwS ~e ~ f~ rlt~88ta8n~ andC ° st )cont ins e d are expendedther e 

on. There has been no major fires to denude the area 
in recent history, which in consideration of the 
populus and use subjected, can no doubt be contributed 

86-4 to livestock grazing or to darned good luck. Were the 
area to have been denuded during the past 50, maybe 
even I00 years, I would doubt the BLM would have had 
any great interest in obtaining the property. Proper 
grazing use could be implemented forever. I cannot be 
that optimistic about good luck, particularly in 
respect to the much more dynamic impact by man than 
ever previously. 

6. If the BLM is successful in averting disaster by 
competent control burning, the cost/benefit will be 

Response No. 86-3. You may well 
be correct in these statements. We 
will have a better answer at the end 

of the moratorium. 

Response No. 86-4. Prescribed 
fire, a proven cost effective 
resource management tool, and the 
construction and maintenance of a 
few fire breaks are planned to 
reduce the potential for disastrous 
fires. Using existing roads for 
fire breaks is also a consideration 
for hazards reductions. As BLM is a 
multiple use agency, we must con- 
sider the effects of fires not only 
to vegetation, but to all the 

resources involved. 

We recognize that fire is a nat- 
ural phenomenom. Fire can open up 
areas of decadent vegetation and 
increase the vigor of plants by 
adding nutrients to the soils. 

Major fires within the last 50 to 
i00 years would have caused changes 
in the vegetation, along with fire 
scars on some trees. These changes 
are not evident, though nature would 
have regenerated much of the burned 

areas by now. 
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exorbitant in comparison to that developed from proper 
grazing, firewood cutting techniques. 

7. Livestock grazing should be permitted to a rancher 

pr°vet n o minimizC e°mpetef ntir e potentiabY 1 past perf°rmandu ° e e  to the a;dresencr e°tatoodf heS avY ° as 

graSSa 'llow adequatU enderbr~Shrotatiog n r°wth" toPr°Vida eccomodatS eeVera~dequatP eaSture~estt° 

periodn Sorma l rainfalO i f  one periodst . o  two yearL SongerdUrir nges t periodn s ormal anfdor yeara s b°ve 

of loss than normal rainfall; or variances in unit 
numbers. 

9. None of the area should be open to the use of off-road 
vehicles. 

10. ~ransportation within the area (except highways) should 
be confined/limited to historical means: by foot, 
horseback, train, stagecoach and perhaps small boat. 

Eaa Chre a t~ndbenoetSpeciallb Yecome ~s~h~m~P~i~%~ e f°Erxcept t he 
for the foot trails, each should be licensed to 
operators in the private sector that are carefully 
chosen for their demonstrated capability and soundness. 
~n most cases, these operators will need to be tied 
into lodging/recreation/tourist systems that 8re in 
position to accomodate need. 

The terminus and all ancillary provisions to these 
transportation means should be provided by the private 
sector off BLM premises. 

ii. Allow no animal trapping. 

13. It is obvious that a competent study of existing 
wildlife was not included in the EIS. Information 
included in the RMP/EIS is glaringly erroneous (i.e. 
mule deer and javelina which are the most obvious to 
residents of the area). Surely evaluation and 
management of the plan will be best implemented with 
good information. 

14. comments that the area has always been closed to public 
entry is incorrect. To my knowledge, the property has 
always been open to citizens of the area traveling by 

Response No. 86-5. The use of 
the area for firewood cutting was 
considered in some of the early 
issue scoping meetings. Firewood 
cutting was not carried forward 
because of problems of enforcement 
and because the mesquite bosque type 
of ~egetation is necessary for main- 
tenance of the ecosystem. Associ- 
ated problems such as soil 
compaction, off-road vehicle use and 
vandalism could also occur. 

Response No. 86-6. 
Response No. 7. 

See General 
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foot or horse, and in some cases, by auto (since closed 
by BLM). Hunting and picnicking in the area has been a 
large ticket item for as long as I can remember and 
evidenced by pictures of my family taken during the 
1920's and 1930's. 

15. Wildlife management in regard to compatibility with 
adjoining land uses will require special 
consideration/attention with regard to (i) present and 
future coyote and wild dog propulation, and (2) a real 
hard look at the reintroduction of the grey wolf, if 
that particular special interest group prevails. 

16. The gentleman that could not find his resources at the 
Tucson meeting may have had a nice idea for a 
name/place or two within the development. He was 
probably looking for the (first recorded) names which 
were probably Rio de San Jose de Terrante and Rio de 
Quiburi (Kino 1692+). 

Surely you've read the attached editorial, which in my opinion 
makes a good point or two. I doubt the weather~precipitation 
conditions in our area will allow us to be as lucky as 
Yellowstone. That is, disaster will occur much, much sooner due 
to our climatic conditions. 

I've been fortunate to enjoy the San Pedro and Yellowstone. My 
grandchildren will not have the opportunity of seeing Yellowstone 
replenished, but I hope they can continue to enjoy the San Pedro. 
With intelligent management, rather than edicts presented by the 
environmental elite (as referenced by the media), I'm sure they 
can. 

Respectfully submitted, 

JWJ/gg 

A~ ~ ~  ~gsa 

~ u n ~ d  ~ 1890 ~ n ~  1946 b~ 

P h l O x  N e w s ~ r s ,  ~ 120  ~ Van Buro~ P h o e ~  & r ~  ~ 4  

EUGENE ~ P U L ~ A M  P A T  M U R P H Y  W ~  ~ H O G A N  
18a~1975 P u ~ h ~  V~e ~ e ~ d e ~ / G e n ~  Men~g~ 
Pu~he~ 1946-1975 W ~ A M  ~ C H E S ~ R E  C O N R A D  KLOH 
EUGENE ~ p U L ~ A M  £ ~ r ~  ~e E ~  ~ S  ~ ~ S~e; 
~ e ~  A ~ N  M O Y E R  RILL SHOVER 

M ~ n a ~  ~ ~ Commu~ ~ c e s  

Where TheSplr i tOf~e L o r d ~ e r e ~ U ~ - - g C o r i ~ a n s ~ 1 7  

EDITORIALS 

THE RRES 0F38 

Playing God in Yellowstone 
H UBRI~th e gre~nOtydlow~onelightning, waSconflagration.the cause of 

For the fi~t century of the park's e ~ e n c ~  
wildfir~ were suppressed q~eEy and tho~ 
oug~y ~ the mis~ken bel~f th~ t~s was 
"protecting" a peerless naturfl resource. 

Then, ~ the urging of an environmen~l elite, 

wou~ be ~lowed to burn. 

Ov~ a hundred years a ~emendous amount 
o f ~ d  had been allowed to a c c u m u ~  ~ the 
~rm of desd ~ees and dense undergrowth-- 
~nder that n o r m ~  wo~d have been reduced 
by fire. When the Park Service swung ~om one 
manageme~ policy ex~eme to anothe~ a 
~saster was ~ the making. 

The Yd~w~one plateads damp weather 
concealed the magnitude of the impen~ng 
dha~e~ N~ur~ly caused wildfir~ we~ 
permi~ed to burn, bdt the ecosyMe~ natural 
ch~k~and.balances usually hmited these blaz~ 
m a ~w hund~d acres. 

B~ after two yea~ of below~orm~ 
pre6~t ion  came an unprecedenmd summ~ 
droug~ th~ reduced the moi~ure ~ the p~k~ 
vege~fion m just 2 percena Sudden~ the 'q~ 
burn" policy com~ned with the e e n t u r y ~  
~ d  buildup m produce catastroph~ The Park 
S e ~ C s  aubborn comm~ment to lai~cz fai~ 
~ the ~cc of thh yeaffs ex~osive conditions 
w~ anact o f c f i m ~  ne~ect. 

More than 1 mi~on of Yd~w~one's 2.2 

mm~on acr~fir~,havebmb~nparkaff~dsu~fi~en~mby the 

R ~ t  Ba~ee ~ f ig~  thee a~as have not 
b~n ~ r o y ~ . "  The ~ r ~  m~dows and 
g r a s s e s  ~ l  rev~, ~ d  ~ the ~ng ~ the 
fir~ ~ l  have a ~n~cial  effe~ 

Y~ the l~g~  ~estion ~ ~e  Pa~ ~ s  
p ~ o ~ y  o~ "n~ur~" manageme~ ~m~n~ 
It ~ ~ p ~  ~ ~e~n~  as the ~r~ce do~ 
th~ Y~ows~ne ~ any oth~ n~on~ p ~ k ~ n  
be m a n ~  as ~ ~ were p ~ n e  ~ n e ~  
u n a f f ~  ~ ~ ~ e n c e  ~man. 

Mo~ ~ 2 ~ o n  persons a y~r  ~ t  
Yd~ws~n~ Wh~ ~ u ~  ~ mo~ ' ~ n n ~ "  
~an ~a~  T ~  ~ ~ m a n  ~ f i ~  on the 
eco~gy and ~ a i n  ~ ~ unMtera~ ~ Even 
b ~  ~e  advent of ~ p ~ n s ,  the ~ a n s  
we~ mana~n~ Y~owston~ enfi~nment 
through ~thefin~ hu~n~  ~ n ~  and ~n- 
~ o ~  ~ m ~  ~ ~ l a n d ~  

By # ~ n g  God ~ Y~ow~on~ the Park 
~ c e  has abdicated r ~ p o n f i ~  I~ ~ y ~ n  
past. ff had imflememed a ~anfition pmvam 
~ b ~ m ~  ~du~ ~e ~ s  ~ d  comenL the 
fir~ of '88 wo~d have been ~r ~ s  
c a ~ t r o # ~  ~ d  e o ~  

Many ~ p ~  of the Park ~ s  handvoff 
p~l~ophy undouMed~ have been succ~s~L 
but good p~cy ~ tie,Me am~ charting 
drcums~n~. ~ e  qu~tion rMsed by the 
Yd~ws~ne fir~ ~ not wh~h~ man will 
manage nmur~ bm wh~h~ he ~11 do so 
~ y .  
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87 
Janina Miller 
1441 E. Adelaide Dr. 
Tucson, AZ 85719 

Safford District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 East 4th St. 
Safford~ AZ 85546 

September 15, 1988 

Sincerely, 

Janina Miller 

To whom it may concern: 

In regards to the San Pedro Management Area, I want to address the issue of 

firearms use. 

I propose that no firearms be allowed in the SPMA area. I feel that it would 

disturbing to the enviroment, animals and people that live and visit there. 

In returning an area to its natural state, or as near as possible, I think 

that firearms have no place in the plan. 

I have lived in the country for 7 years in No. California on private land, 

and during hunting season I would be disturbed by the sound and intention of 

the hunters. Not to mention not knowing if the shots were coming in my direc- 

tion. Even if there is a designated area for hunting, I think that it is 

difficult to know if they are really in the right area or if there could be 

a stray bullet. There is also the common occurence of hunters drinking alcohol 

during this activity, which distorts the decision-making process and could mean 

loss of human life and destruction to wildlife and enviroment. 

Please take into consideration my viewpoints when it comes to your final deci- 

sion regarding the San Pedro Management Area. Thank you. 
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88 
C A B O T  S ~ D G W I U K  

NOGALE~ANTABOXARIZON FE RANCH 1~'~ 

September 14, 1988 

Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 
EIS Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 E. 4th Street 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

Mr. Brady's office kindly sent me along a copy of the draft 
San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement. I have read this through carefully and 
I must say that I was greatly impressed. It is obvious 
that much time, effort and careful, thinking went into each 
of the four proposals. 

The so-called Preferred Proposal has much to be said for 
it, but after considerable thought it seems to me that the 
Preservation Proposal is on balance the best route to be 
followed; to my way of thinking, of course. On Government 
property as well as my own, I have seen the damage done 
by ORV's. It is practically impossible to confine them 
to designated areas. Similarly, I feel that firearms should 
be prohibited. 

Clearly it is important that there should be some developed 
recreation sites, but it seems to me that thirteen sites 
is altogether too many and is likely to impinge upon the 
experience of those who are truly interested in a natural 
area. Allowing overnight use is likely to have a similar 
result. 

Partially based on personal experience, I do not believe 
that the removal of the exotic fish is feasible. This 
has already been tried on a Nature Conservancy preserve 
and having been a complete failure the project was abandoned. 

I have somewhat mixed views relative to the provision as 
regards the public use of cultural sites. Under the Pre- 
ferred alternative there would be ten sites; under the 
Preservation alternative there would be no sites. I 
personally feel that there should be a happy medium with 
possibly five or six sites. 

Response No. 88-1. The number 
and size of the recreational devel- 
opments has been decreased in the 
final EIS. See Chapter 2 in the 
text. See Response 7-1. 
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Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 
September 14, 1988 
Page 2 

I have been interested in the San Pedro project for a long time 
and at one time had some semi-official involvement at the re- 
quest of Governor Babbitt, but I certainly have no claim to 
expertise and offer the foregoing comments in an effort to 
be helpful. Incidentally, I thought that Pete Cowgill's 
article in the September 9th Daily Star was quite useful 
and hopefully will be followed by something along the same 
lines in the Phoenix media. 

Sincerely, 

Cabot Sedgwick 

CS:hd 
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@ 
1N REPLY ~ R  ~ :  

United States Department of the Interior 
N A T I O N A L  PARK SERV~E 

W ~ T E R N  REGION 
450 GOLDEN GATE AVENU~ BOX 36063 

S A N  ~ A N ~  C A m b R i A  ~ 1 ~  

~ 9  (~-~) 

September 13, 1988 

Memorandum 

To: District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, 
Safford, Arizona 
Attention: Gerrold Coolidge, EIS Team Leader 

Prom: p l ~ ~ ~  Regionalwester n RegionDirector, Resource Management and 

Subject: Draft San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and 
Environmental I~act Statement (DES-88/31) 

We have reviewed the subject document and note that on page 1-3, 
the San Pedro River is recognized as an outstanding example of 
desert rivers in the Southwest. 

In conduct of the Nationwide Rivers Inventory in 1979, the 
National Park Service initially included the San Pedro River in 
the Inventory. However, further screening of streams initially 
listed in the Inventory resulted in the San Pedro River being 
dropped because of lack of information on potentially outstanding 
values and additional evidence of man-made intrusions. 
Therefore, it was not included on the final Inventory listing 
published in 1982. 

~ recognized at that time that desert streams were not well 

  -lliiiii!!iii iiiii!iii!! i!i ii!ii!i!i!!ii!ii ii!  
highest degree of protection and restoration efforts to the San 
Pedro River. 

We appreciate the opportunity to cogent on your plan and 
statement. 

Response No. 89-1. The San 
Pedro River appears to have many 
features that may qualify it for 
inclusion in the Nationwide Rivers 
Inventory. We do not, however, see 
the ne£essity of adding the San 
Pedro River to the Inventory. We 
base this opinion on the recent Con- 
gressional passage and enactment of 
a bill designating the EIS area as a 
National Conservation Area (NCA). 
The legislation calls for con- 
serving, protecting and enhancing 
the riparian area (the river) and 
its surrounding lands, an area of 
some 56,000 acres. This is coupled 
with this management plan calling 
for maintenance of the river's uni- 
que qualities and the rehabilitation 
of man's impacts on the area. We do 
not believe that the addition of the 
San Pedro River to the Inventory or 
its designation as a wild and scenic 
river will add anything to the man- 
agement of the NCA. Congress' s 
intent in the legislation and BLM's 
objectives in this management plan 
already cover those management needs. 
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1/14/88 
District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
4z5 E. Fourth Street 
8of ford, AZ 85546 

Dear District Manager, 

i became familiar with the 8an Pedro riparian area long age, 
as I have lived and worked in the Tucson an~ Bisbee areas various 
times over the past 12 years - I continue te return to this area 
often as my grandparents llve in Bisbee. I might note that I 
study land management practices as a career - I am currently a 
Ph.D. candidate in the Forestry and Resource Management 
Department at the University o~ California, Berkeley. I have 
some co~nents on m~agement options for the San Pedro riparian 
area. 

Simply put~ I support emphasis on maintaining the wild 
qualities of this increasingly rare riparian system. ~till, an 
interpretive center for the flera~ ~auna, and archeelogieal 
res~o~r'ces~ limited facilities +or camping and picnicking, and a 
limited trail system seem like reasonable ideas if done care~ully 
so s ~ c h  public access does not disrupt the integrity of this 
special place, 

l come from a long line of hunters and do not 
philosophically oppose hunting, but the San Pedro seems like one 
of those special places where any hunting that takes pla~e should 
be done with binoculars or a camera. Hunters do disrupt the 
quiet and serenity of their huntin~ grounds for many people and 
for certain wildlife specles~ including some rare raptors. The 
"surplus" that hunters take would be harvested by wild predators 
(including some of our rarest and most prized wildlife species) 
who would keep most prey species populations in control. One 
possible exception to this scenario is deer populations, since 
one o~ their main natural predators (the wolf) is locally 
extinct. IT deer populations should increase to the point that 
they threaten to damage local habitats I would support the 
institution of limited huntlng~ perhaps bow only~ to keep ~helr 

p°pulatienSbe~re a l lowing in cheCk'any hunt ing  I adv°catein thiswaitiarea, ng as t °  iseet ~ould what behappenshard ~'~ll~t~ ~q~,~ 
restrict huhting access once allowed if considered unnecessary or 
ur~deslrable at a later date. 

From my perspective, off-road-vehicles have no place in the 
San Pedro riparian area. ORV's damage soil, vegetation, and 
water resources, and they disturO other human beings and 
wildlife. ORV users have no right to damage public lands, and 
particularly this riparian area where ORV use would degrade the 
qualities that make these lands epe~ial. 

Similarly, I can see no reason that a huge, alien herbivore, 
"the cow", should be allowed to use the ~an Pedro rlpar~an area. 

Livestock grazing also often damages soil~ vegetatloe~ water~ 
wildllfe~ add recreational resources. ]axpayer subsidy of this 
damage en public lands is increasingly unpalatable. Inasmuch as 
livestock graze meet BLM lands it seems unnecessary to propose 
damaging this special area for what is an absolutely trivial 
number ef cattle in the larger scheme of things. 

"Balanced use" of the San Pedro riparian area should be 
considered in the context of the tens ef millions of acres 
managed by the BLM in the West that are open te hunting~ ORV's~ 
livestock grazing, and unrestricted public access. To my mind~ 
balance here calls Eor emphasizing the qualities that make the 
ban Pedro riparian area special .~ including the rare wildlife~ 
the unique archeolegical res~irces~ the quiet splendor and 
wildness o~ the cottonwood gallery ferests~ the living stream 
amidst the desert. The hunters~ ORVers~ and cattle have many 
ether places to go - the plants and animals ~f this threatened 
ecosystem have ne ether options. Human u~es compatible with the 
special qualities of this riparian area exist~ but significant 
restrictions en public uee of these lands are necessary if these 
special qualities are to survive the potential onslaught o÷ human 
activities in this rapidly developing area. 

In summary~ I hope that the BLM recognizes that this 
riparian area will increasingly be valued as a natural treasure 
in the Southwest~ as high quality riparian environments are 
largely eliminated and local human populations ~ontinue to 
increase. If the BLM does not manage this tract of land with 
sensitivity toward the rare and special qualities that it 
~ontains~ it seems likely that management of this area will 
eventually be legislatively transferred to another agency that 
the public believes will do a better ~ob. By the same token~ 
this is a golden opportunity for the BLM t~ improve its public 
image by recognizing the special character of these riparian 
lands. The San Pedro riparian zone has been one of my +avorite 
areas in Arizona for a long time~ Best wishes in your efforts to 
manage the San Pedro riparian area in a fashion that will make 
current and future generations proud of our socie~y~ and proud of 
the BLM. Please keep me informed of your a~tlon~ in this area~ 

Slncerely~ 

Cralg D. Allen 
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91 
Jerold Coolidge, EIS Teamleader 
Safford District Office, BLM 
425 4th Street 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

September 14, 1988 

Dear Mr. Coolidge, 

The Greenlee County Cattle Growers are opposed to the 
proposed fifteen year removal of livestock from the San 
Pedro Riparian area. We support the multiple use concept 
on all public lands. 

Fence maintenance and difficulty in keeping gates 
closed may lead to a problem of cattle using the area on 
an uncontrolled basis. The best way to alleviate this type 
of problem may be to allow grazing on a controlled basis 
within the area. Furthermore, grazing would generate some 
income for the Federal Government. 

Greenlee County Cattle Growers 
Larry Barney, ~esident 

Response 
86-2. 

No. 91-1. See Response 
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Se~ember 16, 1988 

J~rold Coolidg~ ~S Team Leader 
S ~  Di~d~ Office 
Bureau ~ Land Management 
425 E. 4b Stm~ 
Saffo~, AZ 85546 

Re: Response ~ ~e Draft San Pedro ~ver ~parian Manageme~ Ran 

De~ Mr. Coolidge: 

Thank you ~r  ~e opportunity ~ respond ~ your Manageme~ P~n Pmpos~ 
~r ~e San Pedro ~ver R~adan ~ann~g arem Let me be~n my comme~s by 
express~g how a p p m ~ e  we at St~e Parks are ~r  the oppo~unffy ~ be 
~vo~ed ~ ~e ~an~ng of ~is proje~. I p e ~ o n ~  spent a day wi~ several 
of your emp~yees ~ various ~tes ~ong ~e San Pedro and envkons. At ~ 
time, I was very imp~ssed with the p~enti~ that the area had for 
consewation, presewation, and recreation. 

As you may suspe~, we fe~ most comfo~a~e commenting on the mueation~ 
aspens ~ your ~an. St~e Parks suo~o~s.. ~e oreferred Affernafive B as it 
emphas~es a vade~ of publ~ recreation~ uses while p r o ~ n g  for 
protection, enhanceme~, and ~m~retation of n~ural and cu~ural msoumem 
I have ~ken the oppodunffy to canvas a number of ~dividu~s on our ~aff and 
have ~em renew your propose. If you have any addit~nal questions or 
commen~ ~r us, I wou~ appmd~e a phone call or let~r to help clarify any 
or ~1 ~ your concerns. 

There are a coupe of ~her issues ~ I wo~d Hke ~ address prior to getting 
into morn spedfic obsewationm As you know, ~ere ~ a push ~ ~e ~ d ~  and 
~ e  ~ve~ to ev~u~e ~e potenfi~ of partne~hips ~ pro~de belier publ~ 
sew~e as weg as morn comprehen~ve manageme~, Arizona St~e Pa~s has 
~ e d  pu~icly th~ we are i ~ e ~ e d  in exp~dng posff~e p a ~ n e ~ p  

M, JEAN HASSELL 
STATE LAND COMMm~ON~ 

KENNETH ~ TRAVOUS 
EXECUTI~ ~RECTOR 

TUCSON o p p o H u n ~  We feel that we are good msoum8 manage~ and have cohen 

ELIZABETH A, pHOE~xDRAKE so~hwe~SUm you are~ Benson.aWare OfweOUrhopo ~newe~haveSt~e a ~lly ~nction~g msoume Ka~chner Caverns, ~x~e cavemiles 

within ~ur yea~. We c e ~ n ~  will have some on site activ~es wi~in ~ree 
years. We will, ~em~m, be your ne~hbors b~h ~ ~ c ~ n  as well as p u ~  
sew~e. We intend ~ wo~ yew ~ose~ with the BLM, the Fore~ Sew~e, and 
the Nation~ Park Sew~e in the San Pedro ~ea ~ coo rd~e  our mcreation~ 
sew~es as profession~ and effi~ently as pos~e .  Them may be some 
opportunities for us to work ~g~her m s~ve some mutu~ pm~ems as we b~h 
e~er the ~an~ng ~ages of our mutu~ mspon~Hfie~ 

COURTLAND NELSON 
DEPUTY ~RECTOR 

CONSERVING AND MANAGING ARIZGHA'S HISTORIC PLACES. HISTORIC SITES. AND RECREATIONAL. SCENtC AND NATURAL AREAS 

Response No. 92-1. We agree. 
As project plans are developed we 
will continue investigating joint 
management opportunities with 
Arizona State Parks. 
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J ~ d  C o ~ g e  
Se~ember 16, 1988 
P~e 2 

Add~on~ Comme~s 

• We wou~ sugge~ a phased approach to your ~anned actions wi~in ~e  m~eation 
s e ~ n  of ~e  p m ~ e d  alt~natives. Our experience in dev~o~ng ~ e ~ n ~  
~d l~es  has shown ~ the need for a commie ma~er ~an is ve~ impo~a~. 

9 2 - 2 ]  

A wide vad~y of ~ r p r e t i v e  ~sp~ys wou~ cert~nly be a wonderful addffbn to ~ e  
manageme~ area. We wou~ ~ke to encourage you ~ cons~er us~g a prima~ ~sitor 
cen~r at some poi~ ~ong the RNer as an o r ~ n  for the other ~ rp re t i ve  areas 
and emphas~e morn the se~gu~ed approach to the ~ r p ~ t ~ e  a~as. Th~ would 
save on manpower as weg as encourage ~sbumed m~eation. 

~mng~ that ff has an appropriateness, espe~ally in the r~arian area th~ you are 
manag~g. We are finding that them ~ a g ~  de~ of intere~ ~ the G~enway pr~e~ 
in ~e Verde V~ley and there are a number of similarities. I ~ k  you will find t~s to 
be a ~mng sell~g poi~ for your ~am 

A m~or recreation~ trend that we have seen sub~anfiated ~rough independent 
~search shows a des~e for more improved cam~ng and group picnicking a~ivi~es. 
We wou~ suspe~ that a number of ~sitom ~ the manageme~ a~a wou~ be parf of a 
group, either of a recreation~ nature or a s~entific nature. We wou~ encourage you 
to prov~e more group cam~ng and ~c~c~ng opporfunff~s ~r  your v ~ i ~ .  Shoed 
the ~vestigation and ex~orat~n of ~e  a r c h a e o ~ g ~  s~es and ~e c ~ r ~  hi~ory 
sites ~ong the manageme~ area continu~ ~ wo~d be an a d ~ o n ~  benefit for those 
groups as they prepare ~ r  s c h e d u ~  In addition, Adzona has over a qua~er of a 
million sen~r cit~ens ~sff our State ~ ~e wi~e~ Many of ~em travel by bus on 
• e~ rec~ation~ tours and group ~cn~ sites wo~ o~  ve~ well ~ accommodate ~at  
user gmu~ 

Under ~e section on Wa~r - ~anned A ~ n ~  your proposed uses ~r non-irrig~ed 
we~s shoed ~ u d e  provisions for horse troughs and ddnking w~er areas a~ng the 
36 mi~ m~e ~ he~ p r o ~  the dparian ha~t~ a~ng the rNer. 

Response No. 92-2. This is our 
intent. We agree that the funding 
for these proposed recreation devel- 
opments may not come all at once. A 
multi-year construction horizon is 
envisioned. 

Response No. 92-3. No linear 
trails are proposed for construction 
in the riparian portion of the San 
Pedro River. We believe that the 
regular high flows of the San Pedro 
River preclude construction of any 
trails in this area. Some informal 
trails will probably develop on both 
sides of the river as recreationists 
use the area. We believe these 
trails will be adequate for recrea- 
tional use, will keep impacts to the 
riparian area at a low level, and 
will help spread out the use. We 
are proposing to use the railroad 
grade for hiking and equestrian use 
if the tourist train does not become 
a reality, the track is abandoned, 
and BLM obtains the land. 

Response No. 92-4. A more 
detailed plan (project plan) will be 
developed for the Lehner Site at a 
later date. The project plan will 
detail what will occur at this site, 
such as facilities, locations, 
access, parking, etc. It will also 
include an environmental assessment 
to determine the impacts of the pro- 
posed developments. 
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Jer~d C o ~ g e  
Se~emb~ 16, 1988 
P~e 3 

Thank you for the oppo~un~y ~ comme~ on the draft plan. ff you need add~on~ 
~rmat ion  from myseff or our ~a~ ~ease do not hesff~e to contact us. Thank you ve~ 
much, 

CN~ml 

Cou~and Ne~on 
Depu~ Dim~or 

9a 
Septombor 18, 1988 

District M ~ r  
Bure~ of L~nd M ~ t  
425 E. 4th Street 
S~fford, AZ 85546 

Sir: 

~e Preferred Altern~tive is eupported by the ~ Hiking 
CI~ • 

The Preferred Altern~tive ~ppro~chee the best b~l~nce in ~II ~re~s 
for ~velopme~ ~nd use by the pubic. 

Lester A, Mauk 
Hu~chuc~ ~king Club 
2601 ~dowl~k Dr 
Sierr~ Vista, AZ 85635 

Response No. 93-1. See General 
Response No. 7. 
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Septerfoer 19, 1988 

Jerrold Coolidge, EIS Team Leader 
USDI - BLX Safford District 
42~ E. 4th Street 
Saffora, AZ 85546 

Dear Sir= 

I wish to express my concern over the possible over-development and 
resulting over-use of the proposed San ~edro Riparian National Con- 
servation Area as a ~ecreatioual visitor attraction~ 

It was my understanding from the beginning that this strip along 
the river would be preserved as a wildlife habitat and nature area. 
But if there is to be road buildin~ for motorized through traffic, 
development of oicnic areas, etc., the entire aroa will soon be 
trashed and the ~ original purpose for ~eservin~ it will be lost~ 

I r~st s~and behind the Sierra Club, Chiric~hua Group, which ad- 
vocates resource orotection and that the balance be tloped in favo~ 
of ~lldlife rather than human use wherever there mi~t be a conflict. 

Cozr.on sense would ban hunting and use of firearms in the San Pedro 
river rioarian area and restrictions should bc olaced on visito~ use, 
includin~ length of stay, size of party, noise, ca~ofires and site 
abuse. 

If such restrictions are not imposed this will becmue just anotheD 
over-crowded, polluted, trashed oublic recreation area devoid o~ 
any si,~alflcant bird and wildlif~ ~ad ~ith much of the natu~3~ vcge- 
tatlon tr~led into the ~rotmd. 

You can't t~ust the ~eneral public when turned lose in a rec[~emtion 

area~ 

Thanks for listening 

David Hynek 
~to i - Pox 122-~ 
~reford, Arizonm 8~61~ 
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September 12, 1988 

Jerrold Coolidge, EIS Team Leader 
Safford Dist. Off., U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
425 E. 4th St. 
Safford AZ 85546 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

The Bureau of Land Management deserves an accolade of praise for 
in i t iat ing the management of what will be one of the gems in their crown 
of outstanding Arizona lands. This BLM San Pedro DEIS shows you have 
taken your responsibilities for this fragile riparian treasure 
seriously. Private groups such as ours look forward to working with 
such obviously dedicated BLM public servants. We can see you take your 
task seriously-- preserving and protecting such treasures as this one 
for future generations of Americans. 

Werecommendationsendorse the preferredan d suggestions:alternative of the DEIS with the followinq 

The entire area should be closed to ORV use. 

9 7"  I i ~! I ~iie~yrSoii~i~:i!~ i !!i'Z~n°t~f'a°i~.s_~!ue~nttlYTi~!~!~i;~!u~bPu!i~{i!!ea i ;o 
there are state regulations which prohibit hunting within certain 
distances of human habitations, roads, etc. Hunting would confl ict with 
an invaluable, irreplaceable natural resource which should be guided by 
non-consumptive unobtrusiveness. 

There should be no campgrounds of any size- over 15 parties. People can 
camPth e San in Pedro a c°mmercialshould exceedCampgr°undthreeindays,nearbYnotSierraone week.Vista'NoN°waterStaYoral°ng 
e lect r ic i ty  should be available- only primitive campsites. Noise in 
campgr°undsthe awesome,Sh°Uldcathedral-I be minima]ike qua]" Visit°rSity of thisSh°U]darea.be encouraged to respect 

~ 7- 2J~I:IL~ n ~ i  V~n~a~la ~;eSas ~ c ~ d  a ~; i~hga~a~ t ~ l w ~ e  b~he 

harmful. Interpretive facility parking lots should be away from the 
river and i t  should be necessary to walk a hundred yards at least to any 

OEDICA TED TO THE PROTEC~ON OF NA TURAL WE~ANDS IN AN AR~ EN~RONMENT 

Response No. 97-1. See General 
Response No. 7. 

Response No. 97-2. This is our 
intent. No parking areas or other 
facilities are proposed in the 
riparian areas. 
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fac i l i ty  which would be nestled among a riparian overstory canopy. For 
those who cannot walk electric vehicles might be one option. 

Keep roads to a bare minimum and retire the San Rafael del Valle Rd. 
from public use. 

No camping in the Hereford area. Day use only, please. 

Boquillas Ranch Road should be restricted. 

Have only one group campsite, by permit only, for wilderness camping 
experiences- for scouts, etc. 

A tourist train, i f  very carefully monitored to protect the values of 
the area, may be acceptable. 

Attempts to produce marsh and cienega habitat should be emphasized. 
With the amount of historic upland overgrazing in the region no amount 
of time could reproduce the original wetland appearance. Cottonwoods 
are valuable for wi ldl i fe even thought purists may understandably tend 
to look at them as invaders. Management efforts should include allowing 
for the return of velvet ash, Arizona walnut, willow, elderberry, 
hackberry etc. 

Reintroduction of endangered species may be possible with good upland 
and riparian management by BLM- prairie dog, aplomado falcon, 
amphibians, herpeteforms etc. 

i l legal fires have been harmful to the weakened, fragile, overgrazed 
cottonwood and mesquite vegetation. 

Gravel extraction leases should be closed after their expiration. 
Upstream gravel extraction could have adverse impacts. Ample areas 
exist downstream. New mineral leases in the EIS area would be 
inappropriate land use. 

Thank you for this opportunity to share with you in the planning process 
of this remarkable area. Please let us know how we may be of additional 
assistance or support to you. 

~ ~ ~ m a ~ n ,  M.~,~Conse~vati on Chairperson 
MARICOPA AUDUBON SOCIETY 

Response No. 97-3. The use of 
fire in the EIS area will be covered 
by an approved activity plans (hab- 
itat management plan, fire manage- 
ment plan). Individual fires will, 
in turn, be covered by site-specific 
prescribed fire plans. See General 

Response ~o. 2. 
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T H E  WILDLIFE SOCIETY, A R I Z O N A  C H A P T E R  

~ B ~  11135 
P h o ~  AZ 85017 

Sept. 18, 1988 

Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 
EIS Team Leader 
Safford District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 E. 4th St. 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

Dear Mr. Cool idge:  

We welcome the o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  r e v i e w  the Management Plan and the 
Envi ronmenta l  Impact Statement f o r  the San Pedro R i ve r .  We are very 
encouraged and wish to  commend the  BLM f o r  recogn iz ing  the  importance 
of  the  San Pedro River~ i t s  r i p a r i a n  h a b i t a t ,  and i t s  assoc ia ted f i s h  
and w i l d l i f e  resources.  Most o f  the  management d i r e c t i o n  t h a t  you 
propose in your p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  very good and we wish to 
extend t o  you our suppor t .  

Graz ing has been and s t i l l  i s  in  many places a problem causing severe 
impacts on r i p a r i a n  ecosystems. Your dec is ion  to  p r o h i b i t  g raz ing  f o r  
the 15-year l i f e  of  t h i s  p lan  i s  the  r i g h t  dec is ion t o  make 
r e c o g n i z i n g  the importance o f  t h i s  area to  w i l d l i f e  and r e c r e a t i o n  and 
r e c o g n i z i n g  the importance and need f o r  the r e s t o r a t i o n  of  t h i s  area. 
These va lues  and needs by f a r  exceeds the importance of  t h i s  area as a 
range resource .  

The use of  ORV's have been and s t i l l  i s  very de t r imenta l  t o  f i s h  and 
w i l d l i f e  and t h e i r  h a b i t a t  in  many r i p a r i a n  ecosystems. Your dec is ion  
t o  p r o h i b i t  o f f - r o a d  use by any type of  veh i c l e  is  a lso a very  sound 
resou rce  dec is ion  and we ex tend  our  f u l l  suppor t .  

Fuelwood cutting has been very detrimental within many riparian areas. 
We fully support your decision to not allow firewood cutting within 
the San Pedro EIS area. 

We encourage you to obtain all additional lands within the San Pedro 
boundaries and support your efforts in doing so. 

Water rights are priceless in the Southwest and we support your 
actions to follow all available legal avenues to protect rights to 
surface and groundwater. 

We suppor t  your ac t ions  to  w i t h d r a w  the San Pedro p rope r t y  from 
minera l  en t r y  and mineral l e a s i n g  laws.  However, we do not f u l l y  
understand how the gravel  o p e r a t i o n  i s  handled. I t  appears t h a t  you 
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wi l l  a l low the ~x i s t i ng  operat ion to  cont inue u n t i l  they have removed 
the material under the already s t r ipped area and then issue new 
contracts  on an annual basis,  Even though t h i s  area is  outside of the 
r i p a r i a n  area you w i l l  need to  monitor the e x i s t i n g  operat ion very 
c lose ly  to  determine tha t  water q u a l i t y  is  maintained and f u r t h e r  
erosion is  not occurr ing due to  t h i s  opera t ion .  The cont inuat ion of 
the gravel operat ion should continue on ly  i f  there  are no adverse 
impacts to  the watershed and t h i s  should be supported by data and not 
just by observat ion.  

Under the preferred a l t e r n a t i v e  you plan to  reseed only  one abandoned 
farm f i e l d ,  however, under the preservat ion a l t e r n a t i v e  a l l  f i e l d s  
w i l l  be p lanted,  I t  appears tha t  you have the ideal s i t u a t i o n  with 
water rights and irrigation wells available. We encourage you to 
~evesetate all abandoned fields as quickly as possible. We also 
support using native vegetation as much as possible but also encourage 
the use of non-native vegetation that is beneficial to wildlife~ grows 
well in the area, and is readily available. The use of irrigation te 
establish vegetation would accelerate restoration efforts and at the 
same time would help the BLM to maintain the associated water rights. 

lliii! i :iii: ili!ii ! ii i i:iii ':! i i'iii!ii i°i!ili! h: 
In summary we would l i k e  to  thank you f o r  t h i s  oppo r tun i t y  to  review 
t h i s  Plan and EIS. We wish to commend a l l  of those responsible f o r  
t h i s  document and a l l  of the good work and planning e f f o r t s .  With 
minor changes we f u l l y  support the pre fer red a l t e r n a t i v e .  We are sure 
tha t  the plan w i l l  be successful and we look forward to  hearing about 
you~ successes associated with the San Pedro. 

Co-Chairman 
Conservation Committee 

Response No. 
Response No. 8. 

98-1. See General 
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99-1. See General 
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come~an~ The A~zona  Nature C o n s e ~ a n c y  
300 East Un~ersi~ Bou~va~,  S o ~  230, Tucsom AHzona 85705 
(602)622-3861 

September 16, 1988 

Mr. Jerold Coolidge 
BLM Safford District 
425 E. 4th Street 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

In response to the Draft Riparian Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement, The Arizona Nature Conservancy 
submits the following comments. We strongly support the Bureau 
of Land Management in their acquisition efforts and management of 
this critical Arizona resource. 

We have arranged our comments in the order in which 
issues/planned actions appear in the draft document. 

Page 2-2. 

We urge you to manage all special status species' habitats to 
maintain populations of sensitive plants and animals at a level 
which will avoid endangering these species and/or will result in 
a need to llst these species as threatened or endangered by 
either State or Federal government. We do not feel that it is 
necessary to consider special status species on a case by case 
basis. 

It has been our understanding that the San Pedro River Management 
Area is intended to serve as a Riparian Conservation Area and 
management practices should be conducted in a manner which 
provides optimal protection of all special status species. We 
urge you to remove the qualifying language in this paragraph. As 
currently written there is little that indicates that the San 
Pedro Management Area will provide a greater level of protection 
for sensitive species than is typically availed these species on 
any public lands. 

Page 2-17 thru 2-25. 

We support your intention to limit ORV use to designated roads. 
Please include a map of these roads for the public's evaluation. 
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We commend your intentions to designate the entire Management 

We strongly support designation of three Reseach Natural Areas as 
decsribed in the preferred Alternative. We recommend that 
detailed maps and more specific planned actions be included in 

lO0-21the finall. Include plan" boundary Our rec°mmendati°nSmaps for eackarelRNA in the final plan. 

2. Identify the special values that are to be "preserved 
and enhanced" within each RNA. 

3. Include the control of eKotic vegetation as a planned 
action. This is especially important in the Fairbanks RNA where 
salt cedar is present in the northern boundary area. Our 
original nomination of this site was based in part on the need 
for special management to control salt cedar. A technical note 
on salt cedar control is included for your reference. These 
guidelines have greatly assisted our efforts to control salt 
cedar in our Hassayampa River Preserve. 

4. Prohibit overnight camping within RNA boundaries. 
Permit overnight camping only if in association with research 
activities conducted within each RNA. 

5. Route all trails around RNA boundaries whenever 
possible. 

~O0-~ 6. Prohibit use of non-native species. 

' O O-- 41 ~ei~{~ ~ ifyaC~ii~ ~[~i~tii~'Yi~2~ahf ~ ! r ~ i i ~ !  ~a 

' O O-51 ~Cn~v~i~i~e~r ~~n;~i!i!t ~i~!li!~nli!!~!!i!~i~!~ii~w 

your attention to one plant in particular, Lilaeopsis 
shaffneriana vat recurva, a Category 2 plant species. Recent 
work by Peter Warren, ecologist for The Arziona Nature 
Conservancy indicates that this plant is known from only six 
sites globally. Two historical locations have been noted for the 
general area of the San Pedro River, one of which is within the 
management area (i.e Highway 80 bridge crossing). 

IOO--~l~er~le~a~h~i~a~i~ beaddressdeVel°pedre-introductionand includedofin 

Response No. i00-I. A special 
recreation management area was 
defined in the Glossary of the 
DEIS. We are proposing a number of 
recreational facilities and explicit 
recreation management in the EIS 
area. It thus qualifies for iden- 
tification as a special recreation 
management area. No recreation 
developments are proposed for the 
Research Natural Areas or for areas 
with significant features that qual- 
ify the San Pedro as an ACEC. There 
is no conflict between identifying 
the EIS area as a special recreation 
management area and designation of 
an ACEC or RNA. 

Response No. 100-2. Detailed 
maps have been added (See Appendix 
13). Some of your recommendations 
have been incorporated into the 
text, others will be retained for 
use in management plans that will be 
written for each RNA. 

Response No. i00-3. 
ponse 70-3. 

See Res- 

Response No. 100-4. Surface and 
groundwater conditions within the 
area will be monitored and appro- 
priate management actions will be 
taken to maintain the resource. 

Response No. 100-5. See General 

Response No. 6. 

Response No. 100-6. See General 

Response No. 2. 
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~O0_6~native wildlife and plants with special emphasis on native fish. 

A map Of proposed ponds and marshes should be included in the 
final plan. 

We request that only native species be employed in the management 
and enhancement of vegetation communities. We cannot support 
planned actions which recommend the use of non-native species 
even if on an experimental basis. We do not support the use of 
prescribed fire to maintain wildlife diversity, but recommend 
that prescribed fire be used to protect the riparian corridor and 
to manage for natural vegetation types that are known to require 
periodic fire disturbance. 

Page  3 - 3 .  

We strongly support additional land acquisitions to protect 
riparian values and water supply, particularly instream flows. 

Page  4 - 7 .  

The Nature Conservancy appreciates the opportunity to provide 
co~ents on your draft plan and we look forward to working with 
the BLM in areas of mutual interest wihin the San Pedro 
Management Area. 

Sincerely, 

~ ~ a n d  Protection 

Response No. 100-7. 
been added to the FEIS. 

A map has 
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Response No. i01-I. The erosion 
on the n4rth end of the EIS area has 
been identified and will be studied 
to determine any future actions. A 
watershed management plan will be 
developed to guide erosion control 
efforts. 
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~o District ~gr. 

Thanx for having the courage to eliminate 

~attle grazing from the San Pedro River property. 

F formerly lived in Arizona and know how fragile 

~hat type of land can be. I support the "no 

~ction" alternative. 

Frank Zugmunt 
7790 Durham Way 

Boulder 80303 

103 
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COCHISE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
~Q DRAWER A J, Bisbee, A r i ~  85603 - Phone (602) 43~54~ 

Eng~eedng H~hw~s San~on 
B u ~  and G~unds Rood C o ~ I  

September 16, 1988 

Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 
EIS Team Leader 
Safford District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 East Fourth Street 
Safford, AZ 85546 

RE: San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

The Cochlse County Public Works Department has reviewed the draft 
San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement and offers the following comments: 

1 . In 1987 the Bureau of Land Management entered into an 
agreement with Cochise County to reserve 600 foot wide 
swaths of land at the Charleston and Hereford Bridges. The 
intent was to provide for future realignment of the roadway 
approaches and bridge replacement. Currently, the 
Charleston Bridge replacement and road realignment are 
being designed and processed through the Arizona Department 
of Transportation for federal funding. The sharp S-curves 
approaching Charleston Bridge and the narrowness of the 
structure have combined to make this segment of road very 
dangerous. As traffic increases~ the chances of an 
accident occurring go up. It is, of course, important that 

2. Hereford Bridge was tentatively slated for replacement as 
well, however~ this project has been put on hold for now. 
The accident rate at this location is low and replacement 
would be bureaucratically difficult due to the fact that 
the structure has been nominated for inclusion on the 
National Register of Historic Places. Nevertheless, 

Response No. 105-1. As this is 
an on-going project we do not fore- 
see any problems with its comple- 
tion. We will continue to work with 
Cochise County to ensure public 
safety on their roads and bridges. 
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105-2 

Mr. Jerrold Coolidge, EIS Team Leader 
Re: San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and 

Environmental Impact Statement 

September 16, 1988 
Page 2 

This will attract visitors, many of whom may be unfamiliar 
with Hereford Road and Bridge. It is important that the 
County and the B.L.M. work together to ensure that any 
future facilities along the road are developed safely. All 
access points from Hereford Road must comply with current 
engineering standards and should be reevaluated at a 

predetermined interval. 

3. Both Hereford and Charleston Roads are County-maintalned. 
Although not currently on the Federal Aid-Secondary system, 
these roads have been considered for inclusion on a 
contingency llst for Federal funding for improvements. 
Whatever management alternative is finally seleeted~ the 
County reserves the right to eontlnue maintenance of these 
roads and to improve the roads. 

4. Escalante Crossing and Keller Ranch Road in the north, 
Escapule Road and Judy Drive in the central portion, and 
Waters, O'Neil (also known as Stoner and Hereford Ranch) 
and Palomlnas Roads in the south also receive maintenance 
from the County. The Coanty reserves the right to continue 
maintenance for as long as necessary. 

5. There are several "dedicated public roadway easements" in 
at least two locations in the Conservation Area. These 
easements are not eligible for maintenance by the County, 
but may provide the only access to private properties. 
Some may no longer be necessary due to the acquisition of 
land by the B.L.M. We support the abandonmeat of 

unnecessary easements. 

6. The County will not be responsible for maintenance on any 
roads proposed to be built or rebuilt unless by 
intergovernmental agreement with the B.L.M. 

Response No. 105-2. We agree 
that BLM and the County should work 
together to ensure the safety of 
visitors at any facilities alone 
Hereford Road. 

Response No. 105-3. We aKree. 
The locations proposed for camp- 
grounds and other facilities were 
checked against the Federal Emer- 
gency Management Agency's Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps. None of the 
proposed facilities are within the 
floodplains outlined on those maps. 
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Mr. Jerrold Coolidge, EIS Team Leader 
Re: San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and 

Environmental Impact Statement 
Septemer 16, 1988 
Page 3 

8. Cochise County owns a little over sixteen acres to the east 
of Hereford Bridge in the San Rafael Del Valle Land Grant. 
This was acquired from Tenneco West, Inc. in 1982 along 
with a 30 foot wide easement for ingress and egress to the 
site. In the past, this property has been used as a 
materials pit. Since this is deeded land~ the County 
reserves the easement and the right to maintain it and 
reserves the right to remove material from the property if 
necessary regardless of which management alternative is 
chosen. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for the San Pedro River 
area. If you have any questions, please contact this office. 

Sincerely, 

Allon C. Owen, P. E. 
Director of Public Works 

Mary Dahl 
Transportation Planner 

ac 

¢c: Board of Supervisors 
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~ 106DOUGLASRIFLE&,ISTOLCLU ' ~ i'~'''~'2~'!'~ 
P.O. BOX 3582 DOUGLAS, AZ 85608 

September 20, 1988 

Ray Brady 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 E. 4th Street 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Dear Mr. Brady: 

Our club has received word that the BLM has decided to close the 
northern half of the San Pedro River Riparian Area to hunting. 

,06--,l~i!ei!~rm~cbreer~t~lt~e~L~nt~h~~ halfand all°Wof thehuntingsan Pedroand 

The following signatures represent 160 members (plus family members) 
who wish to see hunting along the San Pedro River. 

Sincerely yours, 

Tom Treiber, Presidene 

Mike Alva, Vice-President 

Paul Behrens, Executive Board 

cc: Jerrold Coolidge 

Response No. 106-1. See General 
Response No. 7. 
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September 20, 1988 

Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 
EIS Team Leader 
Safford District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 E. 4th Street 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Dear Mr. Jerrold; 

Enclosed is the resolution regarding Public Lands 
Riparian Areas which was passed by the Arizona 
Cattle Growers' Association at it's annual meet- 
ing on August 12, 1988. 

In regards to the San Pedro Riparian Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, we were 
disappointed in the agency's decision to close the 
area to livestock grazing for a full fifteen (15) 
years. It seems to us that the agency is taking 
the political position in this regard rather than a 
position b~sed on management principals of a 
resource. 

Louis P HorreH', Globe 
Thomas E Heady' .  Nog~es 
Norman Fain. Prescott 
Fred J Fri tz ' .Chlton 
Cados Ronstadt ' ,  Tucson 
John BabbitL Flagstaff 
R~ph Cowan' .  McNe~ 
Blephen ~ B=xb~ Br~ G~obe 
Ernest Chl lsom F~ag~aff 
MIHOR ~ w e b ~  PhOen,x 
Earl Platt. ~ Johns 
Ea~ Howell °. G~obe 
Ernest Browning ". W*llcox 
Ray Cowden. Phoemx 
Ted Lee, Thalcher 
Brad Stewa~, Camp Ve~e 
Frank-Pancho"  Bocce'. Tucson 
Vmce Butter. Spr,nge~v,l~ 
Ouane M i l~L  Sedona 
Joe Lane. wd~ox 
Fred L BOlC~ ~ucson 
Herb Metzger. F~agslaf f 
Waiter Armer. Tucson 
Lynn Andersom Peor,a 
Bob Bowman. Sono,ta 

"Deceased 

Perhaps a more general position which would allow 
the agency to truly manage the land based on chang- 
ing conditions without the need for formal amend- 
ment would be in the best interest of all. 

Thank you for considering our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Pamela Neal 
Executive Vice President 

PN:sln 

Enclosure 

Response 
ponse 4-1. 

No. 107-1. S e e  R e s -  
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ARIZONA CATTLE GROWERS' ASSOCIATION 
RESOLUTION #7-88 

ADOPTED AUGUST 12, 1988 
ACGA PUBLIC LANDS - BLM COMMITTEE 

TITLE: PUBLIC LANDS RIPA/%iAN A/%EA 

Be it resolved, that the ACGA work toward the adoption by 
the agencies of the various state and federal governments of 
a uniform definition of a "riparian area", excluding from 
that definition any areas created or enhanced by artificial 
water or spring development. 

Be it further resolved, that the ACGA opposes proposals 
of the federal land management agencies for mandatory fencing 
riparian areas along streams or springs on the public lands 

excep~ where: 

i.) Alternate sources of livestock water are identified, 
satisfactorily developed, and made available for livestock 

use; and, 

2.) Privately owned state water rights in federal 

riparianth e rightareasof access are fullYacrossreC°gnize lands and pr°tected'to those watersinCludingand 

the use thereoE; and, 

3.) The proposed sites are studied in full cooperation, 
coordination, and consultation with the livestock operator 
and the, where appropriate, local district grazing advisory 

board; and 

4. ) A comprehensive cooperative agreement, including a 
termination date, adequate monitoring provisions, and an 
assignment of construction and maintenance responsibilities 
to the benefiting function, is voluntarily entered into 
between the agency and the livestock operator 
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108 
Date: Sept, 19, 1988 

To: Jerrold Coolidge, EIS Team Leader 
Safford Dist. Office, BLM 
425 E. 4th St. 
Saf ford, Arizona 85546 

From: Clark H. Derdeyn 
1023 Sahuaro Dr. 
Sierra Vista, Arizona 85635 

Subject: Comments on San Pedro River Management Plan and EIS 

I basically support the preferred alternative; however, I would recommend 
some changes in the proposal. 

,° -'lii!ii! iii iii!i!ii     !ii !ii!iiii!iiiiii i!ii!iiiiii I 
too close for too long under raptors' nests (to get just the right picture 
or recording), or keep trying to get too close to a wildlife mother and her 
young for a better picture or look. Areas available at this time of the year 
should be tightly controlled. 

2. BLM seems to have allowed divisive attitudes to develop (or strenghten) 
by not taking an early, strong stand for wise use of the area's renewable 
natural resources. Sportsmen, meat hunters, bird watchers, ranchers, 
environmentalists, wildlife biologists, and range managers should have the 
same goal; ensuring the future preservation of the habitat that is the 
source of renewable-natural resources. 

3. It would be desirable for basic natural-resource-management research to 
be conducted on this area. Grazing, burning, wildlife harvest, and habitat 
restoration research ~hould be initiated during the 15 year life of this 
plan(i.e, determination of proper habitat management techniques for future 
generations would be the most valuable use of the area). As an example, 
many of the upland portions of the area were semidesert grasslands (Hastings 
and Turner, 1965, 'The Changing Mile"). Techniques to restore the origional 
grasslands would be a valuable natural-resource-conservation accomplishment. 

Sincerly yours, 

c~ ~ ~c~ 
Clark H. Derdeyn 

Response 
and size of 
opments has 
final EIS. 
text. 

No. i08-i. The number 
the recreational devel- 
been decreased in the 
See Chapter 2 in the 
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SAN PEDRO NRCD 
247 S. CURTIS 
WILLOOX, AZ. 85643 

S~ptember 20, 1988 

Safford District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 East 4th Street 
Safford, Az. 85546 

Attu Mr. Brady, 

Dear Sir, 

The Supervisors of the San Pedro NRCD would appreciate your 
attention to the urgent need for a recreation area in the 
Bensou, St. David Pomerene area. 

The northern portion of the S.P.M.S. would be easily accessable 
for these residents. Many own horses and would llke to ride in 
the area, but would llke access at the northern end. This would 
also benefit day hikers. The crossing at St. David has for 
many years been a traditional picnic area for residents and 
high school students. The present access serves the need 
of the Sierra Vista, Palominas and Tombstone residents, but 
provides uothlng to residents on the north end. 

! f we can be of any assistance, please feel free to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

pb 

Response No. 
Response TU-4. 

109-1. 3ee Hearin~ 
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September 16, 1988 

Mr. J. Coolidge 
Safford District - BLM 
425 E. 4th Street 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

In response to your request for cormnents on the Safford District's San 
Pedro River Management Plan, the Arizona Native Plant Society includes our 
co~nents below. As a statewide, non-profit organization dedicated in part, to 
the conservation of Arizona's native flora, we address several issues related 
to vegetation management in the Plan. 

General comments: 

I~0-~ 1 
Specifics comments: 

,,O_~l~ve~t~oo~aat~O~ plannedinventOrYaction.iS lacking. We urge the BLM to identify plant 

2. Include plants in any re-introudction objectives. 

110_51 ~for~s~.s RevegetationStrongly oppoSeSeffortsthe shoulduse of focusnOn-natiVeexclusivelyVegetatiOnon thein useany ofrevegeatiOnnatives. 

4. ~ strongly support your proposed actions in the Preferred Alternative 
with respect to minerals, livestock grazing and ORV travel. 

5. ANPS commends your proposal to designate the entire site an Area of 
Critical Enviror~ental Concern and to designate three Research Natural Areas. 
More detailed planned actions with respect to RNA management should be 
included in the final plan to provide the ANPS with the assurance that these 
areas will be managed to preserve and protect their special resource values. 

Response No. ii0-i. See Res- 
ponse 7-1. 

Response No. 110-2. 
Response No. 6. 

See General 

Response No. 110-3. See Res- 
ponse 70-4. 

Response No. 110-4. The text 
has been expanded with respect to 
RNA management. Specific management 
plans will also be written for each 
RNA. 
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i r|zona Rat|re 
Plant  oc|¢lT 
R ~  B ~  4 1 ~ 6  - ~ n  ~ n  • ~ o ~  ~ ~ 7 1 7  

6. P ~ d  fi~ s ~  ~ US~ as a t~l to pr~r~ ~n~e ~a~ 
c ~ ~  within a ~ n ~  ~ic s~ti~. Wildlife di~i~ 
o~ti~s a~ ~ a ~ii ~rt ~ fi~ ~ ~  a~ an a ~  ~n ~ ~e 
t~t in certain ~ t ~  t~ ~ for ~ e ~ d  fire ~ in f~t d ~ e  
~l~e di~i~. ~ ~in criteria for t~ u~ of p ~ d  fire s~id 
~ ~ to t~ ~s ~ t~ ~ u ~ r  ~ c~i~, t~ ~ l  
for ~ i ~  fi~ to aid ~ s  to r ~ ~  ~u~l ~ n  which 
~s ~ prior to t~ E u ~  ~ ~  ~ri~ a~ as t~l to ~ i  
d~i~ ~n~u~l fi~s, e ~  within t~se ~ c ~ ~  ~ere 
fire is ~t like~ to ~ ~en a ~ura! c~ns~ ~ t~ c~i~. 

~ ~izona Native P~nt S~ie~ appr~iates t~ op~rtunity to c~nt on t~ 
~ture ~g~nt ~ t~ San ~dro River Ma~ge~ Area. 

cc: Dan James, Conservation Chairperson 
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I I I  20 September 1988 

Jerrold Coolidge 
EIS Team Leader 
BLM Safford District Office 
425 E. 4th St. 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

I would like to offer the following comments on the San Pedro River 
Riparian Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement on 
behalf of Tucson Audubon Society. 

Given the overwhelming importance of maintaining existing levels of 
streamflow, resolution of water issues should be given the highest 
priority. Water issues such as establishment of instream flow water 
rights for wildlife and recreation, existing and projected Mexican 
water uses, upstream pollution sources, groundwater/surface water 
interaction and regional aquifer drawdown must be addressed. 

Funds for development of the area for picnic sites, c~grounds, 
roads, etc. should take place only when a) adequate funding has been 
committed to addressing water issues and, b) such developments are 
shown to not adversely affect the wildlife and riparian values for 
which the site was originally acquired. 

Specific Suggestions: 

i. More detailed guidelines on how the area's critical water issues 
will be resolved should be part of the Management Plan/EIS. The 

1 iiil;$111i!iii~iii~i~xiiii!~i!iiii!iliiii~ii! ~t!n 

2. The recommendation on pages 133-35 of this same report should 
also be adopted to provide cost-effective and environmentally sound 
management guidelines. The thrust of these recommendations is a 
general hands off policy in terms of actual on-the-ground 
manipulative techniques. The role of natural processes is 

Response No. iii-i. See Res- 
ponse 8-1. We are pursuing all 
rights available under state law for 
maintaining flow-dependent resour- 
ces. This includes perfecting the 
rights applied for in application 
No. 33-90103, supporting rights 
downstream that provide protection 
to the area, cooperating in ground- 
water management planning at all 
levels, and securing grandfathered 
groundwater rights when the opportu- 
nity arises. 

Response No. 111-2. The recom- 
mendations presented on page 2-21 of 
the DEIS do not refer to main chan- 
nel structures. See Response i01-i. 

Response No. 111-3. See Res- 
ponse No. 70-3. 
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Letter to Coolidge 
Page 2 
20 September 1988 

!II-51 

III-61 

III-8 

III-9 

4. Given the strong sentiment for habitat preservation at the BLM conducted 
public input meetings, the number of recreational developments in the 
Bureau's proposed alternative would appear to be too substantial and run the 
risk of overdeveloping the area. It also runs the risk of establishing 
commitments that divert funds and personal from streamflow protection 

efforts. 

5. Development of facilities should be restricted to only one side of the 
stream at each particular site. This would leave some undisturbed habitat 
to allow wildlife movement through the riparian corridor as needed on the 
opposite side of the San Pedro River. Campgrounds, picnic sites, etc. 
should be located in areas already disturbed whenever possible. Given that 
it was the exceptional biological values of the area that brought it to 
people's attention and led to its acquisition, these values should be given 
the highest priority when conflicts arise. 

6. The restriction on trapping on page 2-20 is supported given the 
potential conflicts with non-target wildlife and recreational use, 

7.areaGiVendischargethe expectedof firearmsreCreationalan d archeryUSeshouldand thenotnarrOwbe allowed.Configuration of the 

8. Is it practical to designate the same area as both a Special Recreation 
Management Area (p. 2-17) and an Area of Critical Environmental Concers (p. 
2-24)? It would seem that the many recreational developments proposed 
conflict with the intent of an ACEC designation. 

9. Is the expense of rebuilding the San Rafael del Valle Road justified 
given the numerous access points to the BUM area that are already 
available? 

I0. Establishing expanded rights-of-way at this time (p. 2-19) runs the risk 
of encouraging additional uses of these routes instead of diverting them 
entirely away from the San Pedro River. It they have to cross the River it 
should be downstream from the BLM area so that possible oil or gas leaks 
from future uses do not pose serious threats to any existing aquatic 
resources, future reintroduced native fisheries or to the riparian 
vegetation itself. 

ii. The designation of three research natural areas is supported. 
Enlargement of their proposed sizes should be considered to ensure more 
meaningful research opportunities, 

12. To protect the riparian habitat from fire damage and excessive wood 
collecting fires should be restricted to use of charcoal and only in 
developed fire pits. 

13. There should be a time frame on the duratioa of mineral activity 
identified on page 2-24 such as a five year phase out period. 

Response No. 111-4. See Res- 
ponse No. 7-1. We believe that the 
recreational facilities listed under 
the Preferred Alternative are modest 
and will not overdevelop the area. 
These facilities may cover about i00 
acres out of some 47,000 acres in 
the EIS area. In addition, these 
facilities are being located in 
areas previously disturbed and in 
places where they will not impact 
the San Pedro's other significant 

resources. 

Response No. 111-5. We agree. 
Most of the proposed facilities are 
in old farmfields or other pre- 
viously disturbed areas. 

Response No. ii1-6. See General 

Response No. 7. 

Response No. 111-7. See Res- 

ponse No. i00-i. 

Response No. 111-8. We feel 
that reconstruction of this road is 
warranted, even if only for our own 
administrative use. This proposed 
access would be the only one on the 
San Pedro allowing visitors into the 
interior of a portion of the EIS 
area. All other access points are 
on existing highways or on short 
dead-end roads branching off the 
main highways. This road will func~ 
tion as a graded~ limited-use, low- 
speed interpretive route and not as 
an upgraded, unlimited access, 
through route. The road will have 
several pullouts, each interpreting 
such features as vegetation types, 
wildlife, cultural and paleontologi- 
cal resources~ water and soils. The 
key function of this road is to edu- 
cate the users about the San Pedro 

and its resources. USSPRNCA01310
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serious financial difficulty and then push for other nearby developments to 
guarantee its economic survival? Equestrian and hiking use of this corridor 
would be preferable from the perspective of compatibility with wildlife 
values and facilitating public use. 

In conclusion, Tucson Audubon Society supports a preferred alternative that 
stresses the protection of water resources as the number one objective. It 
must include a comprehensive plan and strategies for water protection. This 
is essential if we are to avoid a situation twenty or thirty years from now 
where water diversions will have seriously depleted the streamflow 
destroying the wildlife and recreational values that we now cherish. 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Ruth  R u s s e l l  
P r e s ± d e n t  

Response No. 111-9. Although 
right-of-way corridors at Charleston 
and Hereford may be designated, this 
does not necessarily mean that all 
new rights-of-way proposed within 
these areas will be granted. Each 
proposal will be subject to the NEPA 
process and will be granted or 
denied accordingly. An environ- 
mental evaluation is required for 
each right-of-way to determine 
impacts on the resources of the 
area. Any site-specific mitigation 
needs would be identified at that 
time also. At present, we know of 
no proposed oil or gas pipelines for 
these rights-of-way. 

Response No. iii-i0. See Gen- 
eral Response No. 8. 
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DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE TRUST FOR THE 

GEORGE WHITTELL WILDLIFE PRESERVE 
300 E. U~versity B~d. • Suite 221 • Tucson, AZ 85705 ~0~ ~2m~78 

IIZ- 
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20 September 1988 

Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 
B~ Safford District 
425 E. 4th. St. 
Safford, AZ 85546 

RE: Draft San Pedro Riparian Managment Plan and EIS 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

I have had a chance to review the referenced plan and EIS as well as the 
"Assessment of Water Conditions and Management Opportunities in Support of 
Riparian Values" prepared by the Bureau of Land Management. 

~ ~  problemsPlan and ofEIStheShouldsan Pedrohave moreRiver.SpecificThey ~ i ~ l ~ t  ~ 

rights recommendations of the "Assessment of Water Conditions..." report in an 
effort to maintain sufficient water supplies needed to sustain the natural 
values of the San Pedro River. 

The plan should highlight the urgent need for a detailed hydrologic study ~hat 
thoroughly assesses the dynamics and interaction of the surface and subsurface 
water regimes of the area. This is fundamental to answering some of the 
serious questions about future water protection needs. 

The recreational facilities outlined in the proposed alternative are too 
numerous for an area that has been identified as one of the most biologically 
rich in the United States. The plan should authorize some of these sites to 
meet current recreational needs but only without impairing this rare habitat. 

There may be a need to consider additional recreational facilities in future 
years but it seems inappropriate to ~ e  such extensive development 
initially before a thorough biological assessment and long-term study of the 
habitat have been completed. 

I appreciate the opportunity to offer these thoughts. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas Koppinger 

Response No. 112-1. See Res- 
ponse 8-1. 

Response No. 112-2. We are con- 
tinuously monitoring the riparian 
water table and streamflow condi- 
tions, studying cham~el development 
processes and participating in the 
general adjudication of water rights 
associated with the San Pedro 
River. Detailed hydrologic study of 
surface and subsurface water condi- 
tions is an on-going process in the 
basin. We are participating, where 
there is an opportunity to do so, in 
all studies covering this subject. 

Response No. 112-3. The number 
and size of the recreational devel- 
opments has been decreased in the 
final EIS. See Chapter 2 in the 
text. 
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Dear Mr. Brady: 

I have throughly read vo~r EIS booklet, and as i stated 

at the two pr~vions meetings the EIS is in part very 

poorly researched. The paragraph under Recreation 3-I 

is untrue. This area has been under recreational ~se 

sinee the time of the Mormon battalion, l)alo~a with 

many others have hunted and ~amped in the area as long 

as we can remember. Two =e~erations of my family as well 

as the mormon families living near St. David have done 

the same. 

3-2 "the potential RNA at the cienega is a remnant of 

what m,,ch of the San Pedro River Valle~ used to look like. ~ 

is very miss leadin=, and d~e to the fact BLM did not do 

a composite range stud~ that statement is ~ite void of 

an~ tr~th. 

I 8o not envy you,your job. The faet is I ~eel as the 

Fo~rth generation of natives that my freedom of choio~ 

as well~Droper,and mutiple use is not bein= taken into 

consideration. 

The 15 year moritor~ o~ liverstock ,,se is ludicrou~so 

he it. We must now ~rn at least every two years to re- 

place over 400 yea~s of livestock use an~ lands evolution 

to accomodated cattle,s impact. 

USSPRNCA01313



l~-I 

I am all for the pre~rre~ alternative. We need 

direction. Use on the North end should be considered a 

great advantage. This wonld displace an intensive use over- 

all. Hnntin~ and horseback ridin~ from the nort~ end 

would create a~rand opportnnit~ for generations to come. 

? ~ i ~  investmentPUt pers°~elandatthenthe ~i~ep~.~do;it~ area.f°r 

The north end creates recreational opportunities for the 

Benson, St. david area residences that is accessable. 

Navin~ bee~ raised at Laad Station and while in college 

do~e a research paper o~ the Bo~,~illas ~ feel I am qualiWied 

to make these remarks. 

~r. Brady your pe~sonel are well trained a~d are ~espo~sive, 

b~t some what out of their "environment" t~ere~ore I woul~ 

like to make the followin~ ~estions fo~ th~ ~rote~tion ~C 

your personel and the ~e~eral public.. 

I: After the winter rai~s a~d in all wet times the Sa~ 

Pedro River ~et~s ~ick sand in a~eas that look to be 

solid, war~people~ 

2: after rai~ then dwv spells~ sink holes appear i~ pla~es 

that a~e verv n~likelv. (evidemee of these are every, where 

i~ the heavy clay so%ls) 

~: Illegal aliens are now beginning to rob residents of 

the river and pose~athreat to the =eneral camping public. 

~: D~rin~ dry spells the ~iver is no~torious fo~ rabies 

o~t breaks. 

Response No. 
Response TU-4. 

113-1.  See Hearing 
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AGAIN,! ST~ES~MULTIPLM USE AND I~E OF THE NORTW ENn. 

PLEASE DON! T SHUT ~Y FAMILY OFF FROM DOIN~ WHAT THE~HAVE 

INHERITLV DONE ~OR OVER 100 YEARS. HORSEUACE RIDING, 

HUNTING, AND CAMPINC FROM T~E NORT~ TO THE[MEXICAN 

BORDER. 

/ 2 . ¢ s  

D R E Y F U S S  D R Y W A L L  
13690 E. Gar igan's  G u l c h  
Tucson ,  A r i z o n a  85747 
License N u m b e r  068940-009 

622-8779 

Dear Mr. Brady: on a more personal 

note! I think you show ~reat 0nalities as an admi~istratS~ 

but, there is one thing I feel vol, have overlooked. BLM dj~ 

~o+ do a ranwe composite on the riveT. My A+torney tells me 

I can do some legal hlo~kin~ i¢ ~esseessar~ +o i~sur~ the 

=rolmd flow of wate~ is not ~vers~affeeted hv noo ,~se.. 

I do hope That in all wa~s we cao ~ooperate to i~s~,re a 

better eoviro~me~t for f,~ture ~eneratioo! s. My k~owle~ 

of the area ca~ b~ iDva~ahle to your oerso~el. 

Thi~6s like. where the FENCES will he washed o ~± and 

where DO~Chers do ±here corrosive deeds ec%. 

I ole@~my knowl~a~d S~?DDOr t to vou~ efforts %0 ins,~re 

an advantage i~ the overs~ei~ of o~,r RI~R. 

YO~S ~RULV : 

~ e c i a l ~ n g  ~ S m o ~ h  Wal~ And One ~ a ~ n d  ~ u ~ s  
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BENSON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
P.O. Box 2223 

Benson, Arizona 85602 

September 12, 1988 

United States Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Saf ford District 
425 E. 4th Street 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

ATTN: Ray Brady 

RE: San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan 
and Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Brady: 

I have reviewed the draft San Pedro River Riparian 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement and, 
after consideration of the testimony made at the public 
hearing held in Tucson and in Sierra Vista, am submitting 
these comments on behalf of the Benson Economic Development 
Committee. 

The Committee is an organization made up of 
representatives of the Benson City Council, the Benson area 
Chamber of Commerce and the Benson Industrial Development 
Authority as well as individual citizens interested in the 
area's economic well-being and the community's general 
quality of life. 

Approximately three months ago, the Arizona State 
Parks Department announced acquisition of a formerly 
unknown "world class" cavern and its plan to develop the 
property into a major state park. Although the state's 
planning process has just begun, there is a high level of 
enthusiasm and support in both the executive and 
legislative branches of the state government and the 
planned park has been frequently characterized as being 
the "crown jewel" of Arizona's State Parks. The Kartchner 
Caverns State Park will be located approximately eight 
miles south of Benson just a few miles northwest of the San 
Pedro River Riparian area and is expected to attract 
upwards of 200,000 visitors annually. 

United States Department of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
September 12, 1988 
Page Two 

Subsequent to the announcement of the Kartchner 
Caverns State Park, after considering the potential impact 
of the park, the San Pedro Riparian area and the likely 
completion of the Tombstone and Southern scenic railroad 
project, the Benson Economic Development Committee 
unanimously agreed to orient its business development 
activities toward tourism. The goal of the administration 
of the City of Benson as well the business groups in the 
area, is to make Benson the gateway to scenic Cochise 
County. Benson's proximity to Tucson, the origin point of 
most of the area's tourists, makes it the logical starting 
point for most of the area's visitors. One new major motel 
was completed last year and two more are currently being 
planned. As the Kartchner State Park nears its anticipated 
opening date in 1991, we have every reason to believe that 
a number of new tourist accommodations will be completed or 
undertaken. 

If the Bureau of Land Management adopts either the 
management plan Utilization Alternative or the Preferred 

visitorsAlternative'attractionthe Riparianwith the areamajorityWillcomingbec°mefr~m p°pularoutside 

Southern Arizona. In other words, your project will become 
a tourist attraction. A brief article in the September, 
1988 issue of Sunset Magazine is a forerunner of the type 
of publicity one might reasonably expect and which will 
attract numerous visitors. 

In order to better accommodate the many citizens who 
will want to visit and spend time in the Riparian area, the 

A major entry point on the north end of the project 
would result in two substantial benefits: (i) significant 
RV and campground facilities would be developed by private 
enterprise in the Benson area and such development would 
minimize the need for overnight camping facilities within 
the Riparian area; and (2) making available an entry point 
in the area of the maximum concentration of tourists would 
allow many more people to see, use and enjoy the facilities 

Response No. 115-1. See Hearing 
Response TU-4. 

I i i 
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United States Department of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
September 12, 1988 
Page Three 

as contrasted to the number who would make the circuitous 
trip to the Highway 90 San Pedro Ranch House Center or any 
of the other access points located some distance from the 
north end of the project. Providing for a major north end 
entry point will allay many of the environmental concerns 
expressed in the public hearings as no overnight campground 
facilities would be necessary for the reason that they 
would be conveniently available a short distance away in 
Benson but that distance would be great enough to eliminate 
any undesirable impact to the Riparian area's ecosystem. 

,, - l     iiiiiiii i iii :ii '! !!iiii!ii !,iii iiii !il 
if combined with the first recommendation, would permit 
closing of a substantial area of the project to all except 
administrative motor vehicles.. The transport system 
selected could be small, efficient, very quiet and 
relatively non-polluting. If frequent schedules and stops 
for boarding or exiting the train were adopted, many people 
who could not otherwise visit and enjoy the Riparian area 
would be accommodated. A substantial number of today's 
travelers are not physically able to undertake even a short 
backpacking trip. Likewise, most parents are unprepared to 
take small children into such an area without the normal 
creature comforts or some form of transportation which is 
usually an automobile. Finally, a tram would attract many 
visitors whose time is limited and who would otherwise 
elect to pass by an attraction which requires both 
significant physical effort and expenditure of time. On 
the other hand, a clean, modern tram would in itself be an 
attraction and when coupled with the project's scenery and 
wildlife, its ability to draw from a major tourist gateway 
area would maximize the project's utilization and benefits 
without adversely affecting its ecology. 

United States Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
September 12, 1988 
Page Four 

Adopting my Committee's recommendation will increase 
the public's use of the Riparian area and, at the same 
time, protect and better preserve the lands for the future. 

In all other respects, except as noted herein, the 
Benson Economic Development Committee urges adoption of the 
preferred Use Alternative. 

Chairman 

Response No. i15-2. See General 

Response No. 8. 
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~ REPLY 
REFER TO: 

LC-159 
E N V - b . O 0  

• 

United States Department of the Interior ~a~~ 
B U R E A U  O F  R E C L A M A ~ O N  ~ I 

I I I  • 
L O W E R C O L O R A D O  R E G I O N A L  O F F ~ E  

P.O. BOX ~27 
B O U L D E R  C ~ Y ,  N E V A D A  89008 

8EP ~ n '.,~ 

Nemorandum 

To: Mr. Lester Rosenkrance, District Manager, Safford District Office, 
Bureau o[ Land Management, 425 h. 4Lh Street, Safford AZ 85546 
Attention: Mr. Jerrold Coolidge, EIS Team Leader 

From: Regional EnviroDme~tal Officer 

Subject: Review of Draft San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and 
Envlrenmental impact Statement (RMP/EIS) - Cochise County, AZ 
(EIS) 

We have reviewed the subject RMP/EIS and have the following conunents. 

I. We sugEest adding a note on the figure on page 1-2 that a larger version 
of this map can be found at the back of the document (easier to reed); and 

I^ __^__ ______ 

I6-'I~th~$~-~a$~$~ ~e~en~[$a~SA$~z~t~j~t?ha~alDa~m~ts Idam sh°u dbe discussedi thisdocument. - of the 
I 

(~L~-~ ? ,>"-~-~'~ 

Response No. 116-1. Because the 
Charleston Dam withdrawal is no 
longer an active project, an analy- 
sis of its impacts is not necessary 
in this EIS. 
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, ~  

21 September 1988 

Ray A. Brady, D is t r i c t  Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Safford Dis t r ic t  Office 
425 E. 4th Street 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

Dear Mr, Brady: 

The Arizona Riparian Council (Council) appreciates this opportunity to review 
the draft San Pedro Riparian Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS), and offers the following comments for your consideration. As you may 
know, the Council represents about 300 Arizona citizens from backgrounds as 
diverse as w i l d l i f e  management, hydrology, botany, environmental education, 
conservation, water development, range management, and environmental law. The 
Council is dedicated to conserving and providing coordinated guidelines in 
managing our quickly diminishing riparian resources. 

In this vein, the Council joins the many conservation groups and government 
agencies in applauding the Bureau of Land Managem~nt'~ (BLM) efforts to pro- 
vide for the protection and enhancement of the rlparlan ecosystem within the 
lands along and adjacent to the San Pedro River and its t r ibutar ies.  As one of 
the last remaining healthy contiguous stands of cottonwood/willow riparian and 
perennial stream habitats in Arizona i t  is imperative that this area be safe~ 
guarded and enhanced for future generations to appreciate, understand, and 
enjoy. 

The Council's review of the Draft Plan and EIS resulted in one general con~nent 
that involves the style and the content of the entire document. We feel the 
plan and EIS is so poorly documented with hard data and that the wording is so 
vague that anyone, regardless of their  view, can read what they want into the 
document. We believe the Congressional intent to protect riparian resources is 
hidden in the document, however we are not convinced that this f rag i le  r iparian 
ecosystem wi l l  be preserved and enhanced under any of the action alternatives 
presented, including the Preservation Alternative. Preservation and enhance- 
ment is the principal concern of management in this EIS and is rei terated in 
the San Pedro National Riparian Conservation Area Congressional legis lat ion.  
Because this document is so vague and ambiguous, the Council interpreted the 
document based on a worst case scenario for each issue of interest. Please 

ARIZONA RIPARIAN COUNCIL 
Center for Environmental Studies 

Arizona State University 
T e m P e~ O 2~r i z °~6 5-~8 ~ 7L8 7 i ~ ~ ~  

2 ~ % 

c -  --~': ' T 

"Y~__ . _ _ . ~  " - 7 

• JL 
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Ray A. Brady 2 21 September 1988 

keep this in mind as you read our co~nents; we hope that these co~ents will 
result in a better, well-documented Plan and EIS. We recon~nend that the BLM 
develop specific wording to avoid our worst-case assumptions or misconceptions. 

In the Preferred Alternative, statements are made that only minor impacts are 
expected to water quality, wi ld l i fe,  vegetation, etc. from the development of 

' ' "~- ' I i i  i i i ! i i i  ~ ~ i i l l  ~ °  W~tc!! ! !  ~ ~ r i l l  ~ ~  ~ i :  ! ! !~ i !  i i I 

Indirect impacts were not addressed either with respect to these issues. For 
example, when a recreation site such as a campground is developed, a number of 
people are concentrated in an area and this development and use results in the 
loss of habitat at the campground. This habitat loss, however, is not confined 

I17-2 radiates t° the borderfrom theOf thecampgroundCampground,also TheresultsinCreasedin losthumanorUSediminishedand activitYriparianWhich 
resources in adjacent areas. We only need to cite recreation management on the 
Salt River above Phoenix as an example of a worst-case scenario for the EIS 
area. This and other direct and indirect impacts need to be quantified and 
addressed in this draft EIS. 

With people using the area for hiking, picnicking, camping, birdwatching, 
horseback riding, train riding, exploring cultural and historic resources, or 
just getting away from the city, there could be more than I0,000 people along 
the San Pedro River on a given day. Another peak period would be Labor Day 
weekend when dove-hunting may be added to the activities mentioned above. We 
request that worst-case analyses be conducted for peak periods of recreational 
use and that these analyses be documented thoroughly. 

show the boundaries for cottonwood-willow and honey mesquite riparian habitats, 
so that distances between these habitats and proposed developments (especially 
proposed campgrounds) can be better delineated. 

The grazing issue was identified by the public as an issue to be evaluated and 
discussed in this draft EIS. However, this issue was dismissed because grazing 
will not be permitted during the 15-year period of the Plan. There s t i l l  is a 
need to address the grazing issue. The Council understands that BLM plans to 
monitor vegetation along the San Pedro River during this 15-year grazing mora- 
torium to determine potential effects to vegetation from the absence of graz- 
ing. No information is presented on how BLM proposes to assess any changes in 
the terrestrial, riparian, and aquatic habitats with respect to the grazing 

Response No. 117-1. The types 
and intensity of impacts were 
thoroughly analyzed by the interdis- 
ciplinary team during the develop- 
ment of the DEIS. No significant 
impacts were identified at that 
time. The Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) regulations in 40 CFR 
1502.2 (b) directs us to discuss 
impacts in proportion to their 
significance. 

Response No. 117-2. It is true 
that impacts from a campground are 
not confined to the campground it- 
self. Locating the facilities away 
from the riparian area, limiting the 
size of the facility, limiting the 
amenities available, landscaping the 
area, and educating the public will 
all combine to keep impacts to the 
riparian area well below that which 
you described. 

Response No. 117-3. We did not 
undertake this because of the lack 
of significant impacts identified 
during the development of the DEIS 
and because of the significant costs 
that a worst-case analysis would 
incur. If the impacts of potential 
use were significant we would use 
the appropriate requirements for 
analysis in the CEQ Regulation. 
However, these requirements no 
longer include a 'worst case 
analysis' (43 CFR 1502.22). 

USSPRNCA01321
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moratorium. Will there be onsite and o f fs i te  comparisons both between and 
among the various vegetation associations ident i f ied in the draft EIS? What 
sampling methodology and sampling design w i l l  be used by BLM to assess both the 
direct and indirect impacts of l ivestock grazing on water, so i l ,  vegetation, 
and fish and w i ld l i f e  resources? A discussion of these questions should have 
been presented in this draft EIS. 

The Council f u l l y  supports the designation of the entire EIS area as an Area of 
Cr i t ical  Environmental Concern and designation of the three research natural 
areas at St. David Cienega, San Pedro River, and San Rafael. Such a designa- 
tion clearly assigns special resource value to these areas and aids in the 
acquisition of adequate funding to properly manage these areas. 

The Council recognizes a unique opportunity to use the EIS area effect ively as 
a tool to educate the public on the importance of r iparian systems and other 
resources within and along the San Pedro River Valley. We commend BLM's ef- 
forts to develop natural resource education and research opportunities and 
f ac i l i t i e s  within the EIS area. 

The Council agrees with the intent to not allow any prospecting, exploration, 
or mining within the sensitive portions of the EIS area. We also believe that 
mining ac t i v i t y  should be prohibited within the entire EIS area. We believe 
that prospecting, exploration, or mining are incompatible uses within an Area 
of Cri t ical  Environmental Concern (ACEC) and may establish a precedent. This 
designation would not prohibit  mining operations in the Sierra Vista-Tombstone 
area. Rather i t  would restr ic t  mining ac t i v i t i es  to those areas outside the 
approximately three-mile wide corridor along the San Pedro River. We consider 
t r ibutar ies of the San Pedro River with xeroriparian habitat as important to 
the general health of the riparian system and as w i l d l i f e  movement corridors to 
and from the San Pedro River. 

llT-~'l~Rt!°un~21b~'eUvnae btl~att°thf~ndala~r2a~S~2s~?ec°~e~n~Y implemented expl°rati°n ~ devel°P'the BLM 

should state that energy exploration or development w i l l  not be allowed within 
the EIS area because i t  would conf l ic t  with the BLM's management objectives for 
protecting and enhancing riparian and other natural resources. Such explora- 
tion and development would be insigni f icant  to the industry, while potent ial ly 
harmful to other natural resources that the EIS area was created to protect. A 
similar view has been expressed in H.R. 568 and S. 252 with respect to mineral 
and geothermal leasing within the EIS area. 

Another area of potential conflict~ is the proposed recreation development and 
management. In both the House and Senate b i l l s ,  recreation is l isted as the 
last intent of the establishment of the San Pedro Riparian Conservation Area; 
i t  follows the conservation, protection, and enhancement of the riparian area 
and the aquatic, w i ld l i fe ,  archeological, paleontological, sc ient i f ic ,  cul- 

Response 117-4. No information 
was placed in the DEIS because of a 
lack of hard data for recreational 
use in Cochise County. We do expect 
the San Pedro to be a popular place 
to visit, for both local residents 
and for those from outside Cochise 
County. We have no intention of 
allowing unlimited use on the San 
Pedro. Provisions written into the 
DEIS call for a variety of methods 
to limit recreational use. These 
include areas with day-use only con- 
straints, a permit system for over- 
night use, keeping parking areas at 
access points small, and sharply 
limiting the number of access roads. 

Response No. 117-5 Maps showing 
this information have been added to 
the FEIS. No new roads are pro- 
posed, just reconstruction of 
existing roads. No roads are in the 
riparian area nor would reconstruc- 
tion of existing roads place them in 
the riparian area. 

Response No. 117-6. Maps showing 
this information have been added to 
the FEIS. We agree that there is a 
need to control vehicular access and 
the, plan was written with that in 
mind. 

Response No. 117-7. The entire 
study area has been withdrawn from 
all forms of mineral entry and 
leasing. This includes fluid 
minerals. 
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tural, and educational resources of the EIS area. Yet in the Utilization and 
Preferred Alternatives, recreation development is stressed over riparian, 
aquatic, wi ld l i fe ,  archaeological, paleontological and other resource values. 
Public use would be available with l i t t l e  or no limitations. The Council 
wishes to encourage recreational use of the EIS area, however we support more 
regulated use than presently called for in the Plan. We found no data on 

~ ~ e ~ i ~  andwe also n° specididficnotassessmentfind any indication °f impaCtSoft°coRmitmentriparian 
by the BLM to manage projected recreational activities, growth, and population 
use over the next 15 years. Overnight use would not be restricted to the 

~I?-8 campgrounds but would be allowed within the entire EIS area by obtaining a 

i i i i  ~ ~ n ~ i ~ i ~ i ~  t~2~Mn~a Imo~i~ ~i! ;  ~ ~ l  mmeeam ~ x ~ ! ~  ~ SnP easrC~!:~ ~bcte~ ~ t ~ i :  ! ! i  

impacts to the unique riparian, aquatic and cultural resources of the EIS area 
and is not in consonance with the intent of congressional legislation to desig- 
nate the area as a National Riparian Conservation Area. The intensity of 
proposed recreation development would also seem to conflict with proposed ACEC 
and Resource Natural Area (RNA) designations. How does the BLM intend to 
resolve these conflicts? 

Uncontrolled human use cannot be allowed within this EIS area without continued 
degradation to the habitat and wildlife that use these areas. Pertinent im- 
pacts to riparian habitats may include 1) vegetation loss from hiking and 
clearing areas for camping, 2) associated soil erosion, 3) soil compaction from 
these activities and horseback riding, 4) wood collection for campfires, and 5) 
a decrease of riparian wildl i fe populations in areas frequently used by people. 
Additionally, sensitive wildl i fe species, such as the gray hawk and yellow- 
billed cuckoo, would occur on the EIS area beyond the opening of the proposed 
hunting season of September I. This time overlap may result in the loss of 

dinary commitments to extensively patrol areas receiving high recreational use 
within the riparian corridor. These areas should include but not be limited to 
highway crossings such as at Lewis' Springs. The Draft Plan and EIS is far 
from convincing us that BLM will have the resources and, therefore, the commit- 
ment to effectively control human use and abuse on the San Pedro River. 

be used, what data would be collected, and at what intensity monitoring would 
be made within the stated time frames. Many of the "changes requiring reeval- 
uation" appear to be poorly thought out. A change of 25% is excessive for 
habitat diversity. Does this mean that an increase of healthy riparian habitat 
at the expense of poor riparian habitat and abandoned farmland would cause the 
BLM to stop improvements because the changes exceeded 25%; alternatively, would 
the BLM wait to consider management changes until 25% of the remaining healthy 
cottonwood-willow stands had become saltcedar disclimax? The Council certainly 
hopes that is NOT BLM's intention. 

Response No. 117-8. Under the 
Utilization and Preferred Alter- 
natives there are increases over the 
other alternatives in the number of 
recreational developments. Recrea- 
tion use was not stressed over the 
resources you listed. In all cases, 
proposed recreational developments 
had to be located only where they 
would not impact the significant 
resources of the EIS area. 

Public use will be available on 
the San Pedro but with significant 
limitations on the amount of use. 
This will be accomplished through a 
limited number of access roads, a 
limited number and size of parking 
areas, day-use only restrictions in 
certain areas, limitations on the 
number of overnight permits, 
restrictions on firearms discharge 
and a prohibition on 0RV use. 

We have no data on potential 
use. Based on the use of other rec- 
reation areas in Cochise County 
there is a potential for a large 
amount of use demand. This is why 
the number and size o~ reareatlonal 
developments have been kept small 
and limitations proposed for recrea- 
tional use. By using the Limits of 
Acceptable Change process we will be 
able to determine if and when any 
changes are exceeding the estab- 
lished parameters. 
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aSimilarlY'seri°us anda 10%p°ssiblyl°Ss °fanSpecieSirreversiblefr°m wildlifepr°blem-Specieslt isdiversitYconceivableW°Uldto suggeSthave a 
dramatic change in habitat with no net change in species diversity, however, 
many sensitive species may disappear while other ~ d e ~  species may take 
their place. An extreme example would be the conversion of a cottonwood-willow 

standthebirds,ian-f°reStexpenset°and a °bligatemarshbirdshealthYof somegrassland'marshbirdSof, therebythebutrarerw•uldp•ssiblyspeciesc•mplex•gainevena•flargeWeincreasingc•ncernwouldnumber.l•sePerhapsspecies•fmostsparr•ws,•f6iversityitthew•uldwater-ripar-beat 
better to watch for consistent annual declines over a three-year period within 

neSS.madeSpecieStoBalancinglookP°pulati°ns,likeWildlifeit isWithinasspeciesinhabitats,the PlandiversitYandbeforeEiS.istherenot simpleiS a lOSSan d toit shouldspecieSnotrich-be 
Water quality should be monitored imm~iately downstream from heavily used 
recreational sites and should not exceed the Arizona Department of Environmen- 
tal Quality's (DEQ) established levels for aquatic and wildlife use and for 
~ I ~ k ~Yw~a~t~a n~r d~r% ~n ~ u  ~ t  I~° i e s sWh at s t r i n g en t DEQ s tanda rdSthan a;~u~ga~P~ ~ 
l i fe protected uses. In addition, the Council recommends that BLM use aquatic 
anddrinkingWildlifewaterPr°tectedstandards,USeasStandardsth e former t° represents determine waterth e reasonqUalitYforinSteadthe EIS °f 
area's existence to begin with. Finally, the aquatic monitoring program recom- 
mends monitoring every five years with a 10% change in water quality over a 
wilthree'yearl be usedPeri°d'to determinePleaSewatereXplainqualthiSity changes, discrepancy as well as what parameters 

lishment. Research natural areas should be inspected quarterly at a minimum. 
What do site inspections of a RNA include? With respect to ORV management what 
does "regular" patrol mean and please i d~ t i ~  areas with high use potential on 
maps. We are unclear whether quarterly patrol of the remaining EIS area would 

bes~ci~plansadequate'sOtechniquesthe publOveralicandCanl'methodsWereview ask forand f°rsurv~sprovidemuch m°reandCo~mentSbetterdetailtOdefine°nBLM.inve~°ry~°nit°ringtheThiScriteriaPlan shouldfo r 
which changes in management will occur. We suspect that these plans are so 

vagUeareafOrEIS both area', becaUSeminimumIf th °f andisaniSmaximumUnCleartrue, theeffortsfinancialcouncilin c°mmitmentmonitoringrequests BLMt°thetomaintainresourcesPrOvideandwithinan supp°rtexplanationth e EIS the 
~pecific ~mmen ts 

Page 2-1 to 2-2, Lands - We fully support obtaining additional lands within the 
tion San Pedr°an d enhancement b°undaries ofandresource°btainingvalueslands~thinOUtsidethetheEisbOUndarieSarea, for the protec- 

Pagesurface2"2'andWaterground TM WewaterC°nCUrrightswithandeff°rtSofferidentifiedth e assistance by theofBLMthet°CouncilPr°tect, s 
Instream Flow ~mmittee in support of these endeavors. 

Overnight permits will be lim- 
ited, but at this point the number 
of permits has not yet been deter- 
mined. By monitoring the amount of 
use and the impacts from that use we 
will be able to set an acceptable 
level for the number of overnight 
permits. 

BLM is committed to enforcement 
and monitoring to keep the impacts 
from recreational use to an accept- 
able level. The San Pedro staff 
includes a Law Enforcement Ranger 
and an Outdoor Recreation Planner to 
accomplish the enforcement and moni- 
toring. The draft plan/EIS was 
written to be in accord with the 
Congressional legislation. Also, 
see Response I00-!. 

Response No. 117-9. See General 
Response No. 7. 

Response No. 117-10. See Gen- 
eral Response No. 9. 

Response No. 117-11. The text 
of the document has been changed to 
reflect the change of water quality 
standards from drinking water use to 
aquatic and wildlife protected use. 
The monitoring plan has been altered 
to correct the discrepancy. 
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Page 2-2, Wildlife Habitat - The Council recommends that BLM adopt mitigation 
procedures for wi ld l i fe habitat similar to those used by the UoS. Fish and 
Wildl i fe Service in its Mitigation Policy. This policy allows for various 
forms of mitigation from avoidance to compensation and various levels from 
complete in-kind replacement to out-of-kind partial replacement. Mitigation as 
defined by the Council of Environmental Quality involves f ive levels not just 
reduction. 

There is no mention of management or improvement of the aquatic habitat. 

I~-~-l~ extirpated Hist°rically'. thisTh e areaBL M supp°rtedshould stressnUmer°UshabitatnatiVeprotection fishes whiChan d haVeenhancementSince beenof 
aquatic habitats. 

Page 2-17, Recreation - Please explain what is meant by designating the EIS 
~ 7 - 1 4  area as a special recreation management area and by " Limits of Acceptable 

Change?" 

How many permits is BLM proposing to issue on a dai ly basis for a l l  forms of 
~17-~5 camping, including primitive camping? To enforce campground restr ic t ions we 

suggest developing and implementing a campground host/hostess program. 

We are opposed to rebuilding any roads without analysis of d i rec t ,  indirect, 
and cumulative impacts to the resources from making this area easi ly accessible 
to the public. The Council is not opposed to riparian area access in general, 
however, we are concerned that unlimited access, with no guidelines, would be 

~ 7 - 1 6  detrimental to riparian resources in the long-term. The Council, therefore, 
requests BLM to provide appropriate analyses of potential recreation demands, 
needs, v is i tor  use, and crowd control methods over the l i f e  of the plan and an 
in-depth environmental analysis of the direct, indirect,  and cumulative impacts 
to natural resources within the EIS area. 

Page 2-20, Wildlife Resources - The Council supports the planned actions and we 
offer the assistance of our Protection/Enhancement and Land Use Committees in 
the development of the Habitat Management Plan for this EIS area. We support 
additional revegetation actions than those described for reclaiming abandoned 
farm fields within the EIS area. 

Response No. 117-12. See Gen- 
eral Response No. 9. The EIS area 
was closed to all public use, 
including ORV use, when BLM obtained 
the land. Since that time BLM's law 
enforcement ranger has instituted 
patrols to determine if and where 
0RV use was occurring. The ranger's 

findings are that the ~IS area con- 
tains only one location where inten- 
sive 0RV use occurred, that being 
the area south of Charleston. The 
ranger checks this area regularly 
based upon the amount of illegal 0RV 
use that occurs. Warnings and cita- 
tions have been issued to ORV users 
found in the EIS area. There is no 
definitive answer to your inquiry 
about what the term "regular patrol" 
means. The ranger bases his patrol 
frequency on the evidence available 
to him. In addition to the ranger's 
patrols, other BLM employees on the 
San Pedro are also watching for any 
evidence of ORV use. 

We feel that formal quarterly 
patrols by the ranger are adequate 
for the remainder of the EIS area. 
This is based on a lack of historic 
0RV use in the majority of the EIS 
area, coupled with no current use. 
Again, the other resource special- 
ists also check for ORV use in the 
course of their work. 

Response No. 117-13. Page 2-21 
of the DEIS indicates three types of 
aquatic habitat improvements that 
will be authorized under the Prefer- 
red Alternative. In addition, the 
San Pedro Habitat Management Plan 
will further address these projects 
in more detail. See General Res- 
ponse No. 2. 
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A second objective should be to maintain any populations of rare plant species 
within the EIS area. Planned actions similar to those presented under the 
Wildlife Issue should be developed and included in this EIS. 

Page 2-24, Visual - We were not able to find an assessment of how future 
recreation may impact visual and other aesthetic qualities of the San Pedro 
riparian system. The Council recognizes the fact that the healthier the ripar- 

~7-21 ian vegetation, the higher the visual quality wi l l  be which, in turn, results 
in attracting even more recreationists. How does BLM intend to maintain or 
enhance visual quality given the proposed intensity of recreation in the £1S 
area? 

Page 3-11, Table 3-4 - The rel ict  leopard frog should not be included in this 
table; this species was restricted to the Las Vegas, NV area and is now thought 

I~7-22 to be extinct. However, the lowland and Chiricahua leopard frogs should be 
included and are State-listed. Also, jaguar, ocelot, jaguarundi, aplomado 
falcon, and all native and introduced fishes should be included in this l i s t .  

Page 3-17 - "The riparian vegetation was mapped as two vegetation communities: 
. . .  cottonwood-Goodding willow.., and.., salt cedar... Associations. These are 
not range sites and not evaluated as such." The Council reminds the BLM that 
mesquite bosque and mesquite-dominated scrub (223.231 and 223.232 in Brown and 
Lowe) are very important riparian habitats as well, even though they also fal l  

~17-2~ wereUnderinventoriedthe definiti°nin 1986 °f asrange'.riparian Our understandingscrub.- PleaseWaSclarifythat mesquiteyou r definitions habitats 
of range and riparian in terms of mesquite-dominated habitats and make sure to 
include an assessment of mesquite habitats in addition to those for cottonwood- 
~ saltcedarand saltcedar.encroachment.Also , please include any plans for controlling or elimi- 

Page 4-7 - "The level of recreation use may be less than some publics antici- 

'17-~4 ~ n  Alrecreationth°ugh thiSandm~tubrealt~u~e~il~h~e~o:~l p°tentialrequests BLMf°rtoC°nflictSprovide 

documentation for the above statement. Please address issues related to 
recreation and provide detailed analyses of potential impacts. 

1!7_~!thesePage 4~7,rights~of_waysLands - How manYan d whataCreSmitigationOf each vegetatiOnwoul d be typerequiredWOUld tobe offsetlOst withinthes e 
losses? 

Response No. 117-14. Please 
refer to pages A-74 and A-72 in the 
DEIS for the definitions of these 
two phrases. 

Response No. 117-15. See Res- 
ponse 117-8. We agree that a camp- 
ground host/hostess program is 
desirable and have plans to imple- 
ment it. 

Response No. 117-16. Road 
reconstruction will be preceded by 
the preparation of an environmental 
assessment which will identify 
impacts and necessary mitigations. 
If the results of that analysis 
indicate the necessity of an EIS, 
then one will be prepared. (Also, 
see 117-8). 

Response No. 117-17. See Res- 
ponse 111-9. 

Response No. 117-18. See Res- 
ponse 70-3. The "targeted" species 
will be identified in the Habitat 
Management Plan. 

Response No. 117-19. See Res- 
ponse I0!-i. 
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~,~_261~ej~Ce~i~Ji~a~vegetationHOW many acreStypesOfwouldhabitatbe planted?imP rOvement projects would be 

Pageof the4-7'entireAreaSEis °f areaCriticalas anEnvir°nmentalAcEC as well C°ncernas the designation- We supportofthethedesignatiOnst " David 

and aggregate mining was permitted. Although the ~ n ~ i ~ s  may be accurate. 
the BLM has presented no data to substantiate this conclusion. 

Pageas ~,~mA_27 ' Tableinstream6 _ flowTheSerates~mm~dwhich wouldinstreamonlyflOWsustainrateStheShOUldexistingbe clarifiedriparian 
habitat. Flows greatly exceeding these levels would be needed for riparian 
regeneration during critical times of the year. 

~7-~9 The Council is concerned with the low flows BLM has requested as minimum in- 
stream flows. Flows at Palominas may result in classification of this segment 
as above the headwaters by the U.S. Ar~ of Engineers. Please address and 
resolve this issue. 

' ' ~- ~ 0 1 !i~h ~ i!i!iSa ~ ~ i ! i ~ i ~ i  1 ~ t ~ i ~ i ~ i i ~ i ~  

~ - ~ P p ~ m ~  ~ 2 ~ : e ~ e ~  micr°g ramWhat are theperUnitsliterUSed(mcg/ifOrinsteadValUeSofOnmcleach)? chemical 

PageSthan cienegaA_39 throughare listed.A_51 . Manyln AppendiCeSspecie s listed 6, 7. asandoccurring8, no aquatiCin co~onwo~_~habitats otherllow 

What other habitats are listed under "Other"? 

' '7- ~ ~ ~ ~ / ~ [ ~  ~ 3 ~ ] ° ~ ~ < <  ~ ~ { ~  arebe~ f25~ $ ~  ~ eC°°~h~ tmey  are av ai ~ ab~ e 

~ , ~ _ ~ 4 ~ % ~  treated the°ugh A-63'in thisBi°l°giCalsection. A~s~2$~c~ Inreco~endsadditi°n to t° BLMth°S~thatSPeCieSthe 

Response No. 117-20. The use of 
prescribed fire would be the 
selected method of vegetation con- 
trol if the environmental analysis 
indicated it to be the preferred 
method. A site-specific fire plan 
would be developed which would take 
into account the types of fuel being 
burned, the time of year as well as 
many other factors. A prescription 
for burning would be developed which 
would describe the conditions which 
must be met before any fire could be 
deliberately set. Most of the fires 
which would be prescribed for the 
San Pedro EIS area would be rela- 
tively small so that large areas of 
habitat would not be directly 
affected. We know that there would 
be short-term impacts to the habi- 
tat. We also know that if the pre- 
scription is followed, long-term 
benefits will accrue. 

Response No. 117-21. We do not 
anticipate significant impacts to 
visual or other esthetic qualities 
of the riparian area because no 
facilities are proposed in the 
riparian area. The only impacts 
will come from people walking 
through the area or riding horses. 
The management proposed for the 
riparian area disperses human use, 
limits overnight use, restricts 
campfires to designated locations, 
and educates the users. We do not 
feel that the trails that may 
develop over time will have more 
than a minor impact on visual and 
esthetic qualities. 
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I f o l l ~ i ~  species also receive assessments as to their h i ~ i c ~  and present 
use of habitats within the EIS area: 

Species Federal Status 

Colorado squawfish (Ptychocheilus luciu~ Endangered 

~ i i ~ ~ ! ~ e ~ ~  i den~l is) £ndangeredEndangeredCategoryThreatenedThreatenedCat eg°ry 22 

Mexican garter s~ke ( ~ a m n ~ )  Category 2 

! ! i i i ! ! i ~ ! ! ! ~ i i ~ ! ~ ~ ~ i i ~ ;  ~; i ° ~  1 i s ) Cat eg°rYcat egoryCateg°ry 222 

i ~ i i i u i ~ ~ ! ~ a r o u ~  i tol tec~ EndangeredEndangeredEndan g ered 

All of these species occur, occurred, or are thought to have occurred within 
the EIS area. The Council is ~r~c~a~y interested in BLM's plans to protect 
the riparian or aquatic habitats used by these species, plans to reintroduce 
any of these species, and plans to assess human recreational impacts that may 
affect individuals as well as habitats used by these species. 

In conclusion, the Council wishes to stress that the San Pedro River EIS area 
was specifically acquired to protect and enhance a now unique riparian ecosys- 
tem. The BLM's mission is to allow no activity that will conflict with the 
unique biological and cultural resources within the £1S area. However, the 
Council does recognize the value of allowing the public some degree of access 
to the resources of the EIS area. We also recognize that BLM is a multiple-use 
agency and is required to address the many, often conflicting, needs from the 
public for the resources under their charge. We si~er~y hope that our com- 
mentsth e nextare Brafthel pfUIpl 2° 
tions. I f  the Council can be of any assistance to you in developing future 
drafts please do not hesitate to contact us. 

~ r ~ / / ~  

Duncan T. Patten 
President, ~izona Riparian Council 

DTP/cdz 

xc: ARC Steering ~ i t ~ e :  Barrett, Baucom, Bayham, Burton, Hamilton, Jakle, 
Laurenzi, Roundy, Thornburg, Zube. 

Maintenance of visual quality 
will occur through monitoring use 
and application of the Limits of 
Acceptable Change. Acceptable para- 
meters are established in LAC for a 
variety of recreational uses. Moni- 
toring will show when the LAC cri- 
teria are being exceeded. BLM can 
then respond with changes in recrea- 
tion management before the problem 
becomes unacceptable. 

Response No. 117-23. Range site 
guides are prepared by the USDA's 
Soil Conservation Service. The cot- 
tonwood-goodding willow and salt 
cedar associations are not consid- 
ered by the SCS as range sites; 
therefore there are no guides pre- 
pared for these areas. SCS is cur- 
rently in the process of preparing 
woodland site guides that will prop- 
erly cover these areas. 

Response No. 117-24. This 
statement was included in the DEIS 
in response to those people who 
anticipated unlimited recreation use 
on the San Pedro with no constraints 
on what could occur. Our intent is 
to limit recreation use of the San 
Pedro through a variety of methods. 
We intend, under the Preferred 
Alternative, to allow recreation use 
as long as the types and levels of 
use are acceptable. The LAC process 
will be used to determine what the 
acceptable levels are and if they 
are being exceeded. 

Response No. 117-25. 
ponse 111-9. 

See Res- 

Response No. 117-26. The acres 
and vegetation types that would be 
planted will be determined in the 
Habitat Management Plan that will be 
written after completion-of the EIS. 
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Response No. 117-27. 
ponse I00-i. 

See Res- 

Response No. 117-28. The dis- 
cussion of impacts and benefits pre- 
cedes the conclusion section. For 
example, the discussion states that 
the use of prescribed fire will 
result in benefits to soils, vegeta- 
tion and wildlife in the long term 
by reducing fire size and intensity 
of future wildfires. The conclusion 
simply states that benefits would 
accrue to those resources through 
prescribed fire. 

Response No. 117-29. The quan- 
tity of flow as given in the table 
for recommended instream flows was 
calculated at 60% of the average 
median of the daily flows for the 
summer period and i00% for the rest 
of the year over the period of flow 
record. The text only stated that 
the quantities were based on a per- 
centage of median flows. 

Response No. 117-30. The text 
has been changed to reflect the 
change of water quality standards 
from drinking water use to aquatic 
and wildlife protected use. 

Response No. 117-31. The text 
has been changed to clarify whether 
the chemical parameters were analy- 
zed for dissolved or total units. 
The units are expressed in milli- 
grams per liter (mg/l). 

Response No. 117-32. We agree. 
The FEIS reflects this change. 

Response No. 117-33. Plant 
lists are being developed. The 
intent is to develop not only plant 
lists, but herbarium specimens 
available for research or studies. 
There is no real need for a complete 
plant list in a document such as 
this. See General Response No. 6. 

Response No. 117-34. We are 
required to write Biological Assess- 
ments (BA) on all Threatened and 
Endangered or Federal Candidate spe- 
cies. BA's were prepared for the 
species submitted to us by the U.So 
Fish and Wildlife Service. We do 
not, however, plan to write BA's on 
other species at this time. The 
proper place to do this is in the 
Habitat Management Plan. 
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225 E ~uad Avenue 
Po~ Office Box 1199 Laku W~es F ~ a  ~ 5 3  

~ 1 ~  676 0£21 

September 20, 1988 

Jerrold Coolige, EIS Team Leader 
Safford District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 E. 4th St. 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Dear Mr. Coolige: 

After review of the Draft San Pedro River Riparian Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, we would like to submit 
our comments on the plan. The plan and impact statement is a well 
prepared and thought out document. Our compliments to those who 
contributed to i~s completion. 

Our comments and suggestions are as follows: 

I. FIRE. We suggest keeping construction of firebreaks to a 
minimum. Any construction should be sensitive to soil 
disturbance and keep erosion to a minimum. Soil disturbance 
also opens the site to possible invasion by weedy plant 
species. We encourage the use of existing man-made and 
natural firebreaks in conjunction with prescribed burning to 
minimize the threat of wildfire. We applaud the 
consideration of lightning ignitions in your prescribed fire 
plan. Please send a copy of the final fire plan for the 
area. 

2. iVEGETATION. We strongly discourage the use of non-native 
vegetation to maintain and enhance the vegetation 

118-I communities in the EIS area. Emphasis should be to enhance 
the natural communities and processes with native species 
only. 

3. IRECREATION. We feel the use of the old railroad has great 

~t~ie~l s bothto remoteaS a livingpart s histOrYof thedisplaYriver.andconsideration,aS a source 

however, should be given the scheduling of the train trips 
and the type of interpretation used. Early morning and late 
afternoon trips should be discouraged to avoid disruption of 
wildlife viewing in the prime hours of animal activity. Any 
interpretation activities that would be disruptive to 
wild|ire or recreationists not on the train should also be 
avoided. 

118-2 

Response No. 
70-3. 

Response No. 
Response No. 8. 

118-1. 

118-2. 

See 

See 

Response 

General 
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It may be desirable to contact a Rails to Trails 
organization for input on use of railroad grade s for 
recreation. Also, separate equestrian and hiking/biking 
trails should be considered. We did not see any mention of 

l~8_~l~Y~lo~ea~ Fat-tiredan d should"mountainbe consideredbikeS"inarethebecomingplan " more 

, ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  areaShunters sh°Uldand others be 

We hope are comments are of help to you in preparing your final 
management plan. Thank you for the opportunity to participate in 
such an important process and we look forward to visiting the San 
Pedro again in the future. 

Sincerely, 

~ e o f f r e y  and  Yvonne  Babb,  

Central Florida Land Steward, and Assistant Ecologist, 
The Nature Conservancy Terrasystems 
Lake Wales, Florida Winter Haven, Florida 

Response No. 118-3. The text 
has been updated to read that moun- 
tain bikes will be allowed on those 
roads open for public access. 

Response No. 118-4. See General 
Response No. 7. 
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119 
Dear air, 

I have travelled through Arizona numerous t~mes, and I am well 

aware of the overgrazing situation on ~L~i lands. For this reason, 

I urge you to choose the No Action AlternatiVe regarding the 48~000 

acres of land ajacent to the Jan Pedro Ri~ver. This land needs to 

be restored to a state of true wilderness, as the San Pedro river 

is a hoEspot (or cool spot, as the case may be) for animal ectivity 

which ~ives so precariously in this desert envirorLment. 

T ~ Y ~ ,  

Eric Haskell 
2685 Topsfield St. 
Pasadena, CA 91107 

120 Le$IJecE,~nEDNUT.mONALCONSULTANT(3ardDer Gustafson, M.H. " ~  

September 19, 1988 

District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
425 E. 4th St. 
Safford, AZ 85546 

Greetings, 

I wish to applaud the recent decision to disallow grazing of 
cattle at the San Pedro River property. I wish to add my voice 
in support of this positive step toward restoring one o{ the 
nicer larse riparian communities in the desert Southwest. 

In addition, I support the "no action" alternative upcoming 
decision and would like to see this area return to its natural 
beauty with your help. 

Sincerely, 

18 Loma Vista Dn 
Orinda, California 94563 

(415) 254-4635 
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S e p t e m b e r  13, 1~88 

Bureau of Land ~anagement 
Safford D i s t r i c t  Office 
425 E. 4 t h  S t r e e t  
S a f f o r d ,  A r i z o n a  98846 

Gent  lemen : 

current I amelasses a seni°ris Federal at ArizonaLandStatepuhliel)nivcrsitYpolicieaand(wiOne~dernessO| ' my 

Issues). One of my assignments is to ~hoose an area a~id 
issue to write about as a 10-]6 page report and i no; iced u 
BLM Newsletter regarding San Pedro River. 

the San / w°uldpedroreallYManagementappreciateplan andanYEnvironmen~ and al~ information| Impact about 

eostStatementsize'involvedand'thelniniSSuesParKieularobtain]nginvolving ' any I w°uldinform~tion,thisneedarea.a maPlfpleasethere°f th~}lettsareu'm~zany 

know. I would also like a copy of the BLM Newsletter -~ it 
seemedno t ablet°toeOntainobtainaone.lOt of the bas~c ~nformation un,l i was 

Thank you very much for your time and cunsideratioa. 

Sincerely, 

Dianne loble 
2609 W. South~ rn, #339 
Tempe, Arizona 85282 
438-9214 

S e p t e m b e r  21, 1988 

U. S. D e p a r t m e n t  of the I n t e r i o r  
Bur ea u  of Land M a n a g e m e n t  
Safford D i s t r i c t  Office 
425 E. 4 thS t .  
Safford,  Arizona 85546 

Dear BLM: 

Our  fami ly  owns p r o p e r t y  with one -ha l f  mi le  of r i p a r i a n  r i g h t s  on the 
San Ped ro  River  in the  H e r e f o r d ,  A ~ z o n a  a r e a .  The  fo l l owing  c o m m e n t s  
r e p r e s e n t  our  v iews ,  f e e l i n g s  and w i s h e s  a s  to how we would  like the 
BLM to develop the R i p a ~ a n  Management  P l an  and  the  r i p a ~ a n  e c o s y s t e m .  

1. We w h o ~ h e a ~ e d l y  s u p p o r t  the ef for t  of the B L M  to d ev e lo p  the San 
P e d r o  ~ p a r ~ n  e c o s y s t e m ,  and to p ro t ec t  and d e v e l o p  the  w H d h ~  habi ta t  
of the a r ea .  

2. We suppor t  the e f fo r t  to a l low this  San P e d r o  R i v e r  a r e a  to r e s t o r e  
to i ts  na tura l  s ta te .  

3. We a l so  s u p p o r t  the use  of th i s  total  a r e a  a s  a s a n c t u a r y  fo r  use a s  
apurposes.Wide ranging na ture  s tudy  and fo r  a p p r o p r i a t e  r e c r e a t i o n a l  and v i s a i n g  

4. Speci~caHy,  we u rge  that  th is  a r e a  be d e v e l o p e d  a s  a s a n c t u a r y  
f o r  native p ~ s  and w i l d l i ~ ,  with public a c c o m o d a t i o n  a r e a s  which  
enablerecreatiompeople to enjoy  the t o ~ l  a r e a  fo r  r e ~ x a ~ o n ,  s t u d y  and  a p p r o p ~ a ~  

5. We also support a no hunting provision in the Plan in order that the 
peoplean d relaxa~on.Who come to the area may enjoy the native surroundings in safety 

6. Our family is not against hunting per se. Our family is against 
hunters being intermixed in the sanctuary. In particular, out family 
is against the injury and death threatening potential which hunters pose 
to the other classes of visitors in the riparian park area. This is a 
narrow strip of land. Its wooded nature provides a line of sight shorter 
than the full trajectory of a bullet or an arrow. Thus the potential for 
injury or death to area visitors is real. The ultimate consequence being 
that if hunters are included as an eligible class of v i s~ors  to the area, 
they by their presence exclude or seriously diminish the attendance of 
other classes of people which will feel safe to enjoy the area. 
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B L M  
S e p t e m b e r  21,  1988 
P a g e  two 

7. So o u r  ~ m i ~  w h o l e h e a r t e d l y  s u p p o r t s  the  B L M  s a n c t u a ~  e f f o r t ,  
and  o u r  ~ m i l y  u r g e s  a no hun t ing  p r o ~ s ~ n  in the a r e a .  If f o r  s o m e  
r e a s o n  o u r  w i s h e s  a r e  not ab le  to be h o n o r e d ,  a t  the l e a s t  we u r g e  
tha t  the f i n a l  p l a n  c a l l  fo r  no m o r e  t ~ n  two ~ r ~ e g ~ M ~  l o c a t e d  
hun t ing  a r e a s  of f o u r  o r  f ive m i l e s  d u r a ~ o n  a l o n g  the l e n g t h  of the  
~ p a ~ a n  a r e a .  T h e s e  a r e a s  c a n  be c l e a r l y  m a r k e d ,  and  the o t h e r  
n o n - h u r t i n g  a r e a s  c a n  s e r v e  a s  a s a ~  ~ v e n s  ~ r  w ~ v e r  a p p r o p ~ a t e  
a c t ~ y  v i s i t o r s  m i g h t  want  to p u r s u e  in  t h i s  un ique  and w o n ~ r ~ l  
w i ~ H ~  e c o s y ~ e m .  

8. T h a n k  you  f o r  c o n s i d e r i n g  ou r  r e q u e s t .  We w i s h  you  w e H o n  y o u r  
p r o ~ c t .  

Dr. Loyd and ~arky Pressel and 
~mily (6 adults and S g~ndchildren) 

201 Cole Avenue 
Bisbee, AZ 85603 
Tel: 432-5361 

LP:mk 
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U N I ~ D  ~ A ~  

~ P A ~ M E N T  ~ THE I N D O O R  
~ AND W I ~ I ~  ~ V I ~  

ECOLOGIC~ SERVICES 
3616 W. Thomas, Suite 6 
~osn~, Arizona 85019 

September 21, 1988 

ME~R~M 

To: District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Safford District 
Office, Safford, Arizona 

Field Supervisor 

San Pedro Riparian Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement - Draft Review 

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the draft San Pedro 
Riparian Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and offers 
the following comments for your consideration. 

General___o.. _.._._. _._Comments 

The Service commends the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) efforts to 
provide for the protection and enhancement of the riparian ecosystem within 
the lands along and adjacent to the San Pedro River and its tributaries. As 
one of the last remaining healthy contiguous stands of cottonwood/willow 
riparian and perennial stream habitats in Arizona, it is imperative that the 
fish and wildlife resources maintained in this area be safeguarded and 
enhanced for present and future generations to appreciate, understand, and 
enjoy. 

However, in reviewing the proposed alternatives in this draft EIS, the 
Service is concerned that the continued restoration and maintenance of this 
fragile riparian ecosystem may not be protected and enhanced as much as is 
practicable by the alternatives that are presented, including the Preferred 
Alternative. Protection and enhancement is the principal concern of 
management in this draft EIS and reiterated in the San Pedro National 
Riparian Conservation Area congressional legislation. The,Service is unable 
to support the Preferred Alternative as written because the information 
presented in this draft EIS indicates that the Preferred Alternative would 
permit a high degree of recreational development and public utilization 
within the San-Pedro lands. This use was not permitted by the former 
landowners and may he an important factor as to the reason the San Pedro 
River still has one of the last remaining contiguous healthy stands of 
various age classes of cottonwood/willow trees in the southwestern United 
States. 

The Service believes that the draft EIS needs to specifically analyze 
actions under each alternative. Analyses of impacts to the various 
resources from implementation of each of the alternatives is not present. 
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Indirect impacts were not addressed with respect to these issues. For 
example, when a recreation site such as a campground is developed, a number 
of people are concentrated in an area and this development and use results 
in the loss of wildlife habitat at the campground. This habitat loss, 
however, is not confined to the border of the campground. The increased 

'23--31~Tmh~l~fn~a~na~°t~i~:e~r~v~n~.ca~f~l~:~ needs f°r to be 

provlded for the potential public recreational use of the San Pedro River 
during peak periods, such as Memorial Day weekend which coincides with 
optimal time for bird breeding and bird watching. With people potentially 
using the area for hiking, picnicking, camping, bird watching, horseback 
riding, train riding, or exploring cultural and historic resources, there 
could be more than i0,000 people along the San Pedro River on a high use 
day. Another peak period would be Labor Day weekend when dove-huntlng could 
be added to the activities mentioned above. We request that worst case 
analyses be conducted for peak ~eriods of recreational use and that these 
analyses be documented thoroughly. 

hone7 mesquite riparian habit~ts, so that d~stances betweafl these habitats 
and proposed developments can be better delineated for resource planning 

needs. 

Service understands that BLM plans to monltor vegetation along the San Pedro 
River during th~s 15-year grazing moratorium to determine the potential 
effects of vegetation from the absence of ~razin~. This implies that 
grazing on the San Pedro River may be a future management alternative, and 
the plan could subsequently be amended to utilize grazlng for ~anagement 
purposes. We believe that information needs to be presented re~arding BLM 
methods to assess any changes in the terrestrial, wetland, and aquatic 
habi[~ts with respect to the grazing moratorium. Will there be onslte znd 

Response No. 123-1. See Res- 
ponse i17-I, 

Response Nol 123-2. See Res- 
ponse 117-2. 

Response No. 123-3. See Res- 
ponse 117-3. 

Response No. 123-4. See Res- 
ponse 117-5. 

Response No. 123-5. We have no 
record of the Fish and Wildlife Ser- 
vice having provided any input to 
the issue identification phase of 
this document. See General Response 
No. 5. If future grazing is consid- 
ered it will likely be in response 
to other resource needs and deter- 
mined through the monitoring 
process. 
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offsite comparisons both between and among the various vegetation 
associations identified in the draft EIS? What sampling methodology and 
sampling design will be used by BLM to assess both the direct and indirect 
impacts of livestock grazing on water, soil, vegetation, and fish and 
wildlife resources? A discussion of these questions is needed in the draft 
EIS. 

The Service fully supports the designation of the entire draft EIS area as 
an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and designation of the 
three research natural areas (RNA) at St.~David Cienega, San Pedro River, 
and San Rafael. Such a designation clearly assigns special resource value 
to these areas and should assist in the acquisition of adequate funding to 
properly manage these areas. 

The BLM's efforts to develop natural resource education and research 
opportunities and facilities within the draft EIS area are fully supported 
by the Service. This should become a significant area in the southwestern 
United States for identifying riparian resource values through public 
education. 

The reintroduction and subsequent management of the draft E[S area for 
federally endangered species, specifically the ocelot, jaguarundi, aplomado 
falcon, Colorado s~uawfish, spikedace, loach minnow, Gila topminnow, and 
desert pupfish should be components of the draft EIS and plan. We 
additionally recommend that the State-listed roundtail chub, Gila chub, 
speckled dace, and razorback sucker be considered for reintroduction, and 
the federally endangered bonytail chub for introduction. 

The Service in cooperation with the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) 
12~--7 has been looking for grow-out ponds ~or Colorado squawfish, razorback 

sucker, and bonytail chub. The Service and/or AGFD in cooperation with the 
BLM may want to request renovation of existing ponds within the draft EIS 
area and subsequent stocking with native fishes. Stocking interest may 
further include other native fishes, such as desert pupfish and Gila 
topminnow. Our office wants to work with the BLM on these efforts. 

We also Iecommend that the habitat for the following Category 2 species be 
managed for protection and enhancement: Mexican garter snake, northern gray 
hawk, western yellow-billed cuckoo, and southwestern willow flycatcher. 

Response No. 123-6. See Res- 
ponse 117-5. 

Response No. 123-7. The species 
identified in the DEIS reflect those 
submitted to us by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Reintroductions 
of addltional species can be consid- 
ered throueh coordination efforts 
between the Safford District~ the 
Fish and Wildllfe Service and the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department. 
This would be a part of the Habitat 
Management Plan or an approved 
Recovery Plan for T.& E.specles.. 

-One of the outstanding characteristics of this area is the high diversity 
of unique and peripheral birds, especially raptors and songbirds. Several 
species associated with the draft EIS area are Mexican or eastern species 
of the united States, whose range limits extend into this area of Arizona. 
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Also, permitting recreational use in the draft EIS area regardless of 
whether it is restricted to day use only or uncontrolled should result in 
moderate benefits to the nearby communities of Sierra Vista and Tombstone, 
due to the support services that the recreating public will require (e.~. 
motels, private campgrounds, restaurants, grocery stores, and gas stations). 

' 

' 2 ~ -- 2 61 ~i!i~ii' ~!:i~iii[~i~i~i~i~ii~!!~!~i~!!ii!~!~ t ypeshabit atw°~Idimpr°vementhe plant ed' 

1 2 5 - 2 7  

Page 4-7, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern - The Service supports the 
designation of the entire draft EIS area as an ACEC as well as the 
designation of the St. David Cienega, San Pedro River, and San Raphael as 

125-28  

Page 4-9, Conclusion - The Service does not conclude from the information 
presented in this draft EIS that the Preferred Alternative would result in 
minor to moderate benefits to wildlife, soils, vegetation, and water 

I !!i!iii!i!~ i!ii~iiii~iiii~ii~!~iii!!ii~iiiiil !i~ii!i~iiiin! !i!~dE!! ti~gh the 

Response No. 123-23. Each of 
the alternatives (recreation sec- 
tion) lists the approximate acreage 
to be impacted by recreational 
developments. Most of these acres 
are in the miscellaneous vegetation 
type of agricultural lands that have 
been previously cultivated. 

Response No. 123-24. See Res- 
ponse 117-24. 

Response No. 123-25. See Gen- 
eral Response No. 8. 

Response No. 123-26. This level 
of detail will be displayed in the 
Habitat Management Plan. See Gen- 
eral Response No. 2. 

Response No. 123-27. See Res- 
ponse i00-i. 

Response No. 123-28. See Res- 
ponse 117-28. 

Response No. 123-29. The text 
has been changed. 

Response No. 123-30. See Res- 
ponse 117-29. 

USSPRNCA01337



These include common black-hawk, great black-hawk, gray hawk, green 
kingfisher, tropical kingbird, thick-billed kingbird, scissor-tailed 
flycatcher, elegant trogon, plain-capped starthroat, worm-eating warbler, 
varied hunting, painted buntinq, Baird's sparrow, clay-colored sparrow, 
Botteri's sparrow, northern beardless tyrannulet, broad-winged hawk, and 
Tennessee warbler. Due to this unique assemblage of western, eastern, and 
Mexican species, the Service recommends that the draft EIS area be managed 
to maintain and enhance the habitats used by these species. 

The San Pedro River draft EIS area was specifically acquired by the BLM to 
protect and enhance a unique riparian ecosystem of national significance. 
The purpose of the proposed action and its alternatives is to define a land 
use plan that will protect and enhance the riparian ecosystem. Because of 
the sensitive nature of the riparian ecosystem, BLM will stress certain 
traditional multiple-use activities and prohibit others, we believe there 
is great potential for conflicts to occur under the Preferred and 
Utilization Alternatives. 

The Service agrees with the intent to not allow any prospecting, 
exploration, or mining within the sensitive portions of the draft EIS area. 
The Service believes that mineral activity needs to be prohibited within the 
entire draft EIS area. We believe that prospecting, exploration, or mining 
are incompatible uses within an ACEC and may establish an undesirable 
precedent. This designation would not prohibit mining operations in the 
Sierra Vista-Tombstone area. Rather it would restrict mining activities to 
those areas outside the approximate three-mile wide corridor along the San 
Pedro River. The Service considers tributaries of the San Pedro River with 
xeroriparian habitat and washes, that are used as wildlife movement 
corridors to and from the San Pedro River, to be sensitive portions of the 
draft EIS area and of management concern due to their contributive 
ecological function as travel corridors and other wildlife uses. 

5e insignificant to the industry while potentially harmful to other natural 
resources. We helieve this is in consonance with concerns expressed in H.R. 
568 and S. 252 with respect to mineral and geothermal leasing within the 
draft EIS area. 

An area of potential conflict is the proposed recreational development and 
associated management. In both the Rouse and Senate bills, recreation is 
listed as the last intent of the establishment of the San pedro Riparian 
Conservation Area; recreational use follows ths conservation, protection, 
and enhancement of the riparian area and the aquatic, wildlife, 
archeological, paleontological, scientific, cultural, and educational 

Response No. 123-8. The entire 
study area has been withdrawn from 
all forms of mineral entry and 
leasing. This includes fluid 
minerals. 

Response No. 123-9. See Res- 
ponse 117-8. 
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, , e  
also found no ±nd~cat ion of commitment by tAe B ~  to  manage pro~ected 
r e c r e a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  growth, and p o p u l a t i o n  n t i l i ~ a t i o ~  of  the d r a f t  ~iS 
area over the next  15 years.  0ve rn igb t  use wou ld  not  be r e s t r i c t e d  to the 
campgrounds but would be allowed within the entire draft EIS area by 
obtaining a permit from the BLM. Maximum ceilings for permits to be issued 
need to be developed so that excessive use that deteriorates resources does 
not occur in the area. The Service believes this emphasis on recreational 
use and development within the draft EIS area without adequate enforcement 
and monitoring commitments could result in significant adverse impacts to 
the unique riparian, aquatic and cultural resources of the draft EIS area 
and is not in consonance with the intent of congressional legislation to 

12 ~ - 10 l~!~ir~aonii~!~iiii~!i~!!~ntRimP~i~r ~ e ~  ~t A ~  theThepr°p°sedint ansi t Y 

Because of the emphasis on both dispersed and developed recreation in the 
Preferred and Utilization Alternatives, the Service anticipates a conflict 
between non-consumptive and consumptive recreation. Unlimited public access 
is being permitted for picnicking, bard watching, camping, interpretive 
hiking, and hunting within a three-mile wide corridor. For example, on 
weekends during the late summer through winter, the potential exists for a 
large number of both hunters and other recreationists to overlap in both 
time and space in their use of the San Pedro ~iver area. This may result in 
a liability problem if shooting accidents occur. Alternatlves to minimize 
these potential conflicts could include designating with signed fences 
specific hunting areas or zones which are removed from areas where other 
recreational uses (including trails and primitive camping) occur. Another 
possibility would be to allow only archery hunting within the draft EIS 
area or establish speclal hunts within the draft EIS area to minimlze these 
potential conflicts. 

The Service is concerned that uncontrolled human use cannot he allowed 
within this draft EIS area without continued degradation to the habitat and 
wildlife that utilize these areas due to the high expected public use level. 
Impacts such as vegetation loss from hiking and clearin~ areas for camping, 
associated soil erosion, sell compaction from these activities and 
horseback riding, wood collection for campfires, and a decrease of wildlife 
populations in areas frequently used by people may occur. Additionally, 
wildlife including sensitive species such as the gray hawk and yellow-billed 
cuckoo would occur on the draft EIS area beyond the opening of the proposed 
hunting season of September i. This time overlap may result in the loss of 
so~e of these individuals from hunting. The Service believes that the BLM 
should make commitments beyond that normally expected to extensively patrol 
areas receiving high recreational use within the riparian corridor. 

The inclusion of a Monitoring Plan in this draft EIS is needed and helpful. 

12~-lll~'a~dhet~enrf~i~2yP~dt~nbteh~n~[:. n~ ThePlanservice is generalca n only and 

Response No. 123-10. See Res- 
ponse i00-i. 

Response No. 123-11. The Moni- 
toring Plan has been changed. The 
high percentage reflects anticipated 
larger changes in existing condi- 
tions due to the removal of live- 
stock from the EIS area. In time, 
we anticipate this change will level 
out. (See Response 117-11). 
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,  -,,li!ili! ii!ii!iii!ii[ii iiiii!i!ii iiii!iiiiiiii i!i!i!i!i i!ii i!ii    '' 
Water quality should be monitored immediately downstream from heavilM used 
recreational sites and should not exceed the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality's (DEQ) established levels for aquatic use, wildlife 
use, and full body contact. We are unclear as to what DEQ standards are 
being applied; drinking water standards are frequently less stringent than 
aquatic and wildlife protected uses. The current aquatic monitoring program 
recommends monitoring every five years with a 10% change in water quality 
over a three-year period. Please further discuss this difference, and the 
parameters that would be used to determine water quality changes. Research 
natural areas should be inspected quarterly at a minimum. Off-road vehicle 
(ORV) management has the potential to become a serious environmental 
degradation problem. As a result, further definition of "regular" patrols 
needs to be provided in regard to BLM staff commitments. Overall, we 
request more detail on inventory and monitoring plans for the public to 
review and provide comments to the BLM. This plan should specify 
techniques and methods for surveys and better define the criteria for which 
changes in management will occur. 

~p9~i%i~. ~ent s 

Page 2-i, General - The Service would like to be included in the 
environmental assessment review process for site-specific projects and other 
actions which may affect the San Pedro River area. 

Page 2-1 to 2-2, Lands - We fully support obtaining additional lands within 
the San Pedro River boundaries and obtaining lands outside the boundaries 
for the protection and enhancement of resource values within the draft EIS 
area. 

Page 2-2, Water - We concur with these efforts identified by the BLM and 
offer our assistance and support in these endeavors. 

Page 2-2, Wildlife Habitat - The Service recommends that the BLM adopt 
mitigation procedures for wildlife habitat similar to those the Service has 
within its Mitigation Policy. This policy allows for various forms of 
mitigation from avoidance to compensation and various levels from complete 
in-kind replacement to out-of-kind partial replacement. Mitigation as 
defined by the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) involves five levels. 
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In regard to primitive camping within the riparian area, we believe that a 
no campfire policy is needed to ensure long term protection of the limited 
timber in the riparian area. Hopefully, when primitive camping permits are 
issued, educational information can be provided to puhlic users to 
positively enforce a no woodburning policy for otherwise such a traditional 
use 

We recommend, that prior to reSuildin~ reads, that the BLM analyze the 
~irect, indirect, and cumulative impzcts to ~ish and wildlife resources 
which could result from high levels of public use. The Service further 
reco~ends that development within the existin~ railroad corridor or any 
other proposed recreation development be deferred until an analysis of 
potential recreation demands, needs, visitor use, and crowd control methods 
over the life of the plan is completed by the BLM. We believe that an 
indepth environmental analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts to natural resources within the draft EIS area is required for these 
activities. 

Response No. 123-12. See Res- 
ponse 117-13. 

Response No. 123-13. The taking 
of down and dead wood is considered 
to be woodcutting and would not be 
permitted. The plan has been 
revised to indicate this. 

Response No. 123-14. Please 
refer to pages A-74 and A-72 in the 
DEIS for the definitions of these 
two phrases. 

Response No. 123-15. The Prefer- 
red Alternative in the DEIS (page 
2-17) says to "Restrict campfires to 
designated locations". We agree on 
the need for appropriate education 
and enforcement. 

Response No. 123-16. 
ponses 117-8 and 117-15. 

See Res- 

Response No. 123-17. See Gen- 
eral Response No. 8. 
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Page 2-20, Wildlife Resources - We support the planned actions and would 
like to be included in the development of the Habitat Management Plan for 
this draft EIS area. We support additional revegetat~on actions than those 
described for reclaiming abandoned farm fields within the EIS area. 

,  -, liiiii!iiiiiiii iii!!ii',ii  iiiii!i  !i!i!!iiiii!iii ii! ii    i   
A second objective should be to maintain any populations of rare plant 
species within the EIS area. Planned actions similar to those presented 
under the Wildlife Issue should be developed and included in this draft EIS. 

Page 3-17 - Riparaan vegetation communitaes are listed as cotto~ood- 
Gooddlng willow and salt cedar. Mesquite dominated habitats (223.231 and 
223.232 ~n Brown and Lowe, 19~2) are v~ry important riparian habitats as 
well and should be inventoried and monitored as such. Under range analysis, 
mesquite habit~ts should also be considered riparian as well as range. 

' 2 ~ - 20 1 i!!ii!~i![~i!!l~iii:aiiii:!;ilr i!i!!!ii~!i~![e~[!i! !:~!!!: ~i:!!ui!i:~s ~°r 

Page 4-1, Basic Assumptions - The BLM needs to identify the numbers o~ 
additional personnel that will be required to successful~y implement the 
Preferred Alternat~ve to Guarantee protection and enhancement of the 
riparian resource includin~ adequate enforcement personnel wzth full law 
enforcement authority. The BLM should then make a commitment to staff the 
personnel needed to successfully implement the selected p~an for the next 15 
years. This information should be included in this draft EIS. 

' ~ ~ - 2 ' l'ii~iii~ !ii:~tiiii; !!ini~i~ilih#!!iiiiiiii~i! ~:!hi!:!ii{i:ii:i~ii~t b~ n° 

Response No. 123-18. See Res- 
ponses 70-3 and 117-18. 

Response No. 123-19. The cor- 
rections have been made. 

Response No. 123-20. See Res- 
ponse 117-23. 

Response No. 123-21. We dis- 
agree. While Tenneco owned the 
property a large amount of ORV use 
occurred, as well as some limited 
sightseeing, birdwatching, hunting, 
picnicking and nature study. The No 
Action Alternative represents a 
change from these conditions in that 
no recreation use would occur. 
Therefore, there is an impact on 
recreation. 

Response No. 123-22. The types 
and intensity of impacts were 
thoroughly analyzed by the interdis- 
ciplinary team during the develop- 
ment of the DEIS. No significant 
impacts were identified at that 
time. The Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) regulations in 40 ~FR 

1502"impacts2 (b)in directSproportion us t°to discusSthei r 

significance. 
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,2~_3,~i~S~a~nts~o~l~h~e~r~et~c~tr~mU~ liter?fOr values on each 

The Service notes that a plant list is not provided. If plant inventory 
data is not available, then the Service recommends that plant inventories 
be conducted as soon as possible and the results presented in the plan. If 
they are available, they should be presented in this draft EIS. 

S~r_y 

The Service supports the concept of the BLM to protect and enhance the 
riparian and aquatic habitats of the San Pedro River and their associated 
fish and wildlife resources. We further support the 15-year grazing 
moratorium and restriction on mineral activities. However, we are unable to 
support any of the proposed alternatives including the Preferred 
Alternative, because of the absence of data on resource impacts for the 15- 
year life of the plan especially with respect to fish and wildlife resources 
and recreation. 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Council of Environmental 
Quality's (CEQ) regulations for implementation of the NEPA require that 
alternatives be adequately identified and described as to their effects on 
water quality, soils, vegetation, and fish and wildlife resources. The 
Service believes that this draft EIS may not sufficiently address these 
responsibilities in regard to Congressional intent and as a result, the 
draft EIS would warranty corrective revision. 

Response No. 123-31. The text 
has been changed to correct the 
error. The values should 5e in 
milligrams per liter (mg/l). 

If you have any questions regarding these comments or if the Service can be 
of assistance, please contact Ms. Judy Hohman or me (Telephone: 602/261- 
4720). 

Sincerely, 

~4~" FieldSam F" SupervisorSpiller 

cc: Regional Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, Albuquerque, New Mexico 
(Fish and Wildlife Enhancement) 

Director, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Phoenix, Arizona 

i0 
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124 

Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 
EIS Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
Safford District Office 
425 East Fourth Street 
Safford, Arizona 85546 

Dear Mr. Coolidge: 

~,:~ 1 , ~_~.I 

Re: Draft San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department has reviewed the above- 
referenced draft Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS), and we offer the following comments. 

We would like to commend the Bureau for recognizing the unique 
biological and cultural characteristics associated with the upper 
San Pedro River and for taking the initiative to acquire and 

pr°teCtdevelopmentthis of Valuablea management riparian ec°system'plan whichWeprovides fully supp°rtfo r the the 

protection and enhancement of the upper San Pedro River area, 
while still providing opportunities for recreational use. We 
especially support recreational facilities which incorporate a 

GameC°mprehensiVeand Fish edu°ati°nalDepartment beli evesand interpretivethat thefUncti°n'Preferred AlternativeThe Arizona 

will best accomplish this balance of protection and public use. 

The following comments are provided according to the 14 topics 
listed under each alternative, followed by a few specific, 
technical comments. 

124_llpublic hunting and/or discharge of firearms. 

Recreation 

In general, the Department supports the recreation objective of 
the Preferred Alternative. Because of the value of the EIS area 
for nesting migratory birds, particularly raptors, we support the 

Pr°p°sedAlternative.flrearmSHowever,and huntingas a resultlimitati°nSof ourStatedparticipati°nin the Preferredln the 

public meetings for this plan, we are aware of a vocal contingent 
which has spoken in support of a total closure Of Therefore,the area wetO 

~ ~u~l O ~ o . u n ~  ~ e n ~  

Response No. 124-I. 
Response No. 7. 

See General 
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Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 2 September 21, 1988 

i!i 
deer hunting within the EIS area is at least equal to the 
potential for small game and migratory bird hunting. Therefore, 
we would not be willing to support a management alternative that 
limits hunting to shotgun only. 

With regard to the proposed hunting closure, open and closed 
seasons can only be properly established through Arizona Game and 
Fish Commission Orders. While we have no objection to the 
proposed April 1 to August 31 hunting closure, we believe that 
the authority to enact such a closure properly rests with the 
Arizona Game and Fish Commission, and that Commission action may 
be required in order to enact such a closure or to issue other 
special hunting regulations. 

Lands/Water 

The Department supports the objective and planned actions of the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Wildlife 

Conceptually, we support the objectives and planned actions of 
this section; however, some clarification may be necessary. Any 
prohibitions on trapping may need to be authorized by and 
coordinated with the Arizona Game and Fish Commission. In 
addition, restriction of species collections to "administrative 
purposes" may prohibit activities that would otherwise lawfully 
be allowed with a hunting or fishing license. In fact, the 
Bureau's position on non-firearms related hunting and/or fishing 
within the EIS area is not well defined in the draft. 

Ve@etation 

We recognize the importance of fire in the maintenance of habitat 
diversity and support the planned actions of the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Response No. 124-2. 
Response No. 8. 

See General 
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Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 3 September 21, 1988 

Soils/W~t@r shed 

We support the Preferred Alternative, but believe that this may 
need to be more fully integrated with the vegetation activities 
in order to control erosion within the EIS area. 

Fire 

The Department supports the objectives and planned actions of the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Cultural~Paleontological 

We recognize that there are significant values associated with 
these resources and we support the objectives and planned actions 
of the Preferred Alternative. 

Minerals 

We concur with the Preferred Alternative. 

Visual 

We concur with the Preferred Alternative. 

Areas of critical environmental concern (ACEC) 

We support the objective and planned actions of the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Administrative Facilities/Research 

We support the objectives and planned actions of the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Technical Comments 

Page 3-10; Terrestrial wildlife, Game 

1 2 4 _ 3 1 ~ t ~ h ~  area,COuld notOnlYthebe 206 gameas indicated.mammals expected to be found 

I~4-41No species of herptile is classified as a game animal in Arizona. 

Page 3-11; Table 3-4 

The Arizona Game and Fish Commission recently adopted a revised 
list of Threatened Native Wildlife in Arizona. This list is 
currently being printed for distribution. If possible, during 
draft revision, we suggest that Table 3-4 be updated to 
correspond with the Department's new list. 

Response No. 124-3. 
has been corrected. 

Response No. 124-4. 
has been changed. 

The 

The 

text 

text 
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Mr. Jerrold Coolidge 4 September 21, 1988 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comment on this draft 
Management Plan and EIS, and we look forward to continued 
cooperation in the development and implementation of the 
management plan for this unique natural area. 

Sincerely, 

I~Duane L . ~ o ~ f ~  
Deputy Director 

DLS:RAG: cs 

cc: T.W. Spalding, Supervisor, Tucson Regional Office 
Arizona State Clearinghouse, AZ 88-80-0114 

USSPRNCA01347



Ig5  
Tree Ni ~anmeiRing Lab,~s~ S~tt~dIC~i05, 
University of Arizona, 
Tucson, Az b5721 

Oear Dr. Erick Campbell: 

! appreciate | istning your ta lk in the evening of Sept. 12 and very 

in t res t  in your work. 

After reading some parts of your Project Completion keport "Assesment 

of Water Conditions and ~anagement Opportunities In Support of Riparian 

Values", I get some idea as follows, 

i )  In page 104,it is said "During the perioo of high flow, the stream 

recharge the ~ o o d p ~  aqu i fe r . . . " ,  but from the Fig. 33 to Fig. 40, i t  

seems to me even when the high discharge of straem start  anu go up, the 

the time? Because I think the above concept w i l l  affect the policy of 

management of your riparian project. 

3) Is there anther way, for example, use tree ring studying to deal with the 

long term environmental changes and ecosystem in the r iparian and v i c in i t y  

area, to help make a more reasonable plan for the project? 

I t  w i l l  be very plsure to me i~ the suggestion is usefull in your work. 

Chinese Visting Research Special ist,  
Engineer of hydrogeology. 

Response No. 125-1. The figures 
graphically show that the floodplain 
aquifer rapidly recharges during 
flood stage. On the right hand side 
of each figure, the numbers reflect 
the level of the water depth in the 
well. As discharge diminishes, the 
depth from ground level to water 
surface in the well diminishes (goes 
up the scale). During flooding, the 
water surface in the well rises 
(comes down the scale). Each figure 
shows rapid response to the rapid 
change in flow. 

Response No. 125-2. Recharge 
already occurs in the floodplain 
aquifer, as described above. Then 
it discharges over a short period of 

time, depending upon the receding 
storm flow in the channel. 
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126-I I 

5942 E. Waverly Place 
Tucson, Arizona 85712 
September 20, 1988 

E r i ek  ~ b e l l  
San Pedro Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
PoO. Box 9853, RR 1 
Huachuca City, AZ 85616 

RE: Draft San Pedro River Riparian Management Plan and Environmental 

Impact Statement 

In general we agree with and support the BLM's preferred options 
in planning for the San Pedro Riparian Area. We would like to 
see in the final management plan a few important points: 

I. Hunting should be prohibited from the riparian corridor 
itself, to leave areas of refuge for wildlife. 

2. Campgrounds should be allowed only in areas where they 
will not disturb wildlife, preferably not in the riparian 
area. 

3. In general, areas of visitor use should be on one side of 
the river only; this will provide undisturbed areas of 
cover for wildlife. 

4. Please keep visitor impact as low as possible on natural, 
historical and cultural areas, while allowing for educational 
interpretation. 

Sincerely, 

Cheryl  S. L a z a r o f f  

Thank you for your consideration. 

Response No. 
Response No. 7. 

126-1. See General 
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APPENDIX 1 

CULTURAL RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 

All culturM resource prope~ies, both known and pro- 
jected to be presen~ will be managed under each a~e~ 
n~ive accor~ng ~ the management o~ectives established 
mr the property. The management o~ec~ves are dete~ 
mined by the type of vMues, e.~, s~en~fic, public use, hdd  
by the property. A s~e may have more than one manage- 
ment o~ec~ve as~gned and the o~ec~ves do not have to 
be ful~ compatible. The management o~ec~ves estm 
~ h e d  mr a ~ven  site may be changed as new data is a~ 
quired or management goMs change. The fol~wing 
management o~ec~ves were estab~shed mr the EIS area. 

1. Manage for Informa~on Potential. Cultural ~ u r c ~  
included under this o~ec~ve are capable of cont~buting 
useful scientific, h~to~c, or management inform~ion. This 
in~rmat~n  potentiM is to be protected to the extent 
needed, by phy~cM or a d m i n ~ a ~ v e  mean~ unt~ the 
poten~al has been reM~ed through approp~ate study. 

2. Manage for  Publ ic  Vslues. Cu~urM ~esou~es im 
duded under this o~ective possess identified socio-culturM, 
educa~onM, re~ea~onM, or ~her  public vMue~ Thor  ~cm 
~ons are to be managed in a manner that ~ves adequate 
con~deration to these values. 

• Manage for Conservation. CulturM ~ u r c e s  included 
under this o~ect~e have o v e r ~ n g  scien~fic or h~to~c 
importance. They are ~ be managed to m ~ t M n  them in 
their present c o n ~ o n  and to protect them ~om p ~ e n ~  
confli~ing land or resource uses. 

~ Manage on In t e ~m Bas~. CulturM resources included 
under th~  o~ec~ve may posse~ a v a s t y  ofvMues. Pro~ 
e~ies would be managed under this o~ectNe only under 
the No A ~ n  MternatNe. The goM would be to comp~ 
w~h ~gal requirements. Inten~ve management would n ~  
be im~emented. Management would be ~ reac~ve 
and not proac~ve. S~es would be managed on a c a s e ~  
c~se bss~ to p r o ~  ~hem ~om p~en~a l ~  c o n f l ~ n g  uses 
as required by laws and regula~ons. 

327 
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APPENDIX  2 

CULTURAL RESOURCE USE 
CATEGORIES 

Use will be Mloc~ed w i ~  ~ e  ~ a m e w ~ k  of the s~e~  
historic ~ e ~ .  A site should g e n ~ M ~  be allocated to a 
A n ~ e  us~ the  p ~ m a ~  i ~ e n d e d  u s ~ a n d  m a n a g e m e ~  
p ~ r ~ t A n s  ~ r m e d  ~ allow n o ~ o n f l i c t A g  ~ .  Sites of 
each historical ~ e ~  should be i n c h e d  in each a ~  
placable u ~  c ~ e g ~ y  b ~  equM ~ e n t a t ~ o n  of each use 
~ e ~  in e ~ h  h i ~ o ~ c ~  c o ~ e ~  in not a geM. Use 
~ c ~ i o n  will be ~ e d  to CulturM R ~ o u r ~  Manage- 
ment  ~ a n s  ~ R M ~  e x c e ~  ~ r  sites t h ~  have  been 
M ~ c ~ e d  ~ this m a n a g e m e ~  ~ a m  The Bureau~ Cu~urM 
Resource Use CategoAes ~ e  as ~How~ 

A. S ~ e ~ i f i c  U ~  is a c ~ e ~  ~ a p ~ s  ~ any cultm~M 
~ W  ~ r m i n e d  ~ be ~itable for ~ n ~ d ~ n  ~ the 
s u ~ e ~  ~ s ~ e ~ c  ~ ~ o r i c a l  s ~ d y  u t i ~ n g  ~ a r ~  
~ q u ~  c u ~ e n ~ y  ava i lab~ ,  i n d u i n g  study which 
would result  in its phy~cM a l t~a t ion ,  and ~ g ~ f i ~  t h ~  
it need not be conserved in the ~ c e  of an a p p ~ p ~ e  
~ or d ~ a  ~ c o v e r y  ( m i ~ g a t i o ~  ~ M .  (Manag~ 
ment  O ~ t N ~ :  M a n a ~  ~ r  Informat ion PotentiaD. 

B. M a n a g e m e n t  Use  is a c ~ e g o ~  t h ~  may  be app~ed 
to any culturM p ~ p e ~ y  conside~d most ~eful  for ~ L  
~ d  e x p e ~ m e ~ M  study w h ~ h  would resuE in its phy~cM 
a l t ~ a t i o ~  to be ~ n d u ~ e d  by the BLM or other e ~ i t i ~  
concerned with the m a n a ~ m e ~  ~ culturM prope~ies. E ~  
p e n ~ t u r e  of cu~ura l  ~ e ~ i e s  ~ c ~ t u r ~  ~ u r ~  d ~ a  
m ~  be ~s t i f i ed  ~ r  p u ~ o ~ s  ~ o ~ n g  ~ e d f i c  infermm 
tion wh~h would u ~ m a ~  ~d  ~ the management of o ~  
cultural prop~tie~ Experimental s~dy  m ~  be aimed 
~ w ~ d  a b e t t ~  u n ~ r s t a n ~ n g  ~ M n ~  and rates ~ n a t u r M  
~ h u m a m c a u ~ d  d ~ e ~ o r ~ n ,  effect ivene~ ~ p r ~ o n  
m ~ s u r ~ ,  and ~ m i l a r  fines ~ ~ q ~ .  (Management  O ~  
~ct ive:  M a n a ~  ~ r  I n ~ r m a f i o n  Poten~aD. 

C. P u b f i c  Use  is a ~ g o ~  tha t  may  be applied to any 
cuEurM p ~ p e ~ y  ~ u n d  to be appropria~ for ~ ~ i o n  
as an ~ r ~ i ~  ~ h ~ - p l ~ e ,  a subje~  ~ p e ~ i ~ d  
part icipation in scientific or historical study, ~ ~ l ~ e d  
educ~ionM and ~ e ~ n M  uses by members  ~ ~ e  
generM public. ( M a n a ~ m e ~  Objectives: Manage for Public 
VMu~).  

D. S o ~ c ~ t u r ~  Use  is a c ~ e g o ~  to be a p p t i ~  ~ any 
c~ tu rM ~ u r ~  ~ is p e ~ v e d  by a ~ e d  ~ d M  a n ~  
or cu~urM ~ o u p  ~ h a ~ n g  at t r ibutes  which con t r i b~e  to 
m ~ n g  ~ e  he~ tage  or e ~ e n c e  ~ t h a t  ~ o u p .  This 
use catego~ ~ g n ~ e s  tha t  the c ~ t u r M  ~ u r ~  is to be 
managed ~ a way ~ takes  those a t t r ~ e s  i ~ o  ~ u n ~  
~ appl icab~.  ( M a n a g e m e ~  O ~ v e :  M a n a ~  ~ r  Public 
V ~ u e ~  

~ C o n s e r v a ~ o n  fo r  F u t u r e  Use  ~ a ca tego~  r e s e ~ e d  for 
any unusual  c u l t u r ~  resource which, because of scarc~y, 
a research potentiM ~ ~ a s s ~  the c u r r e ~  s t ~ e  of the 
art~ ~ n g u l ~  M ~ o ~ c  i m p o ~ a n ~  ~ archi te~urM ~ s t ,  
or compm'able reasons, is not cu r r en t~  appropria~ for con- 
~ r ~ n  as the subject of scientific or historical s tudy 

which would resu~  in its phys~M alteration.  ~ is con- 
sidered w o ~ h y  of s eg rega t~n  ~ o m  other  land or resource 
uses w h ~ h  would th rea ten  the  mMntenance  of its present  
c o n ~ o ~  and ~ will remMn in this use category unti l  the 
fo l~wing p r o ~ s ~ n s  are m ~  in the future.  (Management  
0 ~ e c ~ v e :  Manage  ~ r  C o n s e r v a t o r .  

i .  No other property e ~ s t s  tha t  could y i ~ d  the info~ 
marion required to m e n  the p~ori ty  re~onM ~ o u t h e a ~  
Ar izon~  research objectives. 

2. All properties of this type allocated to publ~  use have 
been dev~oped to thei r  g r e a t e ~  capac~y ~ r  pu~ ic  use 
and no other p rope~y  exists tha t  could meet  a high 
p u b i c  need and demand ~ r  p u b i c  use. 

3. The change in M~cation ~ another  use is determined 
by the Dis t r i~  Manager  to be the best  use of the p r o ~  
erty at  the ~ m e  to meet  the D ~ t ' s  and the BureaUs  
cul tural  resource m a n a g e m e n t  goaI~ 

4. Another  property has  been discovered which would 
be as s u ~ a b ~  ~ r  M~ca~on  to conservation use and it 
will be so M ~ c a t e ~  

5. The property was allocated to conse rva t~n  use 
because its research po~nt iM s u r p a ~ e d  the current  
s ta te  of the a r t  and r e s e a ~ h  m ~ h o d ~ o ~ e s  have  
deve~ped  to the  p ~ n t  where the p r o p e ~ y ~  research 
values can now be a p p r o p ~ a t e ~  recovered. 

F. D i s c h a r g e d  Use  meaas  e i the~ i) t ha t  a cu~urM 
resource tha t  was p rev iou~y  qualified ~ r  a ~ n m e n t  to 
any of the catego~es defined above no ~ n g e r  po~esses  the 
quMi~ing characteristics ~ r  tha t  use or for ass ignment  to 
an  ~ r n a t ~ e  use~; or ~ tha t  a c u l t u r ~  p r o p e ~ y ~  scien- 
tffic use p ~ e n ~ M  was so ~ h t  tha t  it was  e x h a u ~ e d  at  
the ~ m e  the p rope~y  was recorde~ and no Mte rna t~e  use 
is approp~a te  ~. AHocat~n to ~ h a r g e d  use also means  
tha t  records p e r t ~ n i n g  ~ the p rope~y  represent  its only 
remMning importance,  and tha t  its loca~on no ~ n g e r  
presents a management  c o n s t a n t  for competing land use~ 

1. A small, shMlow rock-shelter could be fu l~  e x c a v ~ e ~  
thereby re~ iz ing  ~s  scientific use po~nt iM,  or it could 
be c o m p l e t ~ y  looted,  d e s t r o y i n g  i ts  p o t e n ~ a l .  
Knowledge tha t  i t  once existed is ~ i l l  important ,  and 
it would continue to be represented in the  inventory 
records. 

2. A small  I~hic ~ a t ~ r  could be suff i~ent ly  recorded 
on ~ o v e r y  tha t  no fur ther  f idd  study could be needed. 
Because field inspec~on and r eco r~ng  of ~ n ~ d u M  
cu~urM proper~es  mus t  precede the recommendat ion 
and M~ca~on,  classes of unrecorded culturM prope~ies  
may  not be allocated to ~ h a r g e d  use in advance of 
discovery. 
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APPENDIX 3 
COMBINED PLANT COMMUNITIES 

B r o w n ,  L o w e  and  P a s e  C o m b i n e d  P l a n t  C o m m u n i Z e s *  
C o m m u n i t i e s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Tobosa Mixed Scrub X 
Sacaton A ~ o c i a t ~ n  X 
Sacaton Mesqui~ Asso~ X 
Mixed Gras~Mixed Scrub X 
Mixed Gras~M~ed Scrub X 
Mixed Gras~M~ed Scrub X 
M k e d  Gras~WhR~horn  X 
Burrowee&Mesqui~ X 
B u ~ o w e e ~ M k e d  Scrub X 

143.123 
.141 
.142 
.152 
.155 
.156 
.157 
.163 
.164 

153.243 Mesquit~Mixed Scrub X 

153.261 C ~ d a w - M ~ e d  Scrub X 
.215 M~ed  C ~ h u a h u a n  Scrub X 
.221 W ~ t h ~ n  A ~ i ~ n  X 
.272 Mixed C ~ h u a h u a n  SM~ush  X 

154.213 Creosote4arbush X 

223.231 
.232 
.211 

M ~ q ~  A~o~af ion  
M ~ q ~  Sho~-~ee Assoc. 
C ~ n w ~ & w i l l o w  Ripa~an 

233.210 Ripa~an Scrub X 
.221 Sa~ Cedar Bosque 

243.321 B ~ ~ e  A ~ i ~ n  

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

Source: D ~ t ~  Files 

* 

i Creosote4arbush 
2 Mi~ed GrasslanSWhitethorn 
3 Sacaton-Gras~and Mixed Scrub 
4 Mesquit~Mixed S~ub A~odafion 
5 U~and Scrub Gras~and 
6 Bo~om~nd Strub Gras~and 

7 Di~hmax Gras~and 
8 Chihuahuan Desex S~ub 
9 CottonwooSwil~w Riparian 

10 M ~ q ~  B~que 
11 SMt Cedar Bosque 
12 C~nega 
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APPENDIX 4 

VISUAL RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT 

~ e  B u r ~ u  ~ L ~ d  M a n a ~ m e ~ ' s  V~uM ~ u r c e  
Manageme~ ~RM) ~ m  ~evides  a method ~ malyz- 
~ g  ~ d  mana~ng visual ~ u r ~ s  on p~Hc  landm 

The ~ ~ the VRM ~ m  ~ ~ invento~ ~ visual 
resources. ~ e  c~mpo~nts ~ t h e  inventory we determina- 
~ons ~ e ~ c  quality, numbers ~ e r s ,  p ~ c  attitudes 
~ g ~ n g  m ~ e n a n ~  or m o ~ ~  ~ e  scenery, the 
~ a n ~  ~om w ~  ~ e ~  ~ e  ~ewe~  ~ d  ~ e  e ~ e n ~  
~ ~ ~ o ~  such ~ n ~ u r ~  ~ e a  ~ ~ l d e r ~  
~ A ~ s .  AH ~ e  ~ m p ~ e n t s  ~ e  incorp~ated ~ 
~ a ~ m ~ a  ~ e d  ~ d ~ m ~ e  VRM ~ ~  

The m a n a ~ m e ~  o ~ e ~ N ~  for e ~ h  VRM d ~ s  ~ 

Class  h Preserve the e x i ~ g  c h ~ a c t ~  ~ the hn~cape .  
T~ s  d ~ s  p ~ s  ~ r  naturM ecolo~cM change; howeve~ 
~ ~ not preclude vew limited manageme~ a~ivity. The 
~vel ~ change ~ ~ e  c h ~ a ~ e ~  h n ~ c a p e  should be 
v e ~  low and must not attract attention. 

O ~ s  ~ R~Mn ~ e  e~s~ng ~ r  ~ ~ e  l ~ c ~ e .  
T ~  ~ v ~  ~ ~ a n ~  ~ ~ e  ~ a c t e r i ~ c  l a n ~ c ~ e  ~ o ~ d  
~ low. M ~ a g e m e ~  a ~ t ~  m ~  ~ ~en,  but ~outd  not 
a ~ t  ~ e  ~ n  ~ ~ e  ~ M  ~ e ~  A ~  ~ a n ~ s  
m ~ t  r ~ e ~  ~ e  b ~  clemens ~ r m ,  Hne, ~ r  and ~ 
ture ~und ~ ~ e  ~ e ~ ~  n ~ u r ~  ~ ~ ~ e  
~ a ~ i ~  ~ n ~ c ~ e .  

Class  I I~ P ~ a l l y  r ~ n  the e~s~ng chara~er ~ the 
h n ~ c a p ~  The level ~ change to the c h ~ a ~ i ~  lan& 
~ape sho~d be moder~e. Management activities may ~-  
tract ~ n t ~ n  but should not domin~e the view of the 
casuM obs~v~.  Chang~ sho~d ~ p e ~  the b ~  ~ements 
~und  in the predominant n ~ u r ~  ~ u r ~  ~ the 
c h s r a ~ e ~  h n ~ c a p ~  

Class IV: P i n , d e  ~ r  management acti~ties t h ~  ~ q u i ~  
m~or modffica~on of the e~st ing charact~ of the lan~ 
scep~ The ~vel ~ change ~ the c h a r ~ s t i c  h n ~ c a p e  
can be ~gh .  T h e e  management actNit i~ may domin~e 
the ~ew snd be the m ~  focus ~v iewer  attention. Every 
~ m p t  sho~d be made to m ~ i m ~e  the impact of these 
a ~ i ~  through c a ~ l  ~ca~o~  mi Am~ disturbance, 
and ~peat ing the basic dement~ 

The VRM o~ectives ~ e  accomplished through the ap- 
plication ~ s u M  ~nt ras t  ra t in~.  The~  ratings ~ e  com- 
~ e d  for all ~ o ~ d  modifications ~ t h e  ~nd~ap~  They 
comp~e the before and after scenarios and d ~ m ~ e  
whe th~  a ~oposed m o ~ f i ~ o n  meGs the o~ectives ~ r  
a p a ~ i c ~  ~ c ~ m  The rating ~ d ~ m ~ e s  ~ e  
mitigation t h ~  may be needed to lessen or ~ i m ~ e  im- 
pacts to visual resources. 
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APPENDIX 5 

W A T E R  RESOURCES 

1. Su ace Water 
The m~or source of surface water ~ r  the acquired lands 

is the San Pedro River. The river enters the Palominas 
lands ~om M e x ~  in the NE¼NW¼, Sec. 19, T. 24 S., R. 
22 E., and flows in a northea~efly direct~n un~l the Aver 
leaves the Palominas lands in NW¼NE¼, Sec. 4, T. 24 S., 
R. 22 E. The river then enters the lower end of land grants 
in the SW¼SW¼, Sec. 22, T. 23 S., R. ~2 E., flowing in a 
north-northea~erly d i r e ~ n ,  and ex~s ~om the upper 
land grant in the NE¼, Sec. 32, T. 18 S., R. 21 E. In the 
three miles of land between the two land grants, the Aver 
flows in and out of the admin~trative boundaAe~ m o l l y  
ou t , de  of the boundaAes. The ~ver  channel bAefly re- 
enters the northern lands in the NE¼SE¼, Sec. 29, T. 18 
S., R. 21 E., and leaves the lands in the SE¼NE¼ of the 
same section. 

The San Pedro River o~ginates in desert gras~ands of 
northern Sonora, Mexico, and flows about 140 miles noah  
to enter the Gila River nero" Wink~man Ar~ona. ~s wate~ 
shed of over 4000 sq. mi. includes most m~or  vegetational 
life zones of Noah America, ranging ~om coniferous ~res~  
on mountains higher than 7400 ~. above mean sea level 
to Sonoran desert scrub at 1800 ~. elevation near the ~vefs  
mouth. Much of the mainstream flows through structural 
ba~ns over valley fill approaching or exceeding 1000 ~. 
th~k. Its floodplain is usually a half mile or more wide, 
except where bedrock outcrops approach the stream near 
the Chafle~on area. Bedrock near the surface also pr~ 
motes emergence of subterranean water, insu~ng se~ions 
of perennial flow. Zones of ~rong artesian pressure occur 
in the v~inity of Palominas and Herefor~ and St. David 
and Benson. 

The total watershed area of the San Pedro River ~ 4~83 
square miles, 696 square miles of which ~ in Mexico. Total 
watershed area at Palominas--just south of the BLM 
property--is 741 square miles. The watershed ~ 2,500 
square miles at Benson, which is 10 miles north of the 
property. 

The inner val~y of the modern San Pedro River is part 
of an alluvial river sy~em; that is, it is a river which is 
formed in fluvial sediments transported, depo~te~ and 
reworked by the river, ~self. The river and its riparian zone 
are thus dynam~ systems undergoing constant a~  
justmen~ in response to changes in runoff, sedimentat~n 
rates, and channel and floodplain condi~ons. 

The San Pedro River ~ an impo~ant and unique peren- 
nial desert ~ream. Howeve~ by most accounts the river 
sy~em ~ degraded both in terms of hi~o~c hydr~ogic con- 
di~on and habitat divers~y. That degradat~n is associated 
closely with the episode of river entrenchment that occu~ 
red between about 188~1920 and resulted in the loss of 
cienega reaches and fu~her indsed already~xis~ng en- 
trenched reaches. Entrenchment set into motion a number 

of impor tan t  ad jus tment  processes- -geomorph~,  
hydr~ogic, and bi~ogic. Most of those a~u~ments  are con- 
~nuing today and if permi~ed to proceed more or less 
naturally may have pro~und influence on resource condi- 
~ons along the San Pedro River. 

Most of the San Pedro River main~ream today is in- 
cised. Downcu~ing is greater than 9 to 13 R. where 
floodplains are narrow, but ero~on progressed laterally in 
wider places to create a broad channel occupied by a 
rela~vely small we~ed area duAng drought, and filled du~ 
ing floods by a turbid, ero~ve river. Discharge at 
Charleston has averaged 59 c~ over 65 years. Flow pat- 
terns are dis~nct, w~h flooding in winter and summer 
separated by sp~ng and a~tumn droughts. A large percen~ 
age of total water yi~d occurs duAng in~equent flooding 
events, as characteris~c of most lower eleva~on 
Southwestern stream~ 

Incision has resulted in declines in local water tables 
and drying of ~rmer  floodplain features ~ke ox bow lakes 
and marshes not fed by spAngs. Areas ~assed as dense 
Apa~an vegeta~on, marshlan~ river channel, and 
~reambed all have been sub~an~ally reduced in the past 
five decades and were even more extensive a century ago. 
Yet, some parts of the Aver remain relatively unindse~ 
and ~pa~an vegeta~on grows as a dense and viable co~ 
~dor where not c~ared for agriculture. Only a ~w 
denegas, floodplain lakes, and s p ~ n ~ d  marshlands pe~ 
sist (see map for ~ca~on~ 

Following the rapid sequence of entrenchment, which 
occurred between 1880 and 1925, the San Pedro River has, 
and ~ con~nuin~ to undergo an evolution to a new 
dynamic equilib~um condit~n wh~h reflects current 
hydr~ogic and land use condRions. That evolu~on c o n ~ s  
primarily of widenin~ bar dev~opment and the creation 
of floodplains. Widening is the pAmary prerequisite ~ r  
reestabl~hment of stable floodplains vegetation com- 
munizes, which then (in turn~ contribute to sediment 
deposR~n and the deve~pment of prope~y functioning 
floodplainm 

Characteristics of the low flow channel are genera~y 
~mflar along the length of the reach. The channel is ex- 
tremely shal~w, wide, and sand bedded throughout mo~ 
of ~s ~ngth. Sand continues to be transported as bedload 
even duAng ~w flood peAods. As a resuR, the channel is 
dev~d of any significant pools, and banks are o~en either 
poo~y dev~oped or partially inundated by sand. There are 
several reaches ~pecifically at Cha~eston and near the 
Tomb~one gage) where bedrock influences channel 
characteAs~cs and some structural ~atures,  including 
small pods and deve~ped banks, ex i t .  

Surface flows in the San Pedro River occur as both rain- 
fall runoff and groundwater discharge. The highe~ annual 
flows occur in the July-September pe~od in response to 
short-durat~n, high-intensity thunderstorms. These flows 
are "flashy" and are characte~zed by ex~emely rapid Ases, 
high peak flow rates, and rapid de~ines back to base flow 
condi~ons. A secondary pe~od of rainfall runoff in the 
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winter is less flashy than summer events and generally pr~ 
duce much ~wer peak flow rates. Annual low flow pe~ods 
commonly occur in May to June and November. Base-flows 
represent di~harge ~om the floodplain aquifer, which in 
turn ~ recharged both by the re~onM aquifer sy~em and 
by rainfall induced high flows. The river is perenni~ from 
the Here~rd area to just be~w the Charleston Hills due 
to the ~scharge of ground water to the s~eam. Howeve~ 
base flows in perenni~ reaches are high~ variab~ depend- 
ing upon ~stance downstream. During the hot, dry seaso~ 
flow in segments of the channel noah  of the F~rbank area 
will disappear into the ~reambed and may reappear ~ r  
sho~ durat~ns further down,ream.  

Discharge rates are not only influenced by the amount 
and ~ming of runoff and groundwater di~harges but also 
by channel and floodplain chara~e~stics, and losses due 
to evaporat~n, phreatophyte ~anspirations, groundwater 
recharge, and man-made diversions and wRhdraw~s. At 
present, the only surface diver~on is j u~  u p , r e a m  ~om 
the no~hern boundary of the BLM property and owned by 
the St. David Irrigation D ~ L  

The St. David ~ g a t i o n  D ~ t  diver~ the ~ver  flow 
into their irrigation ditch by means of a dam across the 
main chann~, in the NE¼SW¼, Sec. 4, T. 19 ~,  R. 21 E. 
The earthen dam is often breached du~ng a flood and is 
qu~kly rebuilt by the Irrigation District, usuMIy within 
a week. The dam diverts up to 99 percent of the surface 
flow, but ~de chann~@ ~alled siphons) are constructed at 
various p~nts  ~ong the m ~ n  d i sh  to return excess flow 
back to the river channel  

AH of the t r~u ta r~s  of the river confined within the ac- 
quired lands have ephemerM flow, except the Babocomari 
River. The segment of the Babocomari River that lies 
within the lands is considered to have intermittent flow, 
but the segment ~ usually perenni~ dtuSng wet years. This 
s~eam flows into the San Pedro River near the F~rbank  
site. Green Brush Draw is another of the important 
t~buta~es, with its confluence to the San Pedro River 
~cated ju~  i n ,  de the southern boundmT of the lands. The 
headwaters for Green Brush Draw o~ginate south of Bisbee 
and east of Naco, A~zona and Nac~ Mexicm The flow is 
essenti~ly ephemer~ ~ho~ duration), flow occurs only 
after intense or lon~duration ~orms. 

The other surface water sources consist of ~ght  perm~ 
nent sp~ngs, one stock pond and several holding ponds in 
the vi~nity of the two active grav~ operations. These lat- 
ter ponds were created as h~ding ponds ~ r  fines ~om the 
grav~ crushing and washing operat~n, and as a sotu-ce of 
water ~ r  grav~ crushing. The sp~ngs are all undeve~ped. 

Discharge Data 

The U.S. Geological Survey has operated three stream 
gages in or a~acent to the study reach at Palominas, 
Charleston, and near Tombstone. Streamgage information 
and Period-of-Record for each gage is desc~bed in Table 1. 

Two of the streamgaging stations are located within the 
lands, and are maintained by the U.S. Ge~ogical Survey. 
The two stations are ChaMeston, located at the Charleston 
Bridge, and Tombstone, two miles northeast of the Fair- 
bank Administrative Site. 

The Charleston gaging station has measured continuous 
flow ~nce 1912. For the 75 years of streamflow record, the 
least amount of flow measured to date has been 0.3 CFS 
in July, 1982. The Tombstone site has been operational 

since Ap~l 1967. The U.S. Ge~ogical Survey ceased operm 
tion of th~ ~a t~n  at the end of the 1986 Water Yem'. There 
are usually a number of days (30 or more) each year when 
no flow is measured at this station. The pe~od of no flow 
is dependent upon the duration of the short-term droughts 
and the amount of precipitation falling on the watershed 
upstream. 

The other gaging s t a t en  on the San Pedro River is 
located near the town of Palominas, two miles south of the 
acquired lands. The station measures intermittent flow 
because irrigation in the area would tend to dry up the 
stream. This sta~on had 39 years of records under the 
guidance of the U.S. Geological Survey. Since OctobeL 
1981, the ~ation has been maintained by the Internat~nal 
Boundary and Water Commiss~n, E1 Paso, Texas. 

Mean annual discharge in the San Pech'o River at 
Cha~eston averages about 60 c~ over the 72~ear pe~od 
of record. Since 1932, the mean annual discharge at 
Palominas averaged 33 c~. The mean annual discharge at 
Tombstone (1967-1984) averaged 54 cfs. Annual flows at 
Charleston are 79 percent higher than at Palominas. This 
~ due in part to the larger contributing watershed and the 
correspondingly larger peak flows at Charleston, and in 
part to the sub~antial groundwater contribution to the 
stream between Palominas and Charleston. 

Thorough analy~s of annual discharge is provided in 
Putman, etal, ~987). A summary of annual discharge, total 
runoff volume (acr~feet), and annual winte~pe~od and 
summer period peak flows is provided in Table 2 for the 
river at Char~mon. Stat~Gcal summaries of mean annual 
discharge and total runoff v~ume are provided in Table 
3. Median annual flows are d~cussed below. 

Flow Data Cornputa~ons 

Mean monthly flows at the three ~reamgages are sum- 
mar~ed in Table 4. Mean monthly flows pro~de a good in- 
dex of average monthly runoff v~ume~ As indicated by 
the range and standard deviation ~atistics, mean month~ 
flows are highly va~ab~  ~om year to yea~ 

Median monthly flows ~ r  all three s~eamgages are 
~ven  in Tab~ 4. Average m e , a n  monthly flow ~ a good 
indicat~n of d ~  flows l ik~y to be encountered in any 
~ven  month. Because of the skewed nature of daily flow 
• str~utions, median monthly flows are considerab~ ~wer 
than the corresponding mean month~ flow. M e , a n  mon- 
thly flows are Mso high~ va~ab~  ~om year to year, but 
are somewhat less var~ble than mean monthly flow. 

Flow Data 

Annum mean daily flow-duration curves were developed 
~ r  the San Pedro R~er  ~ PMominas, Charleston, and 
Tomb~one s~eam gates, (see Attachment 1). The cm'ves 
show discharge ~ot ted a g ~ n ~  the average percent of the 
time (in terms of days in a yea~ t h ~  ~scharge was equal- 
ed or exceede& Thu~ the curves ~ c ~ e  the average durra 
tion ~both  Mgh and low flows and the 50 percent discharge 
is equ~Ment to the m e , a n  dai~ ~scharge over a one-year 
peso& 

M e , a n  d ~  flows averaged 2 cfs ~ PMomina~ 14 cfs 
~ C h a r ~ o ~  and 12 cfs ~ Tomb~one. At PMomina~ 
• scharge is ]ess than I c~ about 37 percent of the Gme, 
and g re~er  than 100 c~ less than 5 percent of the time. 
At ChaPeron ,  ~scharge ~ ~ss than 10 c~ about 30 pe~ 
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Table 1 
U.S. Ge~og~al Survey S~eam Gages 

on or Near the BLM San Pedro River Prope~ies 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Safford D~trict, Adzona 

P e ~ o d  of D r ~ n a g e  Area  
Gage Locat ion Record  On sq. mfle~ 

094705~0 T23S, R22E, Sec. 33 193~1981 741 
~ t  PMomina~ (696 in M e ~ )  

094710.00 T21S, R21E, Sec. 11 190~1986+ 1219 
(at ChaPeron)  (696 in M e ~ )  

094715~0 T19S., R21E, Sec. 28 196~1986 1740 
(near Tombstone) (696 in Mex~o) 

Source: U.S. Ge~ogical Survey 

Table 2 
Chadeston, Annu~ Flow Data 
Bureau of Land Management 

Safford D~trict, Adzona 

Wate r  
Year  

Mean D~charge 
c ~  

TotM Runoff 
A c - ~  

P e a k  W ~ r  
(Nov~Ma~ 

~ o w ,  c ~  

P e a k  S u m m e r  
~ S e ~ 3  

~ o w ,  c ~  

1905 
1913 
1914 
1915 

1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 

1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 

1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 

1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 

1936 
1937 
1938 
1939 
1940 

62 
32.8 

106 
206 

47.2 
125 

28 
128 

57.2 

140 
50.4 
58.3 
34.8 
50.8 

170 
71.4 
27.7 
74.7 
73.9 

89.7 
63.3 
38.9 

61.6 
77.3 
47.8 
68.8 
80.6 

44,880 
23,710 
76,540 

149,300 

34,280 
90,181 
20,290 
93,010 
41,760 

101,500 
36,500 
42,230 
25,260 
36,790 

122,700 
51,660 
20,070 
54,070 
53,500 

64,960 
45,940 
28,140 

44,700 
55,980 
34,610 
49,800 
58,490 

669 
211 

1120 
3000 

400 
105 

20 
56 

590 

19 
23 
33 

562 
14 

38 
60 
27 
64 
65 

476 
717 
102 

630 
38 
58 

625 
163 

287 
846 

3000 
1090 

1760 
5180 

920 
6050 

860 

6700 
1900 
3080 

524 
2400 

28,800 
2050 

350 
3650 
3590 

4090 
1720 
1430 

2000 

3400 
3880 

22,901 
3080 
9100 
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TaMe 2 ~on~nued) 
C h a r ~ o n ,  Annual F~w Data 
Bureau of Land Management 

Safford Di~d~,  Ar~ona 

W ~ e r  
Year  

Mean Discharge 
c ~  

Total Runoff  
A c - ~ .  

Peak Winter 
(Nov.-Mar3 
Ftow, c~ 

Peak Summer 
(July-Sept.) 

Flow, c ~  

1941 
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 

1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 
1950 

1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 

1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 

1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 

1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 

1976 
1977 
1978 

56.3 
32.8 
65.8 
33.5 
52.2 

46.3 
44.6 
45.7 
65~ 
43A 

27.2 
26 
39.2 

120 
120 

28.2 
31.0 

103 
60.9 
33.5 

30.9 
18.3 
46.4 
75.6 
22.3 

50~ 
32.6 
35.6 
24.0 
36.3 

70.4 
34.1 
28.4 
53.2 
30.7 

35.2 
35.0 

119 

40,730 
23,720 
47,620 
24,300 
37~00 

33~90 
32~90 
33,170 
47,180 
31~30 

19,660 
26,140 
28,400 
86~30 
86~10 

20,500 
22~30 
74,740 
44,070 
24,300 

22,390 
13,280 
33~30 
54~10 
16,130 

36,590 
23,720 
25,850 
17,360 
26,280 

50,980 
24~80 
2o~5o 
38~30 
22230 

25,530 
25,330 
86,090 

1720 
164 
21 
43 
31 

25 
20 
24 

263 
72 

19 
16 
60 
16 
23 

25 
73 
29 
30 

1250 

21 
156 
14 
45 
23 

508 
16 

2400 
15 
20 

19 
26 

482 
26 
18 

67 
25 

263 

2530 
852 

2910 
1240 
3190 

3760 
2910 
1530 
1880 
1950 

1010 
1840 
3330 
5690 
4050 

1330 
1400 
3890 
3960 

479 

1010 
457 

2130 
5510 

929 

1230 
1622 

402 
861 

1780 

2200 
2060 

572 
3410 
1550 

1400 
841 

86,090 
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Table 2 ~ontinue~ 
Charleston, Annual Flow Data 
Bureau of Land Management 

Safford D i ~ ,  A~zona 

Water 
Year  

Mean  D ~ c h a r g e  
c ~  

Total  R u n o f f  
Ac - ~. 

P e a k  W ~ r  
( N o v ~ M a ~  

~ o ~  c ~  

P e a k  S u m m e r  
~ S e ~ 3  

~ o w ,  c ~  

1979 
1980 

1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 

113 
13.2 

25.6 
23.1 
41.3 

122 
70.5 

81,630 
9,590 

18,530 
16,740 
29,870 
88,870 
51,050 

7750 
23 

11 
12 

585 
524 

6090 

482 
287 

656 
1830 

665 
2930 
1950 

Source: U.S. Geological Survey 

Table 3 
Chadeston Annual Flow Summaries 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Safford Di~d~,  Adzona 

No. of 
Discharge Dates Samples Mean S.D. 

Mean Annum D~charge, c~. 
Mean Annum Discharge, c~. 
Mean Annum D~charge, c~. 
Mean Total Runoff, Ac - ~. 
Mean TotM Runoff, Ac - ~. 
M e , a n  Mean Annum Discharge, c~. 
M e , a n  Mean Annum D~charg~ c~. 

Mean Winter Peak Flow 
Mean Summer Peak Flow 
Mean Winter Peak Flow 
Mean Summer Peak Flow 
Mean Winter Peak Flow 
Mean Summer Peak Flow 

190~1930 19 81.29 50.83 
1931-1985 53 52.83 28.66 
1905-1985 72 60.34 37.63 
1905-1985 72 43~0%22 27242~7 
1931-1985 53 38,277.17 20~65~8 
190~1985 49.1 
1931-1985 44.6 

1905-1930 19 373.42 706.23 
1905-1930 19 3,866.05 6,334.84 
1905-1985 72 461.79 1,227.70 
1905-1985 73 3,781.85 10,384.58 
193L1985 53 493.47 1,371.65 
193L1985 54 3,759.96 11~2~84 

Source: U.S. Geo~gical Survey 
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cent of the ~me, and greater than 100 c~ less than 10 per- 
cent of the time. At Tombstone, discharge is less than 1 
c~ over 10 percent of the time, and greater than 100 c~ 
about 7 percent of the time. 

Low Flow Analysis 

Annu~ l~ay ,  7-day, 3~day, and 9~day ~w flows were 
a n a ~ d  ~ r  means, ~andard de~ations, and ~ends over 
~me at the Cha~eston and P M o m ~  gages. The pe~od 
of record at Tombstone gage was d~med to be too short 
~ r  a meaningful ~w~ow anMy~s. In ad~fion, mean morn 
tMy flows ~ r  May and Novemb~ ~he n~mM ~w flow 
month~ w ~e  anMyze~ 

Mean annum low flows ~ C h a r ~ o n  ~ r  the 1931-1984 
pe~od ranged ~om 2.36 c~ ~ r  the 14ay low flow to 7.78 
c~ ~ r  the 90~ay low flow. F ~  the en t r e  191&1984 pe~od 
g ~ c ~ d  mean annum ~w flows ~ C h ~ l ~ n  ranged ~om 
22%7.63 ~s, ~ f i v ~  for the l-day and 9~day ~w flow 
pe~od. Low flows have decHned ov~ ~me ~ Cha~e~on 
~ r  both pe~ods of rec~d and ~ r  aH low flow pe~ods 
(1-day to 90~ay). That decline ~ ~gh ly  ~g~ficant  ~ = 
0.9~ ~ r  M1 ~w-flow pe~ods du~ng the 193L1984 pe~od 
g ~ r ~  and ~ also s ~ f i c a n t  ~ r  the 191~1984 pe~od 
of record ~ee Attachment 2). 

Mean annu~ ~w flows at PMominas ~ r  the 193~1981 
pe~od ranged ~om 0.18 cfs ~ r  the l ~ a y  low~ow pe~od 
~ 1.67 cfs for the 90-day low~ow period. As ~ Charlesto~ 
~w flows are decli~ng over ~me ~ = 0 2 ~  ~ r  ~1 ~w flow 
pe~ods. Since 1950 ~ ~ ~mmon ~ have zero flow ~ r  b~h  
the l ~ a y  and 7-day pe~od~ and not un~mmon to have 
~ r o  flow ~ r  the 3~day peso& 

May and Novemb~ flows ~ Charleston average 8.96 cfs 
and 17.44 c~ ~ e c t i v e ~  and ~ show ~gn~cant  declines 
over time. May flows ~ PMom~as average 1.32 c~ and 
a~o show ~gniflcant declines over time. C o n v e r s ~  
Novemb~ flows ~ P ~ o m ~  av~age 5.10 c~ and do not 
show a ~gn~c a n t  decline over the pe~od of records. 

~ ~ o~y  p o ~  ~ ~ e  as ~ the c a u l s  ~ d e d i ~  
~ g  b a ~  flows in the riveL Howeve~ ~nce base flows m'e 
keyed ~ the ~ h a r g e  ~ groundwat~ to the ~ream ~om 
the ~ood~Mn a q ~  ~ ~ (lear t h ~  ~ g r o u n d w ~  ~ 
f i n i n g  ~s way to the stream channel  Reduc~ons in 
g r o u n d w ~  inflow could be caused by: (1) ~ d u ~ d  
~charge ~ t h e  floodplain aquifer [y  lhe ~ o n ~  aquffe~ 
~) ~ d u ~ d  ~ c h ~ g e  ~ the floodpl~n a q ~ r  by surface 
runoff (high flow~ (3) ~ e ~ e d  use of the floodplain 
aquifer t~'ough pumping; (4) incre~ed use g t h e  floodpl~n 
aquifer by p h ~ o p h ~ ;  ~ ~) i n c ~ e d  ~ ~floodplMn 
aquifer water to the ~ o n M  aquifer. 

It does n ~  appear t h ~  declines in base flows can be a~ 
~ u t e d  to declines in ovuM1 runoff ~ the basin. Also, ~ 
is u ~ e ~  that changes in p h ~ o p h y t e  use or losses to 
the ~ o n M  aq~fer  have signiflcant~ affected b ~ e  flows. 
Thus, ~ can be dedu~d t h ~  ~ t h ~  g r o u n d w ~  pum~ng 
in the floodp~in a q ~  ~ d u ~ d  ~charge ~om the 
~ o n M  aquife~ or a ~mb~at ion  of both have ~n t r~u ted  
to the lower base flows recorded ~ both gages. 

Gain-Loss Analysis 

The anMy~s ~ ~ e  ~ a m g a g e  d~a  ~ PMom~a~ 
Charleston and Tombstone suggests that the San Pedro 
River ba~flows ~ e ~ e  ~ea t ly  be tw~n  H e ~ d  and 
Cha~e~o~  and then d ~  ~ m e w h ~  by T o m ~ n e .  

For exam~e, the annu~  m e , a n  flow at PMominas is 
17~08 ac-~ ~ 3~400 a ~  ~ ChaMe~o~ and ~ 3~300 a ~  
~ Tombstone (Putman, ~ M., 1987k ~mil~ty ,  14ay %day, 
30~ay, and 9~day low flows as w~l as mean May and 
Novemb~ flows were shown above ~ increase greatly bet- 
w ~ n  Palominas and H ~ e ~ .  Putma~ ~ ~ .  (198~ ~und 
~ e  avenge  mommy g~n  ~ ~ e  San PeSo  Riv~  be tw~n  
P ~ o m ~  and ChaPe ron  ~ r  December-March ~ the 
1967-1981 pe~od to be 635 ~ - f e ~  per m o t h .  

P ~ m a ~  ~ M. ~ 9 8 ~  sugge~ two ~ o n s  ~ r  ~ e  ~rge  
g~ns in base flows between P M o m ~  and C h ~ o n .  
~ r s t ,  t ~ s  is an ~ e a  ~ c h ~ g e  ~ the f l~dp l~n  aquifer 
~om the ~ o n ~  aquifer. In ~ ,  several wells in the 
~ o n  w~ch tap into the ~ g i o n ~  aquifer ~ e  under a~t~ 
~an conditions. S~on~y ,  b e ~ k  ~ ~ e  C h ~ o n  H ~ s  
imme~atety ~wnstream ~ t h e  Charleston g a ~  ~ b e l l i e d  
~ s e r e  ~ a bar r i~  ~ shallow ~oundwater flow, ~ u s  ~rc- 
~ g  shM~w ~'oundwater to the s u g a r .  

The g ~ m ~  anMy~s ~ea~y  ~ c ~  the d ~ e  im 
~rdependency between sm'face water flows and the ~ound- 
water ~ e m .  

To fresher q u a l i f y  b~eflow gains and ~ w i ~  the 
~udy reach, seven ~ c ~ n s  were selected for regular 
sh'eam ga~ng. The ~s ults, ~ g M a y  1986, g t h ~  ga~ng 
record sugge~ t h ~  the streamflows increase an av~age  
of 27 p e ~ e ~  bet~v~n H ~ e ~ r d  and the b~dge ~ Lewis 
Spring~ and 49 p e ~ e ~  b~ween Lewis Sp~ngs and 
Charlestom F~om Ch~leston ~ a location ~ downstream 
~ t h e  ChaMe~on H ~ s  flows ~ n ~ d  ~ d e l e t e  an average 
of 5.4 percent. Between Charleston Hills and the b~dge ~ 
Fa i~ank  flows tended ~ increase slight~ by abo~ 5.3 pe~ 
cent. Average ~sch~ge  then increased by 9 p e ~ e ~  b~ 
tween Fa i~ank  and Tombstone gage, and decre~ed by 
16.6 p e ~ e ~  b~ween the Tombstone g~e  and a p ~  
upstream of the St. David Diver~on. 

Quan~fica~on Study 

~ ~ r  to achieve a better u n ~ n ~ n g  ~ ~ e  un~ 
que sm~ace groundwat~ relationship occurring within the 
land~ and w i ~  an u r ~  need to q u a n ~  and evMuate 
w ~ ~ e d  m a n a ~ m e ~  ~ r ~ e ~ ,  ~ e  D ~ t  O ~  
~ a  ~ e  BLM ~ e  Offic~ s~mi t ted  a ~ q u e ~  ~ mi~1986 
to ~ e  BLM~ D e ~ e r  Service Ce~e r  ~SC)  to prepare a 
~ a n  for a proposed water ~ s  ~ m e ~  ~ t  ~ r  
the San PeSo  lands. The ~ a n  w ~  w r ~  and accepted 
by O~obe~ The purpose g ~ e  p r~e~  was to a s ~  ~ s ~ i ~  
~anning ~ providing w ~  ~ i ~ o r m a t i ~  for l ~ d  
~ e  ~ a n n ~  ~ d  ~ q~nt i fy  ~ e  r e l a t i o ~ p  ~ t w e ~  s~-  
face snd g r o u n d w ~  ~ ~  while ~ v ~ g  a 
s t r a te~  for the ~qu i s i t i ~  ~ ~ i~ t ream flow water ~ght. 

An in t~dis~pl in~y ~ a m  was formed representing k ~  
water ~ ~ n ~ t ~ ,  vMu~, and ~sue~ The o~e~ 
~ w ~  ~ ~ v ~  e ~ e ~  a n M ~  ~ v ~ i o ~  ~ m p ~ e ~ s  
~ ~ e  w ~  ~ s  m a n a ~ m e ~  ~ e ,  and ~ facilit~e 
i ~ G o n  ~ t w ~ n  ~ecia t i~s  ~ e v M u ~ g  M ~ r n ~ e  
management  o ~ t ~  and ~ r ~ e ~ .  D ~ p M n e s  
~ e ~  on ~ e  ~ e ~  ~ a m  ~ u ~ d  surfa~ w ~  
h y d ~ l o g ~ g e o m ~ p h ~ o g y ,  groundwater  hydrology, 
~heries ,  r ipm' i~  ~ t a t i o n ,  ~creation, ~ d  water ~ght~ 
~ r ~ e  ~ e w s  and i ~ e w s  w i ~  va~ous p r o ~  
sional contacts ~ e ~  conducted du~ng N o ~ m b ~  ~ d  
D e ~ m b ~  19~.  ~ De~mber,  the t ~ m  ~ ~eciatis~s from 
DSC ~ ~ e  land~ The ~am,  ~ n ~ g  ~ a Surfa~ 
Groundwater H y & o l o ~  H y & ' o ~ s t ,  F ~ h e ~  B ~ o ~ ,  
W~er  ~ g ~ s  ~ e d M ~ ,  and a R ~ o n  ~ a n n ~ ,  was 
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accompanied by A~zona  State Office and Dist~ct  person- 
n~.  The team members  walked the ~ng th  of the study area 
to subjec~vely evaluate  conditions, processes, issues and 
interac~ons.  Ae~a l  photography of the entire study reach 
was acqu~ed and used to help evaluate,  stratify, and select 
field survey ~ca~ons .  

A detailed field survey was conducted in J a n u a r y  1987. 
A number  of ~ p a ~ a n  area cross sec~ons were surveyed, 
a se~es  of ~ p a ~ a n  area water table  observation wel~  were 
installed, ~ p a ~ a n  vegetation was desc~bed and measured 
along cross sec~on~ and bi-weekly s t ream gaging was in- 
~ ia ted  at  various loca~ons. Field sampling locations are 
located in Table 5. Throughout  the study, information was 
collected on water  ~gh t s  affected by the San Pedro River. 

The interdiscipfinary team prepared a report on their 
findings tha t  was issued in 1988. The repor t  is ~t led 
"Assessment of Water Conditions and Management Oppo~ 
tunities in Suppo~ of Ripa~an Values: San Pedro River". 
Data is b~ng  continuously collected and analyze~ with a 
finM report to be issued du~ng 1988. 

2. Groundw~er  

Hydrogeologic S~ing 

The Upper  San Pedro Basin ~ n t ~ n s  several  hundred 
~ e t  of conso~dated and unconso~dated ~ m e n t a r y  
~ p ~  m ~ t  ~ w ~  ~ e  ~ a b l e  ~ t r a n s m i t t i ~  ~ 
water.  These deposes  may be more than  a thousand ~ e t  
thick in the southern p a ~  ~ Upper San ~ ~ n a ~  
b a r n ,  where B a r n  and Range ~ p e  ~ n g  h ~  ~ o d u ~ d  
a deep g r a i n  ~ r ~ m  Mlow~g e ~ m m e ~  thick d e p o ~  
of ~ m e n t a r y  deposes to a ~ u m ~ e .  The hydro~ra~-  
g raph~  un~s  ~ impo~ance in the s t u ~  area are the ~wer  
and upper un~s  of the b a r n  fill, and the ~ ~  
~ o ~  ~ s .  ~ e ~  ~ ~ m  ~ e  ~ ~ d  ~ 
a q ~ ,  respecf iv~y.  

The lower unit  of the b a r n  ~1  consists of interbedded 
~ n ~  ~ d  g r a i l  ~ ~ n ~ s  ~ ~ ~  ~ m  2 5 ~ 5 ~  
~. G r a v e s  w ~ n  this un~  ~ c M ~  contain much ~ and 
~ h ~  f l ~ - g r M n ~  ~ m e n ~ ;  t h ~  d ~ a ~ n g  p ~ m e a ~  
~ in some zones. The upper basin fill overhes the lower 
basin fill, and consists of reddishbrown clayey and silty 
gravel  beds near  the mountMns, c h a n ~ n g  ~ r M ~  b a ~  
ward into a more ~ and san@ ~ e s .  The upper and 
lower b a r n  fill behave as one ~ @ ~ e ~ o ~ c  ~ .  ~ c M  
a ~  ~ M  ~ ~ s  w ~ n  ~ e  ~ ~ s ~ t  ~ 
a very heterogeneous sy~em.  This ~ m i ~ s h ~  a ~  
h y d ~ c  ~ ~  tha t  might  e ~  b ~ w e e n  the two 
units. 

The floodplain M ~ u m  consists of u n c o n s ~ a t e d  
g r a i l ,  ~ n d  and silt derived ~ o m  ero~on of the surroun& 
ing p e ~ m e n t  g r ~ s  and mountMns and ~ l l s  on ei ther  
side of the San Pedro ~ v e r .  ~ e s e  M ~ M  deposits are 
about ¼ to 1½ ~ ~ ,  and are exposed along the San 
Pedro ~ v e r  and ~s  m ~ o r  t ~ b u t a ~ e s ,  such as the 
B ~ o m a ~  ~ The ~ o ~  ~ s ~ s  shallow 
ground w ~  ~ w~ls,  and provides water  to the San P e S o  
~ v e r .  The flood plMn a q u ~ r  is a thin u ~ t ;  as th in  as 10 
R. in some areas,  and reaching a m a ~ m u m  t ~ c k n ~ s  of 
perhaps  150 ~. Because of the unconsoSdated character  of 
this unR, Rs p e r m e a ~ W  is ~ g h ,  and water  ~ a w M  
by wells is r a ~ y  replaced by recharge ~ o m  in f lRra t~n  

of s treamflow du~ng  pe~ods of runoff. Most of the irriga- 
tion wells in the valley obtain water  ~ o m  this unit. 

Ar t e~an  aquifers occur at both the north and south ends 
of the s tudy area; in the Pa lomina~Hereford  area (south 
of the study area~ a r t e ~ a n  condi~ons exist in zone about 
1 mile wide and 10 miles long. In this area,  beds of older 
a l luvium contain at least  seven sand and gravel  members  
which are all overlain by confining clay beds which pro- 
duce the ar tes ian  conditions. Fur the r  north, in the St. 
David area,  ar tes ian conditions exist over a larger area. 
In t h ~  area, there are actually two a r t e~an  zones. One zone 
is about 250 feet deep, and the other about 500 to 1,400 
feet deep. The study area  is p ~ m a ~ l y  under unconfined 
(water table) conditions, and water  ~ee ly  moves into, or 
out of the San Pedro River, depending on the water  level 
within the flood plain aquifer. 

Perched aquifers are found locally within the basin fill 
aquifer. The ground water  gradient  along this section is 
311 ft/mile, which is much too steep to be cons~tent  w~h  
the regional ground water  gradient,  w h ~ h  is more on the 
order of 16 ft/mfle. Perched aquifers are suff i~ent  to pro- 
vide water  wel~ with ~mited yi~ds,  several ranches in the 
San Pedro Basin are supplied w~h  water  from these 
sources. Perched aquifers may be more common in this area 
than  once surm~ed.  Certainly the interbedded clay deposits 
which are common in t h ~  hydrogeologic s e t ~ n ~  provides 
the ~ a m e w o r k  for the existence of perched aquifers. 

Ground Water/Streamflow Relationships 

The saturated b a r n  fill ~ an i n ~ g r ~  part  of the ground 
wate f f~reamf low r e , m e  in the Upper  San Pedro B a r n .  
Ground water  cont~butes  flow ~ the San Pedro RNer  ~om 
two souses :  (D by c o n ~ u ~ o n s  of flow ~ o m  the basin fi~, 
and ~ )  con t~bu~on  ~ o m  underflow within the floodplain 
a q u i ~ r  w h ~ h  o r i~na t e s  in the w a ~ r s h e d  in M e , c o .  

Groundwater  recharge to the basin fill occurs in two 
ways: (1) pe rc~a t ion  into the s e ~ m e n ~  along the moun- 
t ~ n  front~ ~nd ~)  infiltration of predpitat ion i n ~  the flood 
~ n  aqu i~r  ~om gulfies and washes that  have incised into 
the porous s e ~ m e n ~  of the f loodp la in  aqui~r .  Ground 
water  moves d o w n g r a ~ e n t  ~ o m  the m o u n t ~ n  ~onts  
~ w a r d  the San Pedro River  w h ~ h  is the ~ h a r g e  point 
f~r most of the ground water  system. Here the ground w ~  
flows into the San Pedro Aver  channel and m ~ n t M n s  its 
flow. Where  a r t e ~ a n  cond~ions e ~ ,  water  is discharged 
to the San Pedro River ~ o m  the basin fill via vertical 
leakage upward through o v e ~ n g  confining beds of clay 
and ~l ty  ~ay.  Th~  contr~ut ion to the flow of the San Pedro 
R i v e r  is v e r y  m i n i m a l ,  b e c a u s e  the  h y d r a u l ~  
c h a r a c ~ s ~  of the bedded s e ~ m e n t a r y  depor t s  such as 
those tha t  are ~ u n d  here. The hydrau l~  conductivity of 
these deposes in the ver t~M ~ a n e  ~ generM~ much lower 
than  tha t  ho~zontM~,  where w a ~ r  can easily flow ~ r M -  
~ through very p e r m e a b ~  gravel  lenses. Movement  of 
ground water  v e ~ M ~  is ~ve re ly  ~ m i ~ d  by the i n ~ r v e ~  
ing ~ a y  layers; flow across these layers is a f u n ~ n  of how 
• ~ o n ~ n u o u s  or ~ a ~ u r e d  they are. 

Ground W~er in the Riparian Zone 

The ~ p a ~ a n  zone is par t  of the flood plain aquifer. The 
sediments  of the floodplain aquifer are genera~y  very por- 
ou~ and water  is e a r l y  t ransmuted  through the g r a v ~  and 
sand of this un~.  Permeab i~ ty  is considered to be much 
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Tab~ 5 
Find Sam~ing and Survey Loca~ons 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Safford D~td~,  Arizona 

Well Name 

H e ~ r d  1 
H e ~ r d  2 
C ~ o ~ d  1 
Lew~ Sp~ng 

~ s  3 
B o q ~ l ~  2 
~ ~  1 

C o ~ e ~ n  

Diver~on Dam 

L e g ~  Desc~p~on  

~23S., R~2E., S~.  10 NESENE 
%23S., R22E., Sec. 9 SWSESE 
~ ,  R~2E., ~ c .  17 SWSWNE 
%21~, R~IE. ,  S~.  31 SESESE 

T.20S., ~ 2 E . ,  Sec. 22 SENENW 
T20S., ~22E.,  Sec. 22 SENENW 
T20S., ~22E.,  Se~ 15 SENWSE 

T.19S., R.21E., Se~ 21 NENESW 
T.19S., R.21E., Se~ 8 SWNESE 
T.19S., R21E., Sec. 4 SESWSW 

Distance 
From River  

128' 
360' 

58' 
242' 

129' 
178' 
139' 

131' 
156' 
305' 

Som'ce: Safford D ~ t  

~ghe r  in the floodpl~n ~ m e ~ s  than in the basin fill 
deports. 

At the outset ~ t h e  DSC ~udy, ~ was not know~ ~ what 
depth the ~ound  water e ~ e d  w~hin the floodpl~n 
a q ~ r  on the San PeSo  River. Very h~le ~ c h  is 
a v ~ b ~  ~ ~ e  l i t ~ m ' e  on ~e~f ic  ~ u ~  ~ ~parian 
~'ound w ~  ~lat ions~ps.  The ~ound  w ~  ~ m e  ~ 
the ~parian zone and ~s relationsh~ to the b a r n  ~ound  
w~er  ~ e m  mu~ be evaluated. The impact of n e a ~ y  
pump~g ~ r  ~ g a ~ o n  and ~ r  d o m ~ c  and mu~c~M 
w ~  suppli~ ~ e  M~ ~ i ~ e ~ .  

In ~der  to evMu~e and docume~ the e ~ e n ~  of 
~ound  w ~e r  w~hin the ~pa~an  zone, a total of 11 well 
points w~e  ~ a t l e d  Mong the ~ver  w ~ n  the fl~dplMn 
sediments between He , f o rd  and ~ .  Da~d. Well points are 
an e ~ y  and ~expensNe way ~ evMu~e s h r e w  ~ c u n d  
w~er.  Locatio~ w~e  selected which ~o~d  ~ o ~  ~ound 
water  ~ r m ~ n  to ~ m p l e m e n t  ~ r eamf low  
m e ~ u ~ m e ~ s  and the ~ o m o ~ c  ~ o ~ i o n s  ~ the 
f i v ~  bed. W~l p i ~ s  w~e  ~ d  ~ ~ c ~ n s  dose ~ 
~ e  r i v ~  ~ well ~ ~ a ~ n s ~ a b ~  dis~nce sway, ~ the 
edge of the ~pa~an zone. The well p~nt  ~ca~ons ranged 
~om 58 ~ 1060 ~. ~om the ~ v ~ .  Some w~] p i ~ s  we~  
~ e n  by hand ~ the floodpla~ aq~fer, and ~ m e  w~e  
i n ,  ailed into auger holes drilled ~ r  th~ pm'po~. 

The well p o ~  w~e  ~ n ~ r u ~ e d  ~ ~w c~bon ~ e t ,  
having ~ n t ~ u o u s  ~ot, wire wound de~g~ w t h  a dot  
~ e ~ n g  ~ ~10 ~ .  T~s  de i gn  M~ws the unimpeded flow 
~ w ~  ~om the floodpl~n s e a m e r s  i ~ o  ~ e  well, and 
is an e x ~ H e ~  m~hod wh~e  ~ m e ~ s  ~ e  ~ .  B~ause 
~ e  efficie~ ~ g n  and l~ge open a ~ a  p ~  ~ ~ e n ,  
~ are ~efuI  ~ ~ e ~  where ~ e  ~rmeabili ty may be ~w. 

Ground water was ~und at e ~ h  installed well p~nt. 
OMy one well po~t  loca~on was unsuc~ss~l;  this was 
because the w~l point e n c o u ~ e d  ~ M ~ w  bemock w~ch 
~ e v e ~ e d  pene~ation i~o  ~ e  w ~  tab~. 

Ground w ~  ~ flowing througho~ ~ e  riparian zone, 
as d e m o n s ~ e d  by the exi~ence ~ ~ound  w ~  in e ~ h  
~ the we~ p~n~.  W ~  w ~  e n c o u ~ e d  ~ ~ n e ~  the 
~ver ~ v ~  in M1 c~e~  due ~ the w ~  table b~ng Mm~t 
f l~ wi t ch  ~ e  r ip , Jan  ~ne.  The ~ h  ~ w ~  ~ ~ e  well 
p ~n~  ranged &om 5.13 ~ 15~0 ~. b~ow ~nd surface. The 
floodplain ~ m e ~ s  ~ e  s~u r~ed  ~ m u g h o ~  ~ e ~  e ~ e ~ ,  

provi~ng w~e r  to riparian vegetation even ~ the most 
~ a ~  locations fi'om ~ e  ~ve~ wh~e ~ m~ure  ~ o m  
woods ~ e  e~ablished. 

The e ~ e n ~  ~ ~'ound water t~'oughout ~ m e ~ s  ~ 
the riparian zone ~ c o n s ~  w~h the hy~oge~o~c  
~amework of the flow sy~em. Ground w ~  flow in the 
ba~mfi~ a q ~ r  is t o w e d  the San PeSo  Rive ,  and 
f ipa~an ~ne ,  driven by the hy~aul ic  ~adient  wh~h h ~  
the ~ver ~ its l o w ~ n t .  E v ~ u ~ n  ~ w ~  ~ve~ ~ wet~s 
in the b a r n  fiH on b o ~  the we~ and east ~des of the San 
PeSo  R ~  shows ~ ~'ound water exists within ~ e  up- 
p ~  basin fill, ~ an elevation w ~  ~ ~ g h ~  ~ a n  the river. 
]hus,  the ~ c u n d  w ~  ~ a ~ e ~  ~ ~ivi~g w ~  l~t~al- 
~ w~hin the upper basin fiH toward the ~ve~ ~ n g  
i ~ o  the floodpl~n a q u i ~  ~ u g h  ~ hy~aul ic  ~ m  
nection. Construction ~ a  flow net b~ed  on w ~  ~ 1  ~ m  
~urs  ~ e  b ~  fill aqu~e~ show ~ e  movement ~ ~ound 
water ~om the b a r n  fiH a q ~ r  to the San PeSo  Riven 
B ~ a u ~  ~ t b e  high h y ~ a ~  ~ n d u c t i ~  ~ h e  floodplain 
~ m e ~  w ~  flows e a ~  into ~ e  ~ m e n ~  ~om ~ e  
basin fiH aquifer. 

W~er  levels in the f l o o d p ~  aquifer ~ o n d  ~ p i ~ y  
~ c h a n t s  ~ stage ~ e  San Pe&'o River. During per io~ 
of ~ g h  flow, the ~ream recharges the f l ~ d ~ n  a q ~ r ,  
and du~ng pe~o~  ~ g h  flow, ~ e  floodpl~n a q ~ r  ~n-  
~ u ~ s  w~e r  to the ~ver, m ~ n g  the base flow of 
~he fiver. Howev~, becau~ ~ t h e  v e ~  ~ g h  p~meabili ty 
of the f l ~ d ~ n  ~ m e n ~ ,  the flood flows r a ~ y  
~ s ~ p ~  and the river returns to base flow w~hin a ~w 
days. The floodplain aquifer ~ e s  not ~ e  large a m o u r s  
~ w ~  which is then av~lab~  to sustain a ~ghe r  base 
flow ~ r  any len~h ~ m e .  The th~kness of deports ~ not 
sufficie~ ~ ~ e  large amounts ~ ~ound w~er.  The r iv~  
[ase flow ~ q~ck~  ~mrned  ~ ~ e  W ~ f l ~ n  g ~v~.  Mo~t 
of the wa~r  ~om floods travels down, ream e~her in the 
w ~ u ~ e ,  ~ as underflow w~hin the ~ m e ~ s  of the 
floodpl~n a q ~  

Analysis of Floodplain Well Data 

~ d ~ n  w~l data were anMyzed to d ~ m i n e :  1) the 
~ p t h  ~ ~oundwater within ~ e  Mparian zone; 2) seasonM 
vaMafions in ~pa~an zone ~ o u n d w ~  ~ e v ~ n ~  and ~ 
corr~a~ons Of any) b~ween ~pa~an one ~ o u n d w ~  
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e~vations and ~reamflow. In addit~n, data ~om s e ~ e d  
w ~  in the floodplain aquifer were analyzed to determine 
if any trends existed over time in groundwater ~eva t~ns  
and ff changes in groundwater e~vation might correspond 
to changes in eRher mean monthly flow or to be base flows 
(defined as the 90-day annual low flow). 

The analy~s ofw~l data is hindered by the short pe~od 
of record available for the BLM-~pa~an zone observa~on 
w ~ ,  and by both the short pe~ods of record and the e~ 
rafic ~equency of records ~spe4Mly when compared to sur- 
face flow record~ available for deeper wells in the 
floodplain aqui~L The short pe~od of record makes trend 
~nalyses difficu~. ~he errat~ ~nd interm~tent ~equency 
of data makes correlations with streamflow difficuR to 
detect. In addison, the storage capacity of the floodplain 
aquifer makes ~ effective in buffe~ng abrupt changes in 
streamflows, another factor wh~h confounds rela~onships 
between stream discharges and water table ~evat~ns.  

~LlVi Ripa~an MonRo~ng Wells 

Since the i n ~ l a ~ o ~  the m o n i t o ~ g  w ~  and ~ream 
flow have been measured on a regular ~me schedule.- tw~e 
a month ~ r  the flow and three ~mes a month ~ r  the w ~ .  
The data has been submi~ed to DSC ~ r  a n ~ y ~  The 
measuremen~ of the groundwater and streamflow will con- 
~nue ~ r  at least severM years on a ~milar ~hedu~,  as 
• ~ u ~ e d  above. 

As desc~bed above, aH of the monito~ng we~s 
encountered the water table at approximately the same 
~evat~n as the ~ream water surface. During the February 
dormant vegetat~n season, sma~ groundwater grad~nts 
toward the ~ream e ~ e &  These gradients suppo~ the n~ 
Oon that la ter~  inflows ~om the re~onM aquifer play an 
important, and measurab~, r~e in m~ntMning base flows. 
As vegeta~on began to util~e water in March and April, 
r ~ a ~ a n  water tables began to decline and con~nued to 
decSne un~l the late summer rains. These dec¼nes co~ 
responded to genera  de~ines in ~reamflow. W~h the first 
~orms, the water table quickly recovered. The depth to 
groundwater b~ween wells varied, of course, depen~ng 
upon the geomorphic p o ~ o n  of the w ~ .  Con~nued 
monito~ng of weH water ~eva t~ns  will be required to 
develop annual patterns of groundwater elevation change. 
The current data are too sparse to show any ~n~ te rm  
~end, but the mechanisms of wa~r use in the riparian zone 
is emer~n~  

Water Sources Bnventory 
To date, 28 wells have been ~cated, invento~e~ and 

mapped within the o~ginally acquired lands. Two cf the 
w ~  are unusable and two were in~al~d  by the Bureau 
ofReclamat~n ~ r  groundwater mon~oring purposes. Eight 
wells are currently in use and the rest could be put into 
operat~n with the installat~n of pumping equipment or 
a power source and some maintenance. Ten of the wells 
supply water for ~ g a f i o n ;  one ~ used for an i n d u ~ a l  
opera ,  on; ~ur  furnish water for domes~c use and the rest 
have been or are being used for hve~ock wate~ng. Most 
of the ~ g a ~ o n  equipment is s~ll in place. Where depth- 
t~water  can be measured, the depth ranged between 12 
to 35 feet. These measurements in~ude several of the i~ 
~ga~on weH~ 

The eight sp~ngs and three ponds have also been inven- 
toried and mapped. Those sources were described earlier 
in this section. 

Since the acquisition of the original San Pedro lands, 
addi~onal lands have been acquired and included w~hin 
the boundaries since late 1987. Any existing water sources 
on the additional lands have not been invento~ed to date. 
The inventory phase will continue until all sources are 
located and mapped. There are a number of wells and 
several stockponds known to exist on the recently acquired 
lands. 

3. Water QuaBRy 

The qual~y of the surface water ~ generally considered 
goo& Over the years, water qual~y of flow in the river has 
been measured by a number of entr ies  (U.S. Ge~ogicM 
Survey, A~zona Department of Health Service~ A~zona 
Game and Fish Department, Arizona Governments O~gani- 
zation, U.S. Fish and W~dli~ Service, and Gray A ~ n  
Triangle Group), usuMly in response to the many p~lu~on 
spills that have occurred in the upper watershed. Spills 
usually occur when intense r~n~orms  cause the h ~ n g  
ponds, for sewage or mining waste~ to overflow or breach. 
On occa~on, the sewage and/or mining wastes may have 
been inten~onally, or accidentally r~ease~ usual~ to 
create more storage capa~ty. 

In December of 1978, an intense ~orm caused breaching 
of the h~ding ponds at the Cananea mining complex. The 
spill released highly acidic mining waste that exten~vely 
p~soned the en t r e  length of the San Pedro River, to the 
confluence w~h the Gila River at Wink~man. The river 
w~s declared v~d of most, ff not all, living organisms. One 
year a~er the disastrous spill, Southeastern A~zona 
Governments Organiza~on (SEAGOL in coopera~on w~h 
the A~zona Department of H e a t h  Services (ADHS~ in- 
i~ated water qual~y measurement of the river flow and 
of a number of se~cted wells located a~acent to the river. 
The area of measurement included the section of the river 
~om Pa~minas to Wink~mam The measurements were 
taken monthly over a period of one year. A number of 
chem~al and b ~ g i c a l  parameters, including heavy 
metals, were analyzed. A report was prepared in 1981. 
Although a number of smal~r minin~related spills have 
been detected over the intervening years, the ~ver sy~em 
has fully recovered, and is considered rela~v~y healthy. 

Recovery ~om the 1979 event was s u r p ~ n g l y  rapid. 
Invertebrates, fish (~ngfin dace~ and acceptable water 
qua~ty all were recorded four months a~er the mine spill 
sub~ded. According to Eberhardt  (1981) problems 
associated with the event were corrected at the Cananea 
Mi~e. 

Another water qual~y problem is the high suspended 
sediment load car~ed by the ~ver du~ng and a~er high 
intens~y or long dura~on ~orms. This sediment load is 
larg~y delved ~om the on-g~ng erosion of the surroun& 
ing desert lands. Some sedimen~ are introduced into the 
~ver  ~om returned ~ g a t ~ n  waters and ~om indust~al 
operat~ns working on or a~acent to the river. The mean 
annual sediment discharge range between 0.5 to 1.0 acre- 
feet per square mfi~per year. 

On occa~on, large amounts of organic mate~als have 
been observed floa~ng down the main ~ve~ usually a~er 
high-intens~y ~orms. Green Brush Draw is usually the 
suspected source of s e w a g e ~ l u t e d  wate~ This p~lu~on 
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m ~  come ~om over~aded or breached sewa~  h ~ n g  
ponds in the ~ d ~  of the h e a d w ~  

Du~ng F~cal Year 1987, G ~ c ~  Survey r~  
e ~ d  a w ~  quMity m o ~ n g  ~ n  ~ ~ e  
Charle~on s t r u m  ga~ng site. They will pe~o~cM~ ~l-  
le~ s a m ~  ~ r  anMy~s ~ a numb~  ~ biolo~cM and 
chem~M param~e~.  Th~ monitoring ~ expe~ed to corn 
t i n ~  for sev~M ~ars ,  f f~nding ~ ~ailable.  The Bu~su  
will p a ~ i c ~ e  ~ ~ effo~ by ~ o ~ n g  partiM ~ n ~ n g  
e ~ h  year. 

Pemonn~ ~om the ADHS continue to c ~  w ~  
quality data Mong the segme~ of the river b~ween 
PMom~as and SL Davi& T h ~  c ~  the data on a bi- 
mommy schedul~ ~heir d~a  is e ~  into ~ e  Em 
~ n m e n t M  Protec~on Agenc~s C o m p l e t e d  Mana~-  
m e ~  S ~ m  w ~  ~tabl~hes  a w ~  quMity d ~ a  b~e .  
T h o r  d~a  ~ ~ e ~ e d  ~ t o  ~ e  A ~ n a  Depa~me~  ~ 
Env~onme~M QuMity a~ncy ' s  w ~  d~a  b ~  

D~ing  m i ~ ,  the D i ~  ~ i ~ e d  a w~er  qualiW 
~ o ~ a m  ~ r  ~ e  a r ~ .  W ~  quMity w ~  m ~ s ~  ~ r  
streamf]ow, and ~verM wel~ and ~ n ~ .  T ~  ~s t r ic t  ~ m  
~ d  w~h a ~ ~ e d  l ~ o ~  ~ a n ~ e  w ~  
samp~s for 23 ~olo~cM and ~emical  parameters. ~ July, 
samp~s w e ~  col~cted ~om ~ e  two wells ~ ~ e  FM~snk  
A d m ~ i ~ r ~ e  S~e and s u b m i ~  ~ ~ e  l ~ y .  The 
analy~s was undertaken to ensure ~ e  suitability ~ ~ e  
wa~r  for human ~nsump~on when t ~  admi~strative site 
became ~ a t i o n ~  ~ Augu~  samples were colle~ed fi'om 
~ u r  ~tes on the mMn chann~ and ~om one on the 
Babo~mari ~ver .  ~ ~ptember,  ~mples were ~ken  from 
two s~es on the main riven The resuhs g ~he ~ o v e  
anMyses are ~ n  in ~ e  a p p e n ~  For the samp~s co~ 
~ e d  on the ~ver  in Augur ,  only copper, lea~ ~ o ~  and 
manganese ~ e ~ d  e ~ l i s h e d  ~anda r~ ,  by wide 
m a r ~ .  The Septemb~ ~mples  w~e  well w i ~  e~ab- 
hshed hmRs. The samp~s from ~ e  wells w~e  w ~ n  ~ e  
accepted standards. 

D ~ g  ~ M  Year ~ ~ e  Distri~ ~He~ed ad~tionM 
d~a  ~ mo~ ~ ~ e  ~ n ~  and ~om ~ e d  s~es on ~ e  
~ r  ~ i n t ~ m ~  in t~va~.  See ~ e  At tachme~ 3 for 
i~ormation on ~ e  ~ ' s  d~a  c ~ n .  

4, Water Rights 
The Huachuca Audubon ~ c i e ~  s u b m ~  an ' ~ l i c ~  

~on ~ r  P ~ m ~  ~ A p p ~ p ~ e  S~face W~eff '  ~ ~ e  
Arizona D ~ a ~ m e ~  ~ W ~ e r  Reso~ces in Augu~ of 1985 
~ ~qui~e an ~ s t r ~ m  flow w ~  ~ g ~ .  The w ~  ~ght 
w ~  m q u e ~  for ~ e  ~ g m e ~  ~ e  San PeSo  ~ r  ~om 
H ~ e ~ r d  to B e n i n .  After ~ e  B ~ e a u  took own~ship of 
the lands, the ~ s ~ e a m  flow w~e r  right was reassigned 
~ ~ e  B~eau .  B ~ a u ~  ~ e  ~ r  ~ e m  ~ extremely im- 
p ~  ~ ~ e  m a n a ~ m e ~  ~ ~ e  l an~ ,  ~ e  B ~ e a u  w ~  
exert every effo~ to p e r ~  an approp~ate w ~ e r  right. 

The San P e S o  W ~  is c ~ n t l y  u n ~ r ~ g  an 
a ~ u ~ c ~ n  ~ o ~ e ~ n g s  u n ~ r  ~ e  ~ c ~ o n  ~ ~ e  ~ 
and with g u ~ a n ~  ~om ~ e  Depar tme~ ~ W ~  
Re~urces. These procee~ngs will ~ n ~ d e r  M1 s u b m i ~  
w ~  ~Mms and ~ t ~ m ~ e  ~ e  ~pol~ionme~ ~ the e~  
isting water ~ c e s .  

The Denver S ~  C e ~ ' s  ~ p o ~  for ~ e  San PeSo  
~quired ~ n ~  ~ m m e n ~ d  ~ c  quantit~s ~f low for 
~ mon~.  Tho~  q u a n t i ~  w~e  b ~ e d  on a ~ e ~ a ~  
~ t h e  m e , a n  dai~ flows for each month ~ t h e  ~ a r .  Flows 

were ~ m m e n d e d  ~om the P~ominas and Chafle~on£ 
Tombstone ga~ng ~ n ~  See Tab~ 6 for the recommen~ 
ed ~ s ~ e a m  flows. Please r e a r  to the DSC r e p o t  ~ r  the 
exp~nation ~ the ~commended quantities g flow. 

The St. Dav~ ~figa~on D ~ t ' s  w ~  ~ght  for the 
diversion dam d~es back ~ the i890's. The diversion of 
water which is ~ c ~ e d  on the northern end ~ the land~ 
has ave~ aged 500 a c r ~  p ~  month during the i ~ a t i c  n 
season. There is no other approp~ation ~ sm~a~ w~e r  
on the ~gment  ~ ~he ~ver  ~ u t h  ~ ~t. D a ~  ~ h ~  |ban 
th~  d~em~n.  

Of the 28 water-supp~ wells ~ v e n t ~ d  ~ d~e,  the 
own~s~p  of 21 wells has been reas~gned to the Safford 
D i ~ .  The D i ~  ~ waiting for the remM~ng a ~ m  
ment ~rms  ~om the p ~ o u s  own~s. The Ce~ific~e ~ 
Water Rights ~ r  each of the ~ght  sp~ngs have been 
reas~gned by the former ownem. 

TABLE 6 
Recommended I n . r e a m  Flows for the 

BLM San Pedro ~ v e r  Prope~ies 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Safford Di~dct ,  AHzona 

Period M o t h  

~ o w  R e ~ m m e n d a t i o ~  c ~  
C h a ~ e ~ o ~  

P ~ o ~ n a s  T o m b s t o ~  

Oct. 3.7 11.0 
Nov. 3.6 12.2 

W ~ r  Dec. 5.5** 17.1"* 
Jan. 72** 19.5"* 
Feb. 8.6** 20.3** 
Mar. 6.3** 18~** 

April 2.5 12.2 
May 1.2 7.9 
June 0.6 4.2 

Summer July 7.0* I9.0" 
Augu~ 7.0" 19.0" 
Sept. 7.0* 19~* 

Source: BLM, Denver S e r ~  Center 
* Th~ v~ue ~ 60% of the instantaneous flow, whichever ~ gre~e~ 
** Th~ v~ue ~ 80% ~the instantaneous flow, whichev~ ~ greater. 
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FIGURE I 
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FIGURE 2 
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FIGURE 3 
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FIGURE 4 
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FIGURE 5 
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FIGURE 6 
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ATTACHMENT 3 
San Pedro River Water Ouali~ Ana~s~, 1988 

Safford D i ~ ,  Adzona 

D ~ e s  0~20 
Above  
Green 
Brush 

Sample Types Draw 90 

Flow CFS 35 est. 38 e~ .  55 est. 
pH Fie ld  -- " -- 

Lab 7.6 7.9 8.0 

Total  Susp. Solids 272 256 292 
Hardness  181.0 1730 1546 

Total D ~ s ~ .  Solids 152 165 165 
Sulfate  100.5 128 85.5 
Copper 0.262 0.26 0.09 
Manganese  0.084 ND ND 
A r s e n ~  0.006 0.008 0.006 
C a ~ u m  0.032 ND ND 

Baboco-  
Hgwy.  Charleston mari 

Bridge River 

Chromium 0.019 0.024 0.018 
Lead 0.040 0.141 0.15 
S ~ e ~ u m  ND ND ND 
~ N e r  ND ND ND 
Zinc 1.88 ND ND 

Iron 4.10 0.301 0.60 
Mercury ND ND ND 
Chloride 4.2 3.0 2.3 
Phosphates  15 5 15 
N ~ r a t e s  1.5 1.0 1.3 

0~23  11/19 
Above  Above  
Green Green 

Fairbank Brush Summers Brush 
B ~ d g e  Draw Well Draw 

2.5est. 75 est. 3.8 4.3 7.8 
- -  - -  8.3 8.1 8.1 
8.0 8.0 8.1 7.9 -- 

30 410 6 1 -- 
145.5 149.7 215.0 184.6 -- 

268 165 388 344 -- 
29.9 120 102.9 85.5 -- 
0.06 ND 0.03 0.02 -- 

ND 0.25 0.01 0.02 -- 
ND 0.008 ND ND -- 
ND ND ND ND -- 

0.04 0.003 0.03 0.03 -- 
0.174 ND ND ND -- 

ND ND ND ND -- 
ND ND ND ND -- 

ND 0.11 0.006 ND - 

.70 13.0 ND 0.008 - 
ND ND 0.004 ND -- 

6.7 2.6 8.1 7.4 -- 
2 16 180 10.5 -- 
0.22 1.5 0.52 ND - -  

FecM C ~ i ~ r m  540 220 350 140 540 180 22 --  
Conduc~v~y 

Fie ld  460 410 390 390 350 490 490 345 
Lab 381 351 323 327 300 346 366 --  

Chlorin Herbicide ND ND --  ND ND ND Trace Sflvex - - - -  
Chlorin Pes~cide ND ND --  ND ND ND ND -- 
Organophosphates  ND ND --  ND ND ND ND -- 

Standard 
- -  

9.0 Max. 

- -  

- -  

500.0 mg/L 
250.0 mg/L 

0.05 mg/L 
0.05 mg/L 
0.05 mg/L 
0.01 mg/L 

0.05 mg/L 
0.05 mg/L 
0.01 mg/L 
0.05 mg/L 
5.0 mg/L 

0.3 mg/L 
.002 mg/L 

250mg/L 
- -  

10mg/L 
Potable 0/100 ml 

FBC 1000/100 m 

ND - Not Dete~ed *MPN~00 ml 
Lab Ana~sis performed by American A n a l ~ M  Laborato~es, Tucson, A~zona. All measurements ~ken on San Pedro River except Babocoma~ 
and sp~ngs. 

ATTACHMENT 3 (contd.) 
San Pedro River Water Qu~ity Analy~s, 1986-87 

Safford Dist~ct 

Dates 11/19 01~6 01~6 01~6  01~8 01~8 01/14 01/14 
Above  
Green Here- 
Brush ford H g w ~  C h a P e r o n  T o m b ~ o n e  C h a P e r o n  Summers D i v e r ~ o n  

S a m p ~  type Draw B ~ d g e  90 Hills Gage B ~ d g e  Well Dam 

F ~ w ,  CFS 
7.8 13.6 17.7 21.0 12.4 19.4 -- -- 

pH Field 8.1 8.6 8.6 8.6 8.8 8.8 8.1 8.7 
Lab . . . . . . . .  

Conduct iv~y 
Fie ld  540 500 500 410 490 510 320 500 

Alka l in i ty  (Hach Kit) - 240 220 200 200 200 160 180 
D ~ s ~ v e d  Oxygen 

(Hach Ki~  - 12 12 11 10 12 - 9 

All measurements taken on San Pedro River except Babocoma~ and sp~ngs. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 ~ontd~ 
San Pedro R~er Water QueRy A n a ~ s ,  1987 

Safford D~td~ 

D a t e s  

S a m p l e  t y p e  

Flow, CFS 
pH Field 

Turbidi ty Hardness  
(Hach KiO 

0 1 / 1 5  0 1 / 1 5  1 ~ 1 5  1 ~ 1 4  10 /14  10 /14  1 ~ 1 4  10 /14  

D ~ o n  Li t t le  J o e  S u m m e r  F a i r b a n k  C h a r l e s t o n  H g w ~  H ~ e ~ r d  H g w ~  
D a m  S p ~ n g  Well B r i d g e  B ~ d g e  90 B ~ d g e  92 

- -  - -  1.2 4 ~  7.4 3.3 2.4 0.1 
8.7 7.7 8 ~  8 ~  8.5 8.4 8.0 8.0 

180 260 

Conductivity 
Field 500 920 500 450 420 510 560 590 

Alkal ini ty  (Hach Ki~  180 140 . . . . . .  
Dissolved Oxygen 

(Hach Kit) 9 . . . . . . .  

S t a n d a r d  
- -  

- -  

ND - N~ D~e~ed 
*MPN/100 ml 

Lab An~y~s per~rmed by Ame~can An~ytic~ Laboratories, Tucson, A~zona. All measurements taken on San Pedro River except Babocoma~ 
and sp~ng~ 

ATTACHMENT 3 (contd~ 
San Pedro River Water Qu~ity An~ys~, 1987 

Safford District 

D a t e s  10 /14  11 /02  11 /02  11 /13  11 /13  

Sites  B a b o c o m a r i  L e w i s  L e w i s  2 C i e n e g a  Li t t le  J o e  
S a m p l e  T y p e  R i v e r  S p r i n g  (S) S p r i n g  (N) S p r i n g  S p r i n g  

Flow, CFS 0.I 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.1 
pH Field 8.7 7.6 5.3 8.0 7.4 

Conductivity 
Field 450 630 600 910 1000 
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ATTACHMENT 3 ~ontd.) 
San Pedro Water QualiW A n ~ y ~  March 1987 

by Gray THangle Ac~on Group 

Hereford Highway P~vate Standard 
R o a d  90 Well* (MCL) 

Arsenic 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.05 
Barium 0.11 0.11 0.1 1.0 
Cadmium 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.01 
Chromium 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 

Fluoride 0.4 0.3 0.2 1.4-2.0 
Lead 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.05 
Mercury 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 
Nitrates 0.8 0.4 0.2 10.0 

Selinium 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Silver 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.05 
Alka~nity 188 180 145 -- 
Calcium 75 72 45 -- 

Chloride 9 8 2 
Copper 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Hardness 223 221 129 
Iron 0.2 0.3 0.1 

M a g n e s ~ m  11 10 4 
Manganese 0.05 0.05 0.05 

pH 8.2 8.1 8.2 
S o ~ u m  41 40 10 

Sulfate 81 84 5 
TDS 324 330 154 
Zinc 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Cyanide 0.05 0.05 0.05 

q 

m 

m 

m 

m 

m 

m 

*North of Ramsey Road and E of Moson Road. Appro~ 1 mi. from ~ver. 
Sourc~ Safford Dist~ct 
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APPENDIX 6 
Species L~t  - ~ r d s  

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Safford Distdc~ Adzona 

T e r r e ~ M  Wfl~ i fe  
S p e ~ e s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Least Grebe 
Pied-bfl~d Grebe 
Eared Grebe 
Double-crested Cormorant 
Olivaceous Cormorant 

American Bi~ern  
Least Bittern 
Great Blue Heron 
G r e ~  Egret 
Snowy Egret  

Little Blue Heron 
Cattle Egret  
Green-backed Heron 
B~ck-crowned Night  Heron 
W h R ~ c e d  Ibis 

Black~el l~d Whistling Duck 
Greater White-~onted Goose 
Snow Goose 
Ross' Goose 
Canada Goose 

Wood Duck 
Green-winged TeM 
MMlard 
No~hern  PintM1 
Blue-winged Teal 

Cinnamon Teal 
No~he rn  Shoveler 
Gadwall 
Amer~an  Wigeon 
Canvasback 

Redhead 
Rin~necked Duck 
Lesser Scaup 
Common Goldeneye 
Bufflehead 

Common Merganser 
Red-breasted Merganser 
Ruddy Duck 
Turkey Vulture X X X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X X X X X X X X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

So~c~ D ~ t  Files 

* 

1 Creosote-tarbush 
2 Mixed GrassIand-Whitethorn 
3 Sacaton-Grassland Mixed Shrub 
4 Mesqu~e-Mixed Shrub Asso~a~on 
5 Upland Scrub Grassland 
6 Bottomland Scrub Gras~and 
7 D~imax Gras~and 

8 Chihuahuan Desert Scrub 
9 Cottonwood-willow Ripa~an 
10 Mesquite Bosque 
11 S~t Cedar Bosque 
12 Cienega 
13 Riverine/Lacu~Hne 
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Terrestrial  Wildlife 
S p e ~ e s  

Vegetat ion  C o m m u ~ *  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

B ~ c L s h o ~ d ~ e d  KRe 
Mississi~i Kite 
Sharp-shinned Hawk 
Coopefs Hawk 
Re&tM~d Hawk 

SwMnso~s Hawk 
Z o n e 4 ~ d  hawk 
R o u g ~ g g e d  Hawk 
Ferru~nous Hawk 
Gray Hawk 

Har~s'  Hawk 
Black Hawk 
Great Black Hawk 
Bald EaSe  
G~den EaSe  

Northern Har r~r  
Osprey 
Crested Caracara 
Peregrine Fa~on 
PraiSe Falcon 

ANomado Fa~on 
M~Hn 
Ame~can K e g r ~  
B ~ a $ ~ n ~ d  Hawk 

Scaled Qu~l 
Gamb~'s QuM1 
Montezuma Quail 
Wild Turkey 
Sandhfll Crane 

Virginia Rail 
SoFa 
Purple Gallinule 
Common Moorhen 
Ame~can Coot 

SemipMmated Plover 
Killdeer 
Greater Y ~ w ~ g s  
Lesser Y ~ w ~ g s  
Solitary Sandpiper 
Will~ 

Spotted SandNp~ 
LonwMHed Cu~ew 
M ~ b ~ d  Godw~ 
Semip~m~ed S a n d p ~  
W ~ r n  S a n d ~ p ~  
Least Sandpiper 

Baird's Sandpiper 
Pectoral Sandpiper 
Stilt Sandpiper 
Short-billed Dow~cher 
Long-billed Dow~cher 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X X X X 

X X X 

X X 
X X 

X 

X X X X X 

X 
X 
X X 

X X X 

X 

X 

X 
X X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 
X X 
X X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
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Terres t r ia l  Wildlife 
Spec ie s  

V e g ~ n  C o m m u ~  

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 I0 11 12 13 

Common Snipe 
Black-necked Stilt 
Amer~an Avocet 
Wilson's Phalarope 
Re&necked Phalarope 

Rin~billed Gull 
Frankhn's Gull 
Forstefs  Tern 
Black Tern 
Bonapartds Gull 

Rock Dove 
White-winged Dove 
Mourning Dove 

Inca Dove 
Common Ground Dove 
Y~bw-bil~d Cuckoo 
Greater Roa&'unner 

Common Barn O~vl 
Flammulated Owl 
Western Screech Owl 
Great Horned O~vl 
Elf Owl 

Bm'rowing Owl 
Lon~eared Owl 
Shor~eared Owl 
Lesser Nighthawk 
Common N~hthawk 

Common PoorwiH 
Whip-poor-wi~ 
Vaux's Swift 
White-throated Swift 

Broad~fl~d Hummingbird 
P1Mn-capped Stm%hroat 
Black-chinned Hummingb~d 
A n n , s  Hummingb~d 
Co~2s  Hummingbird 

CalI~pe Hummingb~d 
Broa&tafled Hummingbird 
R u f u s  Hummingbird 
A lb~s  Hummingb~d 

Elegant Trogon 
Behed Kingfisher 
Green Kingfisher 

Acorn Woodpecker 
Gila Woodpecker 
Y ~ b w ~ l ~ d  Sapsucker 
Ra&naped Woodpecker 
Ladder~acked Woodpecker 

H~IT Woodpecker 
No~hern Fhcker 
Ohve~ided Flycatcher 
Greater Peewee 
Western Woo&Peewee 

X X 

X 

X X X 
X X X X X X X X X 

X 
X 

X X X X X X 

X X X X X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
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Terres t r ia l  Wildlife 
Species 

V e g ~ a f i o n  C o m m u ~ f i e s *  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Wifiow F~catcher 
Least Flycatcher 
Hammon£s Flycatcher 
Dusky F~ca~her  
Grey Flycatcher 

Western Flycatcher 
Black Phoebe 
Eastern Phoebe 
Say's Phoebe 
Vermfl~n Flycatcher 

Dusk~capped F~ca~he r  
Ash4hroated Flycatcher 
B r o w ~ e s ~ d  F~ca~he r  
No~hern Bear~ess Tyrannul~  
Th icL~ l~d  Kingbird 

T m ~ l  K~gbird 
Cas~n's K~gbird 
W ~ r n  Kingb~d 
Horned Lark 
Purple Mar~n 

~ e e  SwM~w 
~ ~ n  SwM~w 
N o ~ h ~ n  R ~ ~ d  SwM~w 
Bank SwM~w 
C I ~  S w ~ w  
B ~ n  SwM~w 

SteHer~ Jay 
Scrub Jay 
Pinyon Jay 
Chihuahuan Raven 
Common Raven 

B ~ e d  T~mou~ 
Bush~t 
Ver~n 
ReSbrea~ed Nutha~h 
W ~ ~ d  Nutch~ch 

Brown Creeper 
Cactus Wren 
Rock Wren 
Canyon Wren 

Bew~k's Wren 
House Wren 
Winter W~en 
Marsh Wren 

Northern Mockingb~d 
Sage Thrasher 
Brown Thrasher 
Bendire's Thrasher 
Curve-billed Thrasher 
C~ssal Thrasher 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X X X 

X 
X 
X 

X X X X X X X X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X X X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X X X X X X X 
X X X X X X X 

X 
X 

X 
X X 

X X X X X X X X 

X X 
X 

X 
X 

X X 
X X X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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Terres t r ia l  Wildlife 
Species 

~ g ~  C ~ ~ *  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Gray Catbird 
Western Bluebird 
Mountain Bluebird 
Townsend's Sohtaire 
Swainson's Thrush 
HermR Thrush 

Amer~an Robin 
Ea~ern Blueb~d 
Blu~grey Gnatcatcher 
G~den-crowned Kinder  
Rub~crowned K i n ~  
Black4ailed Gnatcatcher 

Water Pip~ 
Sprague~ Pip~ 
Cedar Waxwing 
Bohemian Waxwing 
Phainopepla 
Loggerhead Shrike 

European Starling 
Bell's Vireo 
Sol~ary Vireo 
Hutton's Vireo 
Warbling Vireo 
Philadephia Vireo 
Gray Vireo 

Herm~ WarMer 
Tennessee Warbler 
Orange-crowned Warbler 
Nashville Warbler 
V i r ~ W s  Wm'~er 

Lucy~ Warbler 
Northern Parula 
Yelbw Warbler 
Black-throated Blue Warbler 
Townsenffs Warbler 

Pine Warbler 
Ye~ow-rumped Warbler 
American Redstart 
Worm-eating Warbler 
Northern Water Thrush 

MacGillivray's Warbler 
Common Y~bwthroa t  
Wilso~s Warb~r 
Re~faced Warb~r 
P~nted  R e d . a r t  

Y~low~reasted Chat 
Black-throated Green Warbler 
Eastern Meadowlark 
ReSwinged Blackbird 

Y~bw-headed Blackbbd 
Rusty Blackbird 
Breweffs Blackb~d 
Great4M~d Grackle 
Bronzed Cowbird 
Brown-headed Cowbird 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 
X X 

X 

X 
X X 

X X 

X 

X 
X X 

X 

X X X X 

X X 

X 

X X X X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X X 
X X X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
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Terrestr ia l  Wildlife 
Sp ec i e s  

V e ~ t a t i o n  C o m m u ~ e s *  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Orchard O~ole 
Hooded O~ole 
Northern O~ole 
Scott's Oriole 
Western Meadowlark 
Amer~an Crow 

Hepat~ Tanager 
Summer Tanager 
Sca~et Tanager 
Western Tanager 
Northern Cardinal 
Pyrrhuloxia 
Ros~brea~ed Grosbeak 

B~ck~eaded Grosbeak 
Blue Grosbeak 
Lazu~ Bun~ng 
I n . g o  Bun~ng 
Vaned Bun~ng 

Painted Bun~ng 
D ~ k d ~  
Green-tailed Towhee 
Rufous-sided Towhee 
Brown Towhee 
Abe l ' s  Towhee 

B a ~ s  Sparrow 
B o t t e ~  Sparrow 
Cas~n~ Sparrow 
Rufus-winged Sparrow 
R u ~ u ~ o w n e d  Spa~ow 
Chip~ng Sparrow 

Clay-colored Sparrow 
Brewer~ Sparrow 
Black-chinned Sparrow 
Vesper Sparrow 
Lark Sparrow 
Black-throated Sparrow 
Sage Sparrow 

Lark Bun~ng 
Savannah Sparrow 
Grasshopper Sparrow 
Fox Sparrow 
Song Sparrow 
Linc~n's Sparrow 

Swamp Sparrow 
WhRe~hroa~d Sparrow 
G~den<rowned Sparrow 
WhRe~rowned Sparrow 
Harr~  Sparrow 

Dark~yed Junco 
McCown% Longspur 
C h e ~ n u ~ c ~ r e d  Longspur 
Purple Finch 
Cas~n's Finch 
House Finch 
Red Cro~MH 

X X 

X 

X 
X X X X X 

X X X X 
X X X 

X 

X X 
X X 
X X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X X X 
X X 

X 
X X X X 

X 

X X 
X X 

X X X 

X 

X 

X 

X X X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X X X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X X X X X 

X 

X 
X X 
X 
X X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
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T e r r e s t r i a l  Wildlife 
Species 3 

~ t ~  C o m m u ~ *  

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Pine Siskin 
Lesser Goldfinch 
La~vrence~ Goldfinch 
Amer icaa  Goldfinch 
House Sparrow 
Bobohnk 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X X 
X 

X 

X 

Sourc~ Safforfl D ~ i ~  
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APPENDIX 7 
Species List- Mamma~ 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Safford D i ~ ,  Adzona 

T e r r e s t r i a l  Wildlife 
Spec i e s  1 2 

V e g ~ a ~ o n  C o m m u ~ *  

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Vagrant  Shrew 
Dese~  Shrew 

P e t e f s  Leagchinned Bat  
CMi~rn ia  Lea~nosed Bat  
Sanborn~ Lon~nosed Bat  
M e . c a n  L o n ~ n g u e d  Bat  
Yuma  Myo~s 
Cave Myo~s 
F~n~ed  M y ~  
Long-legged Myo~s 
Lon~ea red  Myo~s 
S i N e ~ h ~ r e d  Bs t  
Sou thwe~ern  Myo~s 
C M i ~ r n ~  Myo~s 
S m ~ l - f o ~ e d  Myot~  
W e s ~ r n  P i ~ r e H e  
Big Brown Bat  
Red Bet  
Hoary  Bat  
TownsenSs  B i~ea red  Bat  
Pa~id  Bat  
A~en ' s  L a p p ~ r o w e d  Bst  
Southern Y ~ w  Bat  
A m e r ~ a n  Free4af led Bat  
Pocketed F r e e 4 ~ d  Bat  

W ~ r n  M ~ f f  B ~  
B ~  Free4af led Bat  
Spotted Bat  

An t~ope  J a c k r a b b ~  
B l a c k 4 ~ d  J a c k r a b b ~  
Dese~  Cot ton t~ l  

Spotted Ground Squirrel 
Rock Squirrel 
Ha r rY '  Squirrel 
Roun&tailed Ground Squirrel 
Black~afled P ra~ i e  Dog 
Gunn~on ' s  Prair ie  Dog 

Bot ta ' s  Pocket Gopher 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X X X 

X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 

X X X X 
X X 

X X X X 
X 

X 
X X X X 
X X X X 
X X X X 
X X X X 
X X X X X 
X X X X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 
X X X X 
X X X X X X 
X X X X 
X X X X X X 
X X X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 
X X X X X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X X 
X 

X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 

X 
X X 
X X 

X 

X 

X X 

X X X 

X 
X X 

X X X 

X X 
X X X 

X 

X X 

X X 
X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

Sourc~ D i ~  Fries 

* 

1 Creosote~arbush 
2 M ~ e d  G r a ~ M n ~ W ~ t h ~ n  
3 SacatomGras~and Mixed Shrub 
4 M~qu i t e -M~ed  Shrub A ~ o ~ a ~ o n  
5 UpMnd S ~ u b  G r ~ s ~ n d  
6 B ~ m l a n d  Scrub G r ~ a n d  
7 Di~limax Gras~and 

X = Occurs or expected to occur 

8 C ~ h u a h u a n  Dese~ Scrub 
9 C ~ n w o o ~ w f l ~ w  Ripa~an  
10 M ~ q ~  Bosque 
11 S ~ t  Cedar Bosque 
12 C~nega  
13 R i v e ~ n e ~ u s t r i n e  
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T e r r e ~ a l  Wildlife V e g e t a ~ o n  Communi t i e s *  

Spec ie s  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 I0 1I 12 13 

Silky Pocket Mouse 
Hispid Pocket Mouse 
Desert  Pocket Mouse 
Rock Pocket Mouse 
Banne~taf led  Kangeroo Rat  
M e r ~ a m ' s  Kangeroo Rst  
Bailey 's  Pocket Mouse 
Ord's Kangaroo Rat  
Great  Basin Pocket Mouse 

B e ~  

Nor thern  Grasshopper  Mo~se 
Southern Grasshopper Mouse 
Plains H a r v e ~  Mouse 
W e ~ e r n  Harves t  Mouse 
Fulvous Harves t  Mouse 
Nor thern  Pigmy Mo~se 
Cactus Mouse 
Deer Mouse 
White-footed Mouse 
Brush Mouse 

Fulvous C ~ t o n  R ~  
White- throated Woodrat 
A~zona  Co~on R ~  
Porcupine 
House Mouse 

Hispid Cotton Rat  
Yellow-nosed Cotton Rat  
Muskra t  

Coyote 
K ~  Fox 
Gray Fox 

Ringtafl  Cat 
Raccoon 
Coati 

Long-tailed Weasel 
Badger  
Spo red  Skunk 
St~ped Skunk  
Hooded Skunk 
H o u n d e d  Skunk 

Black Bear  

McuntMn Lion 
Bobcat 

C~la red  P ~  
Mule Deer 
W ~ t ~ i ~ d  Deer 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X X X X X 
X 
X 

X X X 
X X X X 
X X 

X 

X X X 
X X X X X X 
X X 
X X X X X X X 

X X X X X 
X 

X X X X X X 
X X X X X X X X X 
X X X X X X X 

X 

X X X 
X X X X X X X 
X X X 

X X X 
X X X X X X X 

X X X X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X X X X X X X X X X 
X 

X X X X X 

X X 
X 

X X X 
X X X X X X X X 
X X X X X 
X X X X X 
X X X X X 

X 

X 

X X 
X X X 

X X X X X 
X X X X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
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APPENDIX 8 
Species List- Herpti~s 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
S ~  D i ~ ,  A~zona 

T e r r e s t r i a l  Wildlife 
Species  

V e g ~ a ~ o n  C o m m u ~ e s *  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Southern Spade~ot  Toad 
Couch's Spade~ot  Toad 
Southwe~ern  Woodhouse's Toad 
Great P1Mns Toad 
Sonoran Dese~ Toad 
ReSspo~ed Toad 
Bullfrog 
Dese~ Box Tur~e 
Sonoran Mud Turtle 
Texas Spiny So~sh~l  

Clark's Spiny L~s rd  
Tucson Banded Gecko 
Southwestern Earless Lizard 
Zebra-tailed Lizard 
Large Spotted Leopard L~ard  
Twin-spotted Spiny L~ard  
Southern Prairie Lizard 
Tree Lizard 
Regal Horned L~ard  
Texas Horned Lizard 
A~zona Desert Whiptail 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X X X X X X X 
X X X X X X X X 
X X X X X X X X X 
X X X 

X X X 
X X 

X X X 
X X X X X X 
X X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X X X 

X 
X X X 

X X X X X X 
X X X X 
X X X 
X X X 
X X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

Source: D~t~ct Fi~s 

* 

1 Creosote~arbush 
2 Mixed Gras~an~Wh~ethorn 
3 Sacaton-Grassland Mixed Shrub 
4 Mesqu~Mixed Shrub Asso~at~n 
5 Upland Scrub Grassland 
6 Bottomland Scrub Grassland 
7 D~dimax Gras~and 

X = Occurs or expected to occur 

8 Chihuahaun Desert Scrub 
9 C~tonwood-wil~w Ripa~an 
10 Mesqui~ Bosque 
11 Sak Cedar Bosque 
12 C~nega 
13 Riverine/Lacus~ine 
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APPENDIX 9 
LAND GRANT OWNERS 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Safford District, Arizona 

S a n  J u a n  de Las  B o q u i H a s  y N o g ~ e s  

1827 Grant applied for by Capt. 1827 
Igna~o Elias Gonzalez and 
Nepomu~no Felix - $240. 

1833 Title issued to Gonzalez 
and Felix. 

1880 Last of grant purchased by 
George Hill Howar& Transferred 
ha~ to wife Janet G. Howard and 
half to George Hearst 

1832 

1862 

1869 

1881 Trans~r  approvM recommended. 
C~ 

1889 George Hearst purchased 1901 
& Howar~s haK 

1899 Phoebe (also Pheb~ Hear~  1905 
(George's w~ow) and son William 
Rand~ph Hear~  p e ~ o n  to Court of 
P~vate Land C1Mm~ 1912 

S a n  R a ~  ~ 1  V ~  

G r a ~  ~ i e d  for ~y Rafa~ 
EHas G o ~  - $240. 

Title issued to Gonzalez. 
Grant Ieft to his widow and 
three sons. 

Mo~ga~d  ~ Camou ~ o ~  

Camou brothers acquired deed. 

Camou grant confirmed by U.S. 
for 17~74.93 acres. 

Corne~ Greene purchased grant. 

A~er ~ n ~  d e , h ,  ~ e e n e  C~t le  Co. 
s~d land to the B o q ~ s  Land and C~fle  

1901 Patent ~sued to Hearsts. 
17,355.86 acres. WWII 

1901 Sold to Boquillas Land and Cattle C~ of 
Bakersfield, CA. 

1958 Kern County Land and Cattle Co. 1958 Kern 
acqu~ed BoquiHas Land and Cattle 
Co. and the land grant. 

1967 Kern Co., conso~dated w~h 1967 
Tennec~ Inc. 

1971 Tenneco We~, Inc. 1971 

1986 H.B. Bell Inve~ments (AZ), Inc. 1986 

1986 U.S. acqu~es land 1986 

198~ Pubic  land managed by Bureau 1986- 
Present cf Land Management. Present 

U.S. bought 2,000 acres on south end for 
$11~0~ 

Tenneco 

Tenneco West 

H.B. Bell Inve~ments (AZ), Inc. 

U.S. acqu~es land 

Pubfic land managed by Bureau 
of Land Management. 

~ :  E~ly  A r ~ :  ~ o ~  ~ ~ I  W~. J ~  ~ W a ~  1975. U ~ v ~  ~ Arizo~ ~ s ,  Tu~o~ AZ. 
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APPENDIX 10 
San Pedro Mon~o~ng Plan 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Safford D ~ t ~ ,  Ar~ona 

Items 
Monitored 

M o ~  
M ~ h o d  

M o ~ n g  
Frequency 

Changes 
Requi~ng 
Reev~uaf ion 

Veg~afion 

U~and Vegetation 

U~and Vegetation 

Ripa~an Ve~tat ion 

Ripa~an Vegetation 

Ripa~an Vegeta~on 

Ripa~an Veg~a~on 

Wfl~i~ 

H a ~ t ~  D N ~ W  

Wfl~i~ Species 
D N ~ W  

Ripa~an H a b ~  

Aquatic 

Reintroduc~ons of 

Hab~at Improvements 

Reseeding Success 

Research Natural Areas 

RNA Condi~on 

Permanent photo points 

Pace frequence 

Permanent photo points 

Low level aerial photo- 
gre~hy 

Ripa~an Invent~y 

Photo plot studies 

Acres per community 
type 

Inventory 

Inventory 

Survey 

No. of species 

A¢res accompl~hed 

Acres 

Site inspections 

Yea~y mr 3 y~. ,  
5 yr. ~ r v M s .  

5 yrs. 

Yea~y mr 3 y~., 
~ e n  5 ~ .  ~ M s  

Yea~y mr 3 yrs., 
then 5 yr. intervals 

Every 5 yrs. 

Every 5 yrs. 

Every 5 yrs. 

Annually 

Every 5 yrs. 

Every 5 yrs. 

A ~ u ~ y  

Annually 

Once 

Annu~ 

Evaluate every 5 yrs. 

Evaluate every 5 yrs. 

Evaluate every 5 yrs. 
~ d ~ m ~ e  needs. 

Evaluate needs for 
Presc~bed burns to m~nta in  
vegetation divers~y. 

Evaluate need for riparian tree 
plantings including management 
of areas. 

Determine changes necessary in 
~pa~an management. 

25% ~om e~sfing 
~n~f ions  mr the first. 

10% ~ss in e~s~ng 
numbers w~hin key wildli~ 
spe~es 

10% loss in acres/plant 
community 

10% change in water quality over 
a 3 yr. pe~od. 

25% change in physical changes 
~hanged stabfl~y, etc.~ 

Less than 25% of Native Wildlife 
Species 

Less than 25% of planned pr~ects 
done in first 5 yrs. 

Less than 75% success in 
revegetation. 

Trends indicating increased 
disturbance 

361 
USSPRNCA01385



~ e m s  M o ~ t ~ g  
Me~od 

M o ~  
~ ~  

C h a n t s  
RequiEng 
R e ~ u a f i ~  

Recrea~on 

ORV Management 

Spe~al Recrea~on 
Management Area 

Lim~s of Acceptable 
Change 

Water Resources 

Surface and Ground 
Water Levels 

Water Quality 

C ~ t ~ a l  R~our~s  

Com~iance 

Site Condition 

Paleontological Resources 

Fos~l Exposure 

Undiscovered F o s ~  

Patrol 

P a ~ ,  visitor r e ~  
~ation, ~affic 
~ u ~  ~ f i m ~ .  

Evaluation cf pre~ 
cribed criteria and 
site~ 

Stroamflow ga~ng at 
~ e d  s i t~  ~ong 
segment of rive~ 
Measure g r o u n d w ~  
fluctuation ~ s~e~ed 
sites a ~ e n t  to rive~ 
r o c k i n g  and non- 
r o a r i n g  equ~ment. 

S y ~ e m ~  ~mpling 
u~ng D ~ i ~  e q ~  
me~,  ~ a p ~ o v e d  
l a b ~ o ~  analysis. 

Review ~earance 
repoAs and pr~e~ 
files ~ r  each ground 
di~urbing pr~ec~ 

Patrol susceptible ~g- 
nificant sites; estab- 
lish photo stations 
~t standing 
buildings/site conditions. 

Check known s~es and 
collect exposed fossfl~ 

C~eck ~ g h  po~ntiM 
areas pe~o~cA~ to 
d~ermine if ~ f l s  are 
expose& 

Regul~ patrol ~ 
~eas  w~h ~ g h  use 
po~ntiM, q u a v e r y  
patr~ of rest of area. 

Weekly patr~ and 
~week~  check of 
r o ~ s  and 
counters. 

As prescribed 

~month sur~ce 
w~e~  ~ m o ~ h  
~ o u n d w ~  yeaHong. 

Minimum 4 ~mes yr., 
surface flow. 
Biffear~, sp~ngs 
and selected w ~ .  

B L a n n u ~  

BLannuM~ 

3-5 years 

10 years 

Discovery of violations 

Collected d ~ a  ~ c ~  
increased visitor use or sustained 
use r e q ~ n g  a d d ~ n a l  or 
improved ~cilities ~ ~ntrols. 

Exceeding prescribed ~ m ~  

Drastic change in surface flow 
and monitoring weHs that appear 
to be a trend. 

P ~ l ~ n  levels ~nsistently 
ex~e~ng  and romai~ng above 
~ s  ma~mum ~ a m i n a n t  
~vel for m ~  c c n ~ m ~ n .  

N o m ~ m ~ e  w i ~  laws 
and rog~ations. 

Cites b~ng damaged]destroyed 
by unauthorized uses, natural 
agent~ or visitor use. 

F o s ~  being destroyed through 
prolonged exposur~ 

Numerous fossils discovered. 
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APPENDIX 11 
BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 

iNTRODUCTiON 
Under  the requi rements  cf Sec t~n  7 of the Endangered 

Specks Act (ESA), as amended, BLM requested a list of 
Threatened and]or Endangered or proposed spe~es  ~ o m  
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). 

The FWS requested tha t  BLM consider the peregrine 
falcon, aplomado falcon, Mexican w~L and Sanborn~ lon~ 
nosed bat,  all Federal ly Hsted as endangered. 

PEREGRINE FALCON 

Over~ew 

The information on peregrine fa~ons  came ~ o m  the 
Amebean Peregrine Fa~on Recovery Plan (Rocky Moun- 
tain/Southwestpopulation), dated December 14, 1984. The 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service prepared this p lan in 
cooperation with AmeHcan Peregrine Fa~on  Recovery 
Team. 

Mearns collected a peregrine fa~on  (Falco pereg~nus 
anatum) near  Tucson in 1885. He speculated tha t  ~ was 
nes~ng in the Santa  Catal ina Mountains at  tha t  ~me.  The 
first reports of actual  peregrine falcon nes~ng  in A~zona  
was by Mearns  in 1890 at  Fort  Verde. Later  reports  of 
peregrine nesting came ~om Brant  who reported peregrine 
nes~ng in the ChiHcahua Mountains duHng the summers  
of 1947 and 1948. Phillips et al, reported tha t  peregrines 
nested throughout  the state in 1964, but gave no loca~ons. 

In 1975, there were three  pairs of peregrines nest ing in 
A~zona. As of 1981, there were 54 known terr i tories  in 
A~zona. 

Peregrine Falcon Recovery Plan 

The overall e m p h a ~ s  of the Recovery Plan ~ r  the 
southwe~ popula~ons of the peregrine falcon ~ "...monito~ 
ing and protection...". 

The Amer~an Pereg~ne Falcon Recovery Plan (Rocky 
Mountain-Sou~west Populations) empha~zes  three m ~ o r  
~ems in the protection and recovery of the peregrine f a ~ o ~  

1. ~ r e c t  protection of the peregrines and their  habi tat ,  

2. action to increase na tura l  productivity (restrict use of 
pesticides, etc.~ and 

3. a cap~ve breeding and release program. 

In addison,  there are five major recovery ac~ons to 
consider. 

1. I d e n ~  and m ~ n t M n  e ~ s ~ n g  and p ~ e n ~ M  h u n ~ n g  
and nes~ng hab~at  and evMu~e  p ~ o u s ~  unsurveyed 
h a b e a S ,  

2. M o ~ r  population trends, s~e occupancy and produc- 
~ v ~ y  of wild pMrs, 

3. M o ~ r  p e s ~ d e  ~ n t a m ~ n  ~ b r ~ n g  pe~grines ,  

4. Con~nue  m a n a g e m e n t  ac~ons to mMntMn n ~ m M ~  
producing wiM pM~ and ~ e ~ e  t h e e  wiM pop~at ions  
w~h  d ~ u m e n ~ d  ~ p r o d u ~ N e  ~ f f i c ~ ,  and 

5. Con~nue r e l e a ~  effo~s ~ establish wild b r e e~n g  pM~ 
in C~orado,  Idaho, Montana,  Utah  and Wyomin~  

The Bureau has direct ~ s p o n s ~ i l i t i ~  in the three ma- 
jor protection and recovery i tems men~oned above. Addi- 
t ionM~, the ~ r ~  ~ v e r y  a ~ n  p e c a n s  ~ BLM's ~ o m  
s ~ f l i t i ~  under  Sec~on 7 of the ESA. 

C~caUEssen~ Hab~ats ~or the 
Pe~gfine Falcon 

The Recovery Plan made no r ecommenda t~ns  to the 
Secretary of the Interior regarding criticM hab~at.  The San 
Pedro EIS area  is not essen~al  to the recovery of the 
peregrine fa~on.  

Pereg~ne Falcon Hab~at 

The San Pedro EIS area does not contain any suitable 
nest ing s~es (eyrie~ for the peregrine falcon. It may, 
however, be suitable hunt ing  hab~at .  The most likely 
peregrine use of the EIS area  would be as a migrat ion 
corridor. 

Poten~al nes~ng hab~a t  probably e x i t s  o u t , d e  the EIS 
area  in the Huachuca  Mountains  to the west, the Mule 
Mountains  to the east, or to the south in Mexico. 

Pemgdne Falcon S~htings 

Bureau  personnel have reported three sightings of 
peregrines within the San Pedro EIS area (one in 1987 and 
two in 1988). All of the s igh~ngs were thought  to be of a 
migra tory  nature.  

Determination of Effect 

Proposed management  ac~v i t~s  will not have an effe~ 
on peregrine fa~ons or t h e ~  hab~a~  The fol~wing favors  
were used to make this de te rmina t~n :  

• The EIS area  may be used as a foraging area  by resi- 
dent and n o n - r e , d e n t  peregrines.  I t  is most hkely,  
however, tha t  peregrines use the area as a migrat ion 
cor~dor. None of the proposed actions will ~gnif ican~ 
ly impact  the use of this area as a m i g r a t ~ n  cor~dor. 

None of the a l t e rna~ves  con~dered in detail will r e suk  
in a ~gnif icant  change in the ~ege ta t~n  or animM com- 
munizes .  Thus, there will be no effect on the poten~M 
h u n ~ n g  use of the area  by peregrines. 
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As men~oned be~r~  ~ e  San Pedro E ~  a r ~  does not 
c o ~ n  ~ ~s t ing  h ~  ~ r  ~ e  ~ i ~  ~lcom 

These ~ c t ~ s  ~ b ~ e  to ~ e  ~ m p H s h m e n t  ~ m m  
jor item number i and ~ r y  a~ion number 1. 

M~or ~ems 2 and 3 ~ well ~ rec~ery act i~s  2 t ~ g h  
5 are beyond ~ e  scope of this ~ a n ~ n g  process. 

Federal law ~ q ~ r ~  BLM to ~ m p ~  ~ Section 7 of 
the ESA. BLM WIN ~ n  ~ t ~ n  w~h FWS in ~ e  
event of any changes ~ p~effi-ine activities or B ~ e a u  
actions n ~  included in the San Pedro M a n a ~ m e ~  
Plan/EIS. 

APLOMADO FALCON 

Overview 

The northern ap~mado ~lcon (Falco ~momlis s ~  
t r i o n ~  w ~  ~ m l ~  li~ed as an e n d a n ~ d  ~ s  ~ 
~86.  Th~ was ~ e  ~ s u ~  ~published e ~ n c e  ~ p ~ m  
tion decHnes in e ~ t ~ n  M e ~  and the a p p ~ e ~  ex t i~m 
tion of the falcon born the Un~ed ~ .  

The ~scr ip t~n ~ ~ e  n o ~ h ~ n  ~ m a d o  ~ o n  ~ based 
on ~e ~me ns  collected by Bendire in 1892 ~ubfished in 
1916 by Todd~ Bendire c ~ e d  ~ecimens ~ Fort 
Huachuc~ abo~ 12 ~ r  mfl~  ~om the San Pe~o  E ~  a~m 

On~ two a~henticated ~ports  ~ e  fa l~n  ~ i s t  since 
1910. The last known ~ghting was ~ St. Davi~ AZ ~ 1940. 
St. David is near the n ~ n  boundary of the EIS area. 
A ~ d i n g  to personnel in the A~zona Game and Fish 
D ~ a r t m e ~  (AGFD), the aplomado ~lcon is e ~  in 
Ar~ona and e x t i ~ e d  in the U~ted  ~ .  

Aplomado Falcon Recovery Plan 

The Bureau recently reviewed the Technical/Agency 
Rev~w Draft Northern Ap~mado Falcon Recovery Plan 
(Hec~r ~ al 198~. This document identified several areas 
in the Safford D ~ t  ~ r  consideration as pos~ble rein- 
troduction sites ~ r  the ~Mom The identified areas in 
southeastern Arizona are: Fo~ Huachuca Military Rese~ 
vation~ the Research Ranch (near Elan,  AZ), the San ~mon 
Valley and the San Pedro EIS area. 

Three m~or prob~ms are thought to influence the 
ap~mado falcon populat~n: 

• hab~at loss, 
• pes~cide contamination, and 
• human di~urbance. 

The Bureau's r e s p o n ~ l i t i e s  include a ~ i v ~ s  that in- 
fluence all three of these preb~ms. 

Cfi~caYEssen~ Hab~at for the 
Ap~mado Falcon 

The Draft Recovery Plan did not make any recommen- 
dations regarding criticaYessential habita~ The Draft 
Recovery Plan, however, did recommend consideration of 
the EIS area as a potential reintroduction site. 

Aplomado Falcon Hab~at 

The Draft Recovery Plan identified the EIS area as 
habitat suitable for a reintroduction site. The Draft also 
states: 

"No~hern pot ions  of this ~fuge are bound by 
~ e ~ e  f l~s  and mesquite enc~ached floodplMns. 
Some po~n t i~  release ~tes, howeve~ might be 
~ c ~ e d  ~ the sout~ near the M e , c a n  b ~ d ~ .  Much 
~ t ~ s  land ~ pu~icly owned and would be av~lab~  
~ r  release activities. In addi~o~ continued acquisi- 
~on ~gras~and  ~ the north sho~d steadi~ improve 
the quality ~ this sit~ Although aplomado fal~ns 
apparent~ did ne~ along gMlery woo~ands (Gray~n 
in Lawrence 1874, and Henshaw 1875), in~ial 
releases should be a~omp~shed in grass~nd sites." 

The San Pedro EIS area do~ ~ M n  de~r t  ~ a n ~  
t h ~  may be sukab~ hunting h a b ~  ~ r  the ap~mado 
fal~m Nesting habitat, r e q ~ n g  nests ~ n s t r ~ d  ~ t r e~  
~ shrubs by ~he r  spe~es ~ birds, may be lacking. The 
~pa~an  ~eas  Mong the San Pedro River may, howeve~ 
provide some nesGng hab~at. 

Aplomado Falcon Sightings 

Avian inveato~es, ongoing since 1986, have not reported 
any ~gh~ngs in the EIS area. In addison, local bird- 
watchers and the Huachuca Audubon Sodety have not 
made a~y sighting~ 

Determination of Effect 

Propo~d management acti~ties will not have an effe~ 
on a~omado ~ o n s  or their habitat. The following factors 
we~  used to make this d e ~ r m ~ n :  

Management actions will not significantly change the 
amount, ~ n ~ t ~ n ,  or quality ~ the e x ~ n g  v e g ~  
tion c o m m u ~ e s .  Therefore, habitat losses to the 
a~omado ~lcon will be m ~ i m ~ .  

Pes~cide use on the public lands in the San Pedro EIS 
area ~ prohibite& Therefore, pesticide use in the area 
will not be a factor where BLM has jur~diction. 

Policies from the planning proces~ legal mandates 
and BLM policies can control human disturbance. The 
following objectives and planned actions (by EIS alter- 
native) relate these controls. 

M a n a ~ m e ~  P r a ~ e s  Common to AH Alternatives 

Establish mitigation procedures to reduce impacts to 
wildlife and wildlife habitat. 

No A n i o n  A ~ e r n a ~ v e  

Close the EIS area to all publ~ use, including b i r$  
watching and hun~n~  and limit admini~rative uses. 

Preservat ion Alternative 

Close all roads to public use but allow continued BLM 
administrative use of roads. The ORV designation is 
'21osed". 
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Close the EIS area to the discharge of firearms. 

UfiHza~on ARernative 

Protec t~n of the wildlife resources, cukural and paleon- 
tological resources, vegetat ion and water  quality/quanti-  
ty is a m ~ o r  component  of this a~ernat ive .  

Allow public veh~ular  use on de~gnated roads only. The 
ORV de~gnaf ion  is "L im~ed  to Designated Roads". 

Close the EIS area  to the discharge of f i rearms except 
those associated with regulated hun f i n~  

Allow hunt ing  but l im~ the season to the pe~od of 
September  1 through March 31. 

P r e ~ r r e d  ARernative 

Allow publ~ vehicular use on de~gnated roads only. The 
ORV des igna t~n  is "Limited to De~gna ted  Roads". 

Allow hunt ing but  ~ m ~  the season to the pe~od of 
September  1 through March 31. 

Close par t  of the EIS area (Chaf le~on Road to the 
Here~rd  area) to the ~ h a r g e  of firearm~ 

Allow overnight  use by p e r m ~  only. 

P r~ec t  impo~ant  raptor areas and heron rooke~es iden- 
tified through the ~ a n n i n g  process. Iden~fy s p e r m  
managemen t  in the H a b ~ a t  Management  Plan. 

Min im~e  pub l~  and admin i~ ra t ive  a ~ i ~ f i e s  around 
impo~an t  wildl i~ areas,  such as ac~ve nest  s~es, du~ng  
the b r e e ~ n ~ f l e d ~ n g  season. 

MEXICAN WOLF 

Overview 

The i n ~ r m a t ~ n  on the M e . c a n  Woff came ~ o m  the 
M e . c a n  WoffRecovery Plan, U.S. F ~ h  and Wfl~i fe  S e r ~  
~ e  (1982~ 

O~e subspec~s of the gray wA£ Can~ lupus baileyi, oc- 
cu~ed  m o ~  of the extreme southea~ corner of A~zona and 
extreme southwe~e rn New M e .co .  An~h~ r subspe~es (C 
~ mogollonensis) occupied the areas of the White and San 
Franc~co Mount~ns  in Arizona and was ~ u n d  in we~  ce~  
~ M  New M e . c o .  A third subspecies, ~ £ mon~ra~lis oc- 
cu~ed  southeas tern  New M e . c o  and most of w e ~ e r n  
Texas. Recent ~ u ~ e s  on the gray woff in the southwes~rn  
UnRed States and nor thern M e x ~  have recommended 
r e~as~fy ing  all three sou thwe~ern  subspe~es of the gray 
woff as one subspe~es,  C £ baileyi. 

B~own (1983) believed the w A f ~  be extirpated from the 
sou thwe~ern  UnRed States and M e . c o  by 1970 and 1982 
respec~ve~ .  The M e . c a n  Woff Recovery Plan (1982~ 
however,  H a s  at ~ a ~  three ~ f fe ren t  r e p o t s  of w a v e s  in 
Arizona in the e a s y  1970's through 1973, (even later  
r e p o t s  are on record ~ r  New Me~co~ 

Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan 

The p ~  o ~ e ~ e  ~ r  the M e . c a n  WAf Recovery Plan 
is: 

"To conserve and ensure the survival  of Can~ ~_pus 

baileyi by mMntMning a captive b r e e ~ n g  program 
and r e ~ a b l ~ h i n g  a ~ a b l e  self-su~Mning populm 
~on of at least  100 Mexican w a v e s  in the m i d g e  to 
high ~ e v a t ~ n s  cf a 5,0~0 squsre mile srea w~hin the 
Mexican wolffs historic range."  

The Recovery Team dev~oped a " ~ e ~ d o w n  ~ a ~ '  in order 
to a ~ n  the p ~ m e  o~ec~ve  of the M e . c a n  WoffRecovery 
Plan. P o ~ n s  of this ~e~down  p ~ n  a p ~ y  to ~derM agen- 
~es  and t h e ~  respon~bil i t ies  under  Section 7 of the En- 
dangered Spe~es  Act of 1973, as amended. 

Most of the i tems listed in the ~ e ~ d o w n  plan apply to 
state, r e ~ o n ~  or national  effo~s. These steps will be a& 
dressed at h igher  levels of managemen t  by the va~ous  
agencies. SeverM ~ems  may  be addressed at  local levels, 
as fo l~ws:  

Ensure  legal protection of wild w~ves  in Mex~o, 
A~zona,  New Mex~o and Texas. 

Seek vigorous en~rceme~t  cf laws p r c t e a i n g  Mexican 
w a v e s  and impo~t ion  of m a x i m u m  ~ g a l  penalt ies ~ r  
in ten~onal  violations of these laws. 

Increase popula~on of wild prey species i m p o ~ a n t  to 
wolves. 

Continue to improve and protect habi ta t  and its 
associated prey base. 

A~em~t  to f o y e r  favorable a t t~udes  towards w~ves  
among the publ~.  

C ~ c a U E s s e n ~  HabRats for the 
Me.can Wolf 

The Mex~an  WAf Recovery Plan ~ d  n ~  specificM~ 
~ e n ~  an area  to establish as C ~ c M  H a ~ t a t .  The Plan 
s ta ted areas in MexAo would be first p~o~ ty .  The San 
Pedro EIS area has not been iden~fied as essen~al hab~at .  

Me,can Wolf Hab at 

H a b ~ a t s  the Mex~an  wAf prefers are pine-clad moun- 
tains, oak woodlands, pinyon-juniper ~ r e ~ s  and gras~ands 
above 4~00 ~ e t  in ~evafion.  WAves are repor ted~ absent 
~ o m  the desert scrub and semLdesert  g ras~ands  of the 
Chihuahuan  and Sonoran dese~s.  

Hab i ta t  in the San Pedro EIS area is, at  best, marg ina l  
for the w ~ £  The only preferred wAf habi ta t  tha t  may  be 
in the area are the high elevation gras~ands .  

WAves used mounta in  ranges  to t ravel  ~ o m  Mexico to 
the sou thwe~ern  United States.  These t ravel  routes are 
referred to as runways.  One m ~ o r  runway occurs to the 
east of the San Pedro EIS srea.  ~ in~udes the Mule Moun- 
tains,  Dragoon Mounta in~  the east side of the Winchester  
and Galiuro Mountains,  and then  n o a h  into Arava ipa  Ca- 
nyon (Brown 198~. The Huachuca  Mountains to the west 
may  also have good poten~al  as a wAf runway.  

Mexican Wolf Sigh~ng~Repods 

Hi~orical ly ,  there have been many  wAf reports  in the 
Chi~cahua,  Mule, and Dragoon Mountains to the east, the 
Winchester  and Galiuro Mountains  to the north, and the 
Pinaleno (Graham) Mountains  to the nor theast  of the San 
Pedro EIS area. 
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1898 
co~ected 

1917 

1924 

1937 

1937 
trapped 

W o E  R e p o r t s  

e a ~  ~epe cf Galiuro McuntMn~ spe~men 

Ft. Huachuca, spe~men c ~ e d  

Parker  Canyon, specimen collected 

Chi~cahua MountAn~ two w~ves ~apped 

PelonciHo Mount~ns in Cochise county, wolf 

1940-1950~ Huachuca MountAns 

1947 Graham (PinMeno) MountAn~ two w~ves 
~apped 

1951,1953 Graham (PinMen~ MountMns, w ~ f  
Agh~ngs 

1961 Red Rock Canyon (Santa Cruz County~ sp~imen 
killed & collected 

1970 Aravaipa Canyon, specimen kil~d and collec~d 

1972 G~iuro Mountains (Pinal-Graham county Hn~, 
depredation report 

1973 E lan ,  AZ, Agh~ng report 

1973 Santa Rita ExperimentM Range (Pima County~ 
wok Aghting 

? east of Dougla~ AZ, sighting 

1949 Ft. Huachuc~ AZ, one mMe woNand pups k i l ~  
~mMe escaped (may be the same repoA as the 194~195ffs 
report ~ r  the Huachuca Mtns.) 

Th~  ~ is n ~  c o m m i e  but ~ shows the hab~ats  and 
range of wolf repoAs since the late 19th century and 
through the present. 

Determination of Effect 

Proposed management ac~vi~es wJl] not have an effe~ 
on the Mex~an W~f  or its hab~at.  The foI~wing factors 
were used to make this determination: 

• ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ~ ~ ~ n  ~ ~ S  
~ e ~  in , ca r ing  a lack of pre~rred h ~  ~ ~  
much ~ the EIS area N a b l e  4~00 ~ e t  in ~ o ~  
~ f i ~ e  ~ ~ the p ~ e d  w~f  h ~  ~ ~ a n ~ .  
Most of the EIS ~ e a  is Chihuahuan Dese~ a c r e .  

• The area has no su~ab~  ~ ~  ~ r  use as a wo~ 
~ .  

• Feder~ law ~ q ~ s  BLM to conserve ~ d e r ~  listed 
T h ~  and Endangered apexes. F ~ e  woif 
~ s  ~ ~ ~ S  ~ ~ c ~  ~ M  W ~ ~ 
~ d  ~ u ~  e ~  t ~  E ~ ~  ~ ~ t .  T ~ s  
will ~lfiH part  of the M ~ a n  Woif R ~ y  ~ a n .  

* Manageme~  ~cfions ~ e ~ f f i ~  in the San ~ o  
Manageme~  a ~ I S  will result in more ~ v ~ a ~ e  
h a ~ t ~  ~ 1 ~  ~ the wol£ The recent ~ m o v ~  of 
~ ~ m  ~ e  E ~  a ~ a  ~ ~ w ~ e  h ~  ~ r  ~ e  
w ~ f s  prey qaveHna, m ~ e  ~ and w ~ f l  dee~ This 
w~l h~p  meet part of the R ~ e ~  Plan. 

SANBORN'S LONG-NOSED BAT 

Overview 

N ~  much was known about the S a n b ~ # s  ~n~nosed  
bat (Lep~nyc~s  sanbornD until recent~. A Hterature 
search of Hall  and K ~ s o n  (1959) and Burt  and 
G r ~ n h ~ d e r  (196~ ~ v e ~ e d  no H ~ g  ~ r  the specks in 
these publications. F u r t h ~  investigation revealed the 
~ e ~ e s  h ~  M~ been cMted Lep~nycter~ y~babuenae. Bar- 
bour and Davis iden~fied the "little long-tongued b ~ "  as 
L~mnycmHs sanborni (B~s of America, i969). 

ApparentlL Sanborn's ~n~nosed  bat is ~nfused w~h 
~s very close relative, the Mex~an lon~nose b ~  Lek 
mnycter~ n~ali~ The Yish and Wildlife Service listed both 
species as endangered ~ the Federal Register on Septemb~ 
30, 1988. 

S a n b ~ # s  ~n~nosed  bat ~ one of the ne~ar  ~ e ~ n g  
bats. 

Sanborn's Long-nosed Bat Recovery Plan 

T h e e  has ~ t  b ~ n  a ~ c ~ e ~  ~ p ~ p ~  for this ~ t .  

Cfi~caUEssen~ Hab~ats for the 
Long-nosed Bat 

None M e ~ f f i ~  

Long-nosed Bat Hab~at 

The ~ng-nos~  bat f ee~  ~ ~ e  ~ scrub ~mmunit ies  
that  have a preponderance of agave's, ~ g a ~ # p e  cactus, 
yuccas or sahuaro cactus. The b a ~  roo~ and raise ~ e i r  
young in c ~ e s  ~ ~ a n ~ d  mine tunnMs. T h ~  are most 
Hke~ ~und  ~ the base of m o u ~  near these p ~ n ~ .  

S a n b o ~  lon~n~ed b ~  d ~ s  not hibernate. A p p ~ e ~  
~ e  b ~  mi~a tes  imo Mexico ~ late ~ p t e m b ~  and ~ t ~  
~ m i S M ~ .  

Y ~ ~ d  ~cat  m ~ i a l  ~ ~ e  f l ~  ~ and 
tunne~ i ~  n e ~  ~ e ~ n g  b ~  ~os t ing /mate rn i~  
sites. 

The San P e ~ o  EIS ~ e a  does not have ~ e  ~ a ~  
~ s  ~ m i ~ n g  ~ nn~s  n ~  for ~os t ing /mate rn i~  
ske~ In a d ~ o n ,  ~ e  area ~ e s  n ~  p ~ d e  much, if any, 
~ e ~ n g  h ~ k ~  d ~  ~ ~ e  low ~ n i ~  ~ y ~ s  and ~ 
(There ~ e  no sahu~o ~ organ-pipe cactus ~ the ~ e ~  The 
~ e a  m ~  f u n ~ o n  ~ a ruination ~ i d o r  during the spring 
and ~H mi~at ions .  

Long-nosed Bat S~htings 

R~enfly,  mo~  & the ~ p o ~ s  in ~ u t h e a ~ o - ~  Arizona 
have been ~om the Huachuc~ Chiricahua, P i ,  :no and 
G~iuro  MountMns. The Huachuca Mount~ns are dose~,  
ju~  w ~ t  &the  San Fe&-o EIS area. The C~ricahua Mourn 
t a ~ s  are about 50 m f l ~  east, GMiuro Mount~ns about 50 
miles no~h, and the PinaMno MountMns about 70 miMs 
to the no~hea~.  There have been no reports or ~gh~ngs 
of the b ~  w~hin the EIS area. 
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Determina~on of Effect 

Proposed management  activities will not have an effe~ 
on Sanborn% ~ n ~ n o s e d  ba~  or t he~  hab~at.  The fol~w- 
ing ~ o r s  were used to make the d ~ e r m i n a ~ o ~  

• Use of the EIS area for ~ r a ~ n g  by r e , d e n t  and nonresh 
dent bats may occur. This use is minimM due to the 
absence of good ~ rage  spe~es den~ty. 

• Bats may use the EIS area as a migration corridor b~  
tween M e , c o  and roost in~materni ty  sites in Arizona. 
The EIS area does not contort  caves an~or  tunnels 
su~a~e  ~ r  the ~n~nosed  bat. N ~ h i n g  proposed in the 
Plan will effect the use or adequacy of the area as a 
migra~on cor~do~ 

• L o n ~ n o ~ d  bat hab~at  ~ rimmed in the EIS area. There 
was a reported sk~eton of Sanborn~ ~n~nosed  bat 
~ u n d  within the EIS area du~ng  1988. 
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Appendix 12 
Inventoried Water Sources on Acq~red Lands 

Source Name 

Stonehouse Well 
P i p ~ e  Tank  
LH~e Joe Spring 

Two C ~ n e g a  Spring 
C u r t ~  F I ~  W ~ l  
S u m m ~ s  We~ 

Con ten t~n  Well 
Unnamed  W ~ l  
Fa i rbank  i Well 

Fa i rbank  2 W ~ l  
Chinese Grdn 1 W ~ l  
Chinese Grdn 2 W ~ l  

Boquillas Rnch Well 
G r a v e y ~ d  Glch W ~ l  
Moson Sp~ng  

Murray  Sp~ng  
H ~ s ~  Draw Sp~ng  
Lew~  Sp~ng  

E r n e ~  Pond 
W ~ f  W ~ l  
W ~ f  W ~ l  

Garden Cnyn Sp~ng  
Young B ~ e k  Sump Pond 
Wolf 2 Well 

Snake Wall 
C ~ n w o o d  1 W ~ I  
Sierra Rdy Mx Well 

Sierra Rdy Mx Pond 
C ~ n w o o d  3 Well 
River Well 

H e ~ r d  W ~ I  
Unnamed  We~ 
Schoolhouse We~ 

S h u g a ~  1 W ~ I  
Whitehcuse Well 
Cobb House We~ 

N o a h  Cobb Well 
Cobb Place We~ 
Unnamed  Well 

No. 9 We11 
No. 11 Well 
No. 8 We11 

No. 7 WeI1 
No. 12 WeI1 
No. 14 Well 

Legal D e s c H p ~ o n  
½½, Sec., T.S., R.E. 

SWNE 19 I8  21 
NWSW 19 18 21 
SWNE 19 I8  21 

NESW 19 18 21 
SWSW 33 18 21 
NWSW 9 19 21 

NWSE 21 19 21 
NWSE 21 19 21 
NESW 3 20 21 

SENW 3 20 21 
SWSW 3 20 21 
SWSW 3 20 21 

SWNW 14 20 21 
SESW 2 21 21 
NENW 13 21 21 

SENW 25 21 21 
SESE 36 21 21 
SWNW 29 21 22 

SESW 5 22 22 
SENE 6 22 22 
NESE 6 22 22 

NWNW 7 22 22 
N E N W  8 22 22 
NWSW 8 22 22 

SWNW I7 22 22 
NESW i7 22 22 
SWNW 21 22 22 

SWNW 21 22 22 
SWNE 29 22 22 
SESE 9 23 22 

SESW 10 23 22 
SESW 10 23 22 
SESW 10 23 22 

NESW 10 23 22 
SENE 16 23 22 
SWNE 16 23 22 

SWNE 16 23 22 
NESE 21 23 22 
NWNW 3 ~4 22 

NWNW 3 ~4 22 
NESW 4 24 22 
SENW 9 24 22 

NWSW 9 24 22 
NWSW 8 24 22 
SWSW 8 24 22 

B e  

Livestock 
Livestock 

Livestock 
Livestock 

Livestock 
Railroad 
~ ~  

Livestock 
Livestock 
L ~ e ~ k  

~ ~ k  

~ ~ k  
~ g a ~ o n  

~ s ~  
~ ~  

~ ~  
~ ~  
~ s ~ M  

~ ~  
~ ~  
~ n  

Dom~f i c  
Railroad 
Livestock 

~ ~  
I ~ g ~  
~ ~  

~ ~  
~ n  
D o m ~ e  

~ n  
~ n  
~ n  

Livestock 
I ~ g ~  
I ~ g ~  

~ n ~ b n  
~ 
Good 
Good 

Good 
U s a g e  
U s a g e  

U s a g e  
U n ~ a ~ e  
U s a g e  

U s a g e  
~ e  
U ~ s ~  

U s ~ l e  
Good 
Good 

Good 
Good 
Good 

Good 
U s ~ l e  
U s ~ l e  

Good 
Good 
U s ~ l e  

U s ~ l e  
U s ~ l e  
U s ~ l e  

Good 
U s ~ l e  
U s ~ l e  

U s ~ l e  
~ ~  
U s ~ l e  

U s ~  
U s ~  
U s ~  

U s ~  
U s ~  
U s ~  

U s ~ l e  
U s ~ l e  
U s ~  

U s ~  
U s ~  
U s ~  
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No. 4 Well 
No. 5 Well 
No. 6 Well 

No. 10 Well 
No. 6 Tank 
No. 7 Tank 

No. 8 Tank 
No. 16 Well 
No. 15 Well 

No 15a Well 

NENW 17 24 22 
SENW 17 24 22 
NWSW 17 24 22 

NWSW 17 24 22 
SENE 17 24 22 
SENE 17 24 22 

SENE 17 24 22 
NENE 19 24 22 
NWNW 20 24 22 

NENW 20 24 22 

~ g a ~ o n  
~ g ~ n  
~ g a f i o n  

~ g a f i o n  
Livestock 
LN~ck 

Livestock 
~r iga t~n  
~Hgafion 

~ k  

UsaNe 
UnusaNe 
UsaNe 

Usage  
Good 
Good 

Good 
Usab~ 
Usable 

UsaMe 

369 
USSPRNCA01393



A P P E N D I X  13 
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GLOSSARY 

The following abbreviations are used in this document. 

ACEC 
AD 
AGFD 
AIRFA 
ARPA 
BC 

BP 
CFS 
CRM 
CRMP 
EIS 
FLPMA 
HMP 
~ C  
NHPA 
ORV 
RNA 
ROW 
VRM 
MY 

Area of C~ t~a l  Env~onmenta l  Concern 
Years after Christ 
A~zona Game and Fish Depa~ment  
Amer~an I n , a n  Reli~ous Freedom Act of 1978 
Archae~o~ca l  Resources P r ~ e ~ n  A ~  
Years be~re  Ches t  
Bureau of Land Management  
Years h e , r e  the present 
Cub~ ~ e t  per second 
Cu~ural  resource management  
Cultural  Resource Management  Plan 
En~ronme~ta l  Impa~  S t a ~ m e n t  
Federal Land P o l l y  and Management  Act 
Habi ta t  Management  Plan 
Lim~s of Acceptab~ Change 
Na t~na l  H~ to~c  Preserva~on A ~  
Off-road vehic~ 
Research Natural  Area 
Righ~of-way 
Visual resource management  
Mil l~n years ago 

ACTIVE MANAGEMENT AREA. A watershed or segment 
of watershed de~gnated as a special management  area 
to provide protec~on for the ground and surface water  
resource~ The 1980 Groundwater  Management  Act 
spe~fies tha t  the D~ector of the A~zona Department  
of Water Resources may create a new Active Manag~ 
merit Area if it is determined that  any of the following 
condi~ons exist: (1) active management  pract~es are 
necessary to preserve the supply of groundwater for 
future needs, (2) land sub~dence or f issu~ng is en- 
dangering property or potential groundwater storage 
capacity, or (3) use of groundwater ~ resul~ng in actual 
or threatened water  qual~y degradation. 

ACTIVITY PLAN. A more detailed and specific plan or pro- 
gram of ac~ons to implement planning d e a c o n s  over 
some spe~fied ~me ~eriod. Examples in~ude a l~ tmen t  
management plans, recrea~on area management plans, 
habitat  management  plans, and cultural resource 
management  plans. 

ADVERSE EFFECT. A~era~on of the characte~st~s that  
cont~bute to the uses)  determined appropriate for a 
cu~ural  resource or that  qualify a cultural property for 
the Na~onal  Register to such a degree that  the ap- 
prop~ate  u s ~  are diminished or precluded or the 
cultural property is disqualified ~om National Register 
eligibil~y. C ~ t e ~ a  in the regulations of the Adv~ory 
Coun~l  guide the de te rmina t~n  of adverse effect. 

ALLOCATION.  The division of l imi ted  resource  
capabfl~ies or supplies among the compet~ors for use. 

ALLUVIAL. Soil or ear th  mate~al  wh~h  has been 
depos~ed by running water. 

ALLUVIAL FAN. The alluvial deposit of a ~ r e a m  where 
it issues ~om a gorge upon a plain or of a t r ibutary 
~ r e a m  at its j u n ~ n  with the main river. 

AMERICAN INDIAN RELIGIOUS FREEDOM ACT OF 
1978. Among ks  provi~ons, the Act pro~des ~ r  Ame~can 

Indian access to r~igious ~tes  and the use and posses- 
sion of sacred o~ects. The A n  requires that  (1) the v~ws 
of Indian ~aders  be obt~ned and con~dered when a pro- 
posed land use might confli~ with tradi~onM Indian 
refigious b ~  or practices, and that  (2) unnecessary 
interference w~h Indian r~igious practices be avoided 
during pr~ect  implementa~on,  but  specifying that  (3) 
confl~t need not necessa~ly bar ~dera l  agencies ~om 
adop~ng proposed land uses that  are in the public 
interest. 

AQUATIC. Of or pertaining to water. Living or growing 
in wate~ 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES PROTECTION ACT 
OF 1979. The Act provides felony level penal~es ~ r  the 

unautho~zed excavation, removal, damage, a l te ra t~n ,  
defacement, sale, purchase, exchange, ~ansportat ion,  
receipt, or offe~ng of archae~ogical  resources ~ und  on 
public land or Indian land. Defini~ons, perm~ re- 
quirements,  and criminal and civil penal~es are 
estab~shed. The Act ove~aps with and p a r ~ a l ~  
supercedes the Antiqui~es Act. R is implemented by 
uniform regulations at 43 CFR Part  7. 

ARCHAIC TRADITION. A pa~ern  of l i~  generM~ 
assodated w~h a pr~ceram~,  p r~ag~cul tu ra l  ~age  of 
prehi~ory.  The Cochise Culture of southeast A~zona 
fol~wed th~  t r a ~ o n .  The Archaic T r a ~ o n  dates ~om 
about 8000 B.P. to about A.D. 1. 

AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN. 
An area of public land that requires spe~al management 
at tention in order to protect and prevent irreparable 
damage to impo~ant  hi~o~c,  cu~ural  or scenic values, 
fish and wfldli~ resources or other natural  sy~ems or 
processes, or to protect l i~  and s a l t y  ~om natural  
hazards. 

ARTESIAN FLOW. Groundwater that  is confined under 
pressure beneath impervious earthen mate~al  until 
penetration of the impervious mate~al  with a well hole 
tha t  a l~ws the groundwater to rise to the surface and 
flow c o n f i n u o u ~  

AVIAN. Of or pertaining to birds. 

AVGIDANCE. A poten~al adverse effect ~ prevented from 
occurring by the partial  or complete redesign or reloca- 
tion of a proposed land use. 
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BASE FLOW. T h ~  p o t i o n  of s t ream flow tha t  is s u ~ n e d  
~ o m  groundwater  flow into the r iver  channel. 

CANDIDATE SPECIES. Spedes  n ~  p r e e n e d  under  the 
Endangered Spe~es Act but  under  con~derat ion by the 
Fish and Wfldl i~ Ser~ce  ~ r  i n d u d o n  on the l~ t  of 
~de ra l ly  threa tened or endangered s p e c ~  

CATCHMENT. A structm'e built to collect and retain r ~ m  
water  ~ o m  an ups t ream drMnage arem It typ~al ly  corn 
sists of a gently sloping impervious sm~ace (apron) onto 
which ra inwate r  collects b e ~ r e  flowing into a ~o rage  
tank. A slickrock catchment uses a naturM slickrock sur- 
face as an  aprom 

CHANNEL STABILITY. A r e l a t ~ e  t e rm  d e s c ~ n g  ero- 
sion or movement  of the channel walls or b o s o m  due 
to overflow. 

CLIMAX COMMUNITY. H i g h e ~  ec~ og i c~  deve~pmen t  
of a community  on a ~ v e n  site determined p r i m a r i ~  by 
climate but  also influenced by so~, topographic, 
v e g ~ a t ~ e ,  fire and a n i m ~  favors .  

COCHISE CULTURE. P r e h i ~ o ~ c  cu~ure  of sou thea~  
A~zona and sou thwe~  New M e ,  co be~eved ~o have  
begun over ~000 years  ago and to have las~ed until  5~0 
B.C. or later. The Cochise cul ture 's  economy was based 
on ga the~ng  wild ~ a n t  ~ods  and hunt ing  small  game. 
S ~ f i e m e n t s  were ~ m p o r a r y .  

COMMUNITY. A group of plants  and a n i m u s  Hying to- 
gether  in a common area  and having dose  interactions. 

CONSERVATION FOR FUTURE USE. A cul~ur~ re- 
source wi~ be s epa r~ed  and protected from n o n c o m p ~  
~ e  land uses and preserved in ~ace  because (1) ~hat par- 
f icular site type is scarce or unique, ~ )  ~s  information 
p ~ e n ~ M  cannot be realized through avMlab~  ar- 
chae~o~ca l  m~hods ,  or ~)  ~ represents an outstanding 
e x a m p ~  of a pm'~cular  s~e type. 

CRITICAL WILDLIFE HABITA% The area of land, water  
and airspace required for the normal  needs and survNM 
of an  endangered spe~em C r ~ a l  w f l ~ i ~  h a b ~ a t  is 
de~gna ted  by the Secretary of the I n t e ~ o ~  

CRUCIAL HABITAT. C ruda l  hab~ a t  includes po t i ons  of 
the habRats  of o f f i ~  des~na ted  BLM sensitive 
specks  or s p e r m  ~ a t u s  spe4es  that ,  ff de~royed  or 
a d v e r s e ~  m o ~ f i e ~  could r e su~  in t h e ~  b ~ n g  l~ ted  as 
th rea tened  or endangered pursuan t  to the  Endangered 
Spe~es Act, or in some ca~gory  implying endangerment  
by a s tate  agency or ~ a t u r e .  

CUBIC FOOT PER SECOND. The expression ~ r  one cub~ 
~ o t  of ~vater p a s ~ n g  a ~ v e n  p ~ n t  in one second. One 
CFS equMs 7.48 gallons per  secon~ 

CULTURAL PROPERTY. Any defin~e location of p a ~  
h u m a n  a c u i t y ,  habi ta t ion or use identified through a 
field inventory,  h i~o~cM documentat ion or o r ~  
evidenc~ This t e rm may  include (1) a r c h a e ~ o ~ c M  or 
histo~c sites, s~ructures and ~aces  and (2) sites or ~aces  
of t radi t ional  c u ~ u r ~  or r e l i~ous  importance to a 
spe~fic group, whether  or not represented by p h y ~ c ~  
rem~ns .  CulturM prope~ies are managed by the s y ~ e m  
of inven tor~  evMuation, p r~ec t ion  and use. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE. The ~ a ~ l e  and nonrenewable  
remMns of h u m a n  act iv~y,  occupation or use, r e f l exed  
in ~s t r i~s ,  sites, structm'es, b ~ l ~ n g s ,  objects, artifacts, 
ruins, works of art ,  a r c h ~ e ~ u r e  and na tura l  ~ a t u r e s  
tha t  were of impo~ance  in past  h u m a n  events. These 

resources ~ n s i ~  of: (1) phyAcM ~ m A n ~  (2) m'eas w h e n  
A g ~ f i c a n t  h u m a n  events  occurred, even though 
evidence of the event  no longer remAns,  and (3) the em 
~ r o n m e n t  i m m e ~ e ~  s u r r o u n ~ n g  the ~ u r ~ .  

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY. A desc~pfive 
Hs~ng and documen t~ ion  of c ~ t u r M  ~ u r ~ s ,  im 
c l u i n g  ph~ographs  and map~  the p m ~ e s  g locatin~ 
ident i fy in~ and ~ r ~ n g  Ates, ~ r u ~ u r e s ,  b~ ld ings ,  
objects and ~ s t r i ~ s  through Mbrary and archNM 
research; information from persons knowledgeable about 
c ~ t u r M  ~ u r ~  and on-the-ground field surveys of 
vary ing  levels ~ intenAty.  ~ e e  C ~ t u r ~  R ~ o u r c e  In- 
ventory ClassesJ  

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY CLASSES. Class 
I - Hbrary,  amhivM, and l i t ~ u r e  r e ~ m ' c h  w ~ h  con- 
sul tat ion to ~ e n t i ~  known culturM ~ u r c ~ .  Class I I  
- a s a m ~ g  f l e d  ~ v e n t o r y  of an area,  s y s t e m a t i c ~  
deAgned ~ pro~de  a pre~ct ive  model ~ t h e  n ~ u r e  and 
distribution ~ the  c u l t u r ~  resources in an area.  Class 
I I I -  an i n t ens~e  field search ~ all surface-e~dent  
cukura]  resources in an entire area.  

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN. A 
~ v e ~  brief  a c ~ t y  ~ a n  in which d ~ e r m ~ n s  
(management  objective~ made ~ r e s o u r ~  management  
~ a n s  are m ~ e  f u l ~  dev~ope& Use M ~ c ~ n s  and 
related pro~ction p~o~t ies  are established A the CRMP 
and scientific r e , a r c h  o~ect ives  are ~en t i f i ed  by 
historic context. These ~ a n s  may  be prepared ~ r  im 
• ~ d u M  Ates, ~ r  a group g A ~ ¢  for each ~ o ~ c  a m  
text,  or ~ r  a geog rap~c  area.  

CULTURAL RESOURCE SITE. A physicM location o f p ~ t  
h u m a n  a ~ i e s  or events. Sites vary  in Aze, r a n ~ n g  
~ o m  the ~ c ~ n  of a ~ n ~ e  c u ~ u r ~  resom'ce o~ec t  to 
a ~ u s ~ r  ~ cu~urM resom'ce ~ r u ~ u r e s  w~h  associated 
o ~ e ~ s  and ~a tu res .  

DEGRADATION. The removM ~ c h a n n ~  bed m ~ e r ~  
during f loo~ through downcutting ~ t h e  natural  s t ream 
channel~ 

DISCHARGE. The quant i ty  of streamflow, u s u a l ~  s t ~ e d  
in cub4c ~ per  second as a u ~ t  of measurement .  

DIVERSITY. A measure  ~ the number  of different ter- 
restrial  or aquatic commu~t ies ,  vegetationM s t ru~ures  
and physicM p a r a m ~ e r s  within these communities t h ~  
lead to many  ~ f f e r en t  wildlife h a b ~  

ECOLOGICAL SUCCESSION. See S u c c e s s ~  Plant .  

ECOSYSTEM. A c o m ~ e x  s ~ s u ~ n g  na tu ra l  s y ~ e m  
which includes living and n o M i ~ n g  components of the 
e n ~ r o n m e n t  and the in te ra~ ions  tha t  bind them 
~ g ~ h e r .  ~ s  ~ n c ~ o ~ n g  ~ v ~ v e s  the c~cu l~ ion  ~ roS- 
t e r  and  e n e r g y  b e t w e e n  o r g a n i s m s  and  t h e i r  
env~onment .  

EFFEC% Any change ~ the characteristics t h ~  contribute 
to the u s ~  d ~ e r m i n e d  a p p r o p ~ e  ~ r  a cu~urM 
resource or to the qualities t h ~  quMify a cu~urM prop- 
er ty  ~ r  ~he N ~ n ~  R e ~ e r .  D ~ e r m i n ~ n  of effe~ 
~ g ~ d e d  by c r ~ e r ~  in the r e g u ~ t ~ n s  of the A d ~so ry  
Coun~l .  

ENDANGERED SPECIES. An animM or ~ a n t  whose pro~ 
pe~s  of survival  and reproduc~on are in i m m e ~ e  
danger  of e x ~ n c t ~ n  throughout  M1 or p a ~  of ~s  range.  
Defined by the Endangered Species Ac~ as amende& En- 
dangered species are de~gna ted  by the  Secretary of the 
Inter io~ 
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ENTRENCHMENT. Downcu~ing of a ~ ream chann~ du~ 
ing f loo~n~  

ENVIRONMENT. The sur roun~ng  c o n ~ o n s ,  influences 
or ~rces  that  affect or modify an organism or an 
ec~o~ca l  community and u l ~ m a t e ~  determine its 
~ r m s  and survival. 

E N V I R O N M E N T A L  IMPACT S T A T E M E N T .  An 
a n a ~ c a l  document developed ~ r  use by deci~om 
makers to w~gh  the en~ronmenta l  consequences of a 
poten~al  d e ~ o m  An EIS should accurately portray 
p~en~ a l  impa~s  on the human en~ ronmen t  of a pa~ 
t~u la r  course of ac~on and ~s pos~b~ alternatives. 

EPHEMERAL FLOW. Flow occurring in a channel in 
response to an intense or ~ n g  duration storm, usuM~ 
ceasing one to two days after  the end of the ~orm. 

EROSION. The wearing away of the soil and surface by 
running wate~ wind, ice or other geo~gical agents. 

EVALUATION. The a n a ~ s  cf cultural resource invem 
tory records, the appl~a~on of pro~s~onal  judgement  
to ~ e n ~  ( ha rac~f i s t i~  that  contribute to p o ~  uses 
for recorded cu~urM resources, and the recommendat~n 
of appropriate uses)  ~ r  each resource or group of 
resources. Na~onal  Register ~igibil i ty criteria are in- 
terpreted through or w~h re~rence  to Bureau evalum 
tion criteria. 

EXCHANGE. Acqu i~ t~n  and ~sposal  of lands and im 
te re~s  therein ~ r  the benefit of the p u ~  through ~ n d  
exchange w~h the state or p~vate  sector. 

EXOTIC. Not native to the place where ~und;  pe r t~n s  to 
plants and animals. 

EXTIRPATED. Refers to spedes that once occupied an area 
but have ~nce been ~iminated ~om that portion of t h o r  
range. 

FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT 
OF 1976. The A ~  ~ves  BLM the ~ga l  authori ty  to 

establish publ~ land policy; to establish guidelines for 
admini~er ing  such policy; and to provide ~ r  the 
management,  p ro tec~o~ inventory, deve~pment  and 
enhancement  of the public lands. 

FIREARM~ A gun or rifle, etc., ~om which a p r ~ e c g ~  
is fired. 

FLOODPLAIN. The nearly l ev~  ~wland  (MluviM plMn) 
that  borders a ~ r e a m  or f iver  and is s u ~ e ~  to inundm 
tion during high water periods; the r ~ a t N e l y  flat area 
or ~ w ~ n d s  a ~ n i n g  a body of ~andng or flowing water 
wh~h  has been or might be covered by floodwaters. 

FLOODPLAIN AQU]FER. A body of groundwater existing 
within the floodpl~n area. The quan~ty  of water  in 
storage ~ influenced by the f luctua~on of surface flow. 

FOSSIL. Any r e m ~ n ~  ~ace  or imp~nt  of an an~en t  ~ a n t  
or animal that  has been preserved by natural  processes. 

GRABEN. A depressed segment of the earth 's  crust 
bounded on at least two ~desby faults. 

GRADED ROAD. A regu~f ly  m~ntMned ~ d e ~  ~ road 
w~h dr~nages  and generally a v ~ l a b ~  to passenger 
vehicle~ 

GRAVELED ROAD. A regul~r~  m ~ n t ~ n e d  ~ l a d e ~  road 
with a gravel surface and drMnages, av~lable  ~ r  use 
by passenger vehicles. 

HABITAT. A spe~fic set of physical condi~ons that  sur- 
round a ~ngle spe~es, a group of spe~e~ or a large com- 
munity. In wildlife managemen~ the m~or  components 
of habitat are considered to be ~od, water, cover and liv- 
ing space. 

HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN. A written and offi~M- 
ly approved plan for a specific geographic area that  iden- 
~fies w~dlife hab~at  and r~a t ed  o~e~ives ,  e~abl~hes  
the sequence of ac~ons for achieving o~e~ives  and 
out~nes procedures for evaluating accompSshments. 

HERON ROOKERY. A breeding and]or ~esting area for 
a colony of herons. 

HERP~ILE.  An amphibian or reptile. 

HISTORIC RESOURCES. Cultural resources tha t  date 
a~er  the arrival  of Europeans in the Southwe~ (about 
A.D. 1700 to the presenO. 

HOHOKAM CULTURE. A prehi~o~c culture in southern 
Ar~ona dating ~om about 300 B.C. to about A.D. 1450. 
~ ~ not known whether  they were indigenous to the 
area or o~ginated in Mexico. They are known for their  
ex ten~ve  ~ g a ~ o n  fa rmin~ 

INDIGENOUS. Being n a i v e  to an area. 

INTERMITTENT FLOW. F ~ w  that  occurs ~ r  ~nger  than 
several weeks a~er  a m ~ o r  storm but ceases flowing 
during an extended dry season. Any flow lasting less 
than 11 months in any year. 

LAND GRANT. Parcels of land granted by the Spanish and 
Mex~an governments to individuals. 

LIMITS OF ACCEPTABLE CHANGE. A process for 
establishing acceptable and approp~ate changes in 
recreation set~ngs. 

MAMMAL. A class of vertebrates tha t  possess fur (hair) 
and suck~ young on their  mothers milk. 

MITIGATION. The ~ssening of a poten~al adverse effe~ 
by applying approp~ate protection measures, the 
recovery of data or other measures. 

MITIGATION MEASURES. Methods or procedures com- 
mRted to by BLM ~ r t h e  purpose of reducing or lessen- 
ing the impa~s  of an action. 

MOGOLLON CULTURE. A preh~to~c  culture in west- 
central and so~thwe~ New Mexico and e a ~ e n t r a l  and 
southeast A~zona that  was largely contemporaneous 
wRh the Anasa~ and Hohokam (300 B.C. - A.D. 1200) 
and shared some trai ts  w~h beth cultures, pa r~cu la~y  
the Anasa~.  The Mog~lon economy was to a great  ex- 
tent based on agriculture and the gathe~ng of wild plant 
foods. 

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT. The Act 
expands the Na t~na l  Register of H~tofic  Places, and 
estabfishes the Advisory Coundl  on H~to~c  Preservm 
~on, State H ~ to ~c  Preserva~on Officers, and a prese~ 
vation grants-in-aid program. Section 106 directs all 
federal agen~es to take into account effects of their  
undertakings (act~ns and authofizafion~ on properties 
in~uded in or ~igible for the Na~onal  Register of 
H~tofic  Place~ Sect~n 110 sets inventory, nomination, 
protection, and preservat~n respon~bilities ~ r  ~deral ly 
owned cu~ural  proper~e~ Sect~n 106 of the Act is im- 
p~mented  by regulations of the Adv~ory Coun~l  on 
H ~ to ~c  Preserva~on.  
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NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES. The 
R e ~ e r  ~ authorized by the H~ to~c  SRes Act and the 
NationM Historic Preservation Act and ~ expanded and 
mMnt~ned  by the S e ~ m T  ~ the I n t ~  The 
R e ~  H~s c~tm'M p r o p e ~ s  ~ u n d  ~ qua l i~  ~ r  i ~  
~usion because of t h e ~  ~cM, s t ~ e  or national 
~gni f ican~.  E l ~ f l i t y  c~ te~a  and nomin~ion  p r~  
cedures are in 36 CFR Par t  60. Admi~s t ra t ive  respom 
sibifiW for the R e ~  ~ d e i g n e d  ~ the NationM Park 
Service. 

NATIONAL REGISTER QUALITY SITE. A cuRural 
r e ~ u ~ e  ~ te  d ~ m i n e d  to be e f i ~ b ~  for n o m i n ~ n  
to the Na~onM R e ~ e r  ~ H i ~ o ~ c  Places by v i~ue  of 
its ~cM, ~ a t e  or n ~ n M  Mgnfficance. 

NATIVE AMERICAN V A L U E ~  Native A r a b i a n s  hoM 
specific and t r a ~ t ~ n M  values for s i t~  ~ areas t h ~  may 
not contain cukurM a ~ i ~  or ~ a t u r e  remMns. Such 
s ~  or areas inc~de but are not Hm~ed ~ places where 
hunt ing or gathering has occu~ed, ~ s~ ecial m'eas con- 
sidered sacred in their  r ~ i ~ o u s  b ~ .  

NATURALNESS. Quali ty ~ generally appearing to have 
been affe~ed p ~ m a r i ~  by the ~rces  of n ~ u r ~  wRh 
human  influence l a rge~  u n n ~ e a b ~ .  

NONGAME. Wil~ife and fish sp~ies  t h ~  are not hunted, 
fished or utf l~ed ~ r  human  consumptiom 

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE. Any m ~ o ~  tracked ~ wheeled 
v e r d e  designed ~ r  ~ m ~ u n t r y  ~ave l  over any type 
~ n a t u r ~  terrain.  

OF~ROAD VEH]CLE DESIGNATIONS: The land use 
~ a n ~ n g  process ~ e n t i f i ~  the ~l lowing catego~es: 

Open - D e ~ g n ~ e d  areas and trails where ORVs may be 
operated ~ub je~  ~ operating ~ g u ~ o n s  and ~ehic~ 
~andards  set ~ h  in BLM ManuMs 8341 and 8343~ 

Lim~ed - D ~ n ~ e d  areas and trails  where the use of 
ORVs is subje~ to r e ~ n s ,  such as fimi~ng the 
n u m b ~  or types o f v e ~  allowed, d ~  and ~ m ~  of 
use ~easonM ~strictions~ f imi t~g  use to e~s t ing  roads 
and ~ai ls  or limiting use ~ d e ~ g n ~ e d  roads and ~M~.  
C o m ~ n ~ n s  of r e ~ i o n s  are po~ible,  such as 
limiting use ~ c ~ t a i n  types of vehicles du~ng  certain 
~mes of the yea~ 

Closed - D e ~ g n ~ e d  areas and t r ~ l s  where the use of 
ORVs is pe rmanen~y  or ~ m p o r a r i ~  p r o ~ b R e ~  
Emergency use of vehicles is M~we& 

PALEO INDIAN. The ~ r m  applied ~ the f i~ t  peo~e  who 
occup~d the Ame~cas. Present  evidence shows they 
entered N o a h  America ~om the north ~ ~ s s t  11,000 
years ago. They h u n ~ d  large mammals  t h ~  sre now 
ex~n~,  such as mammoth,  m a ~ o d o ~  and bison. The 
earf ie~ known PMeo I n ~ a n s  were the Clovis peop~. 

PALEONTOLOGY. The s d e n ~  tha t  deMs w~h  the ~ ~f 
p a ~  g e o ~ c  ag~ .  ~ ~ based on the ~ u d y  of the ~ s ~ l  
~ m M n s  ~ ~ g a ~ s m s  and in a r e ~ e d  sense is the 
~ udy  ~ ~ f l ~  

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Fossils; ~he ~ m ~ n s  
of a n i m u s  and ~ a n t s  t h ~  p ~ d e  information about 
f i~  in pas~ g e ~ o ~ e  ages. 

PERENNIAL STREAM. A ~ r e a m  t h ~  flows throughout  
the year.  

PHREATOPHYTE. A d e e g r o ~ e d  ~ a n t  o b t ~ n g  w ~ e r  
~om an a q ~ r  (w~er  table). 

PLANNING U N ~ .  A ~ o ~ c M  s ~ M ~  ~ a 
~ ~ 

PLIOCENE. The geMo~c epoch at the end ~ e  ~ a ~  
p e ~ ,  w ~  ~ e d  ~om ~ ~ ~ ~ e  ~ H ~ n  ~ s  
~ .  

P REH ~TO RIC  RESOURCES. C ~ t ~  ~ s  ~ 
W ~  ~ e  ~ ~ E ~ e ~ s  ~ ~ e  S ~  ~ 
~ D .  1 7 0 ~  

~ ~  ~ D  U ~ O ~ E D  ~ E ~  N ~  
m ~ e d ,  nondeveloped ~ p e s  of outdoor ~ e ~ ,  
~ ~ n  be ~ d  and ~ n ~  ~ q ~  ~ s .  ~ m e  
~ ~  ~ e  ~ n ~  b ~ k p a c ~ n ~  f i s ~ n ~  h u ~ n ~  
~ e ~  ~ k  ~ ,  ~ k  ~ g ,  r iver  run- 
~ n ~  ~ w ~ u ~  s ~ g ,  snowsho~n~ c a n o ~ n ~  
~ o ~  and n ~ e  ~ u ~ .  

PRIORWY USE AREA. An ~ w h ~ e  a p a ~ c ~  
~ ~ ~ w ~  h ~  ~ ~ e ~  m ~ -  
~ ~ s  ~ ~ .  ~ e  ~ ~ e  M ~  u ~  
~ ~  ~ b ~  ~ d  ~ ~ e  ~ ~ ,  m ~  
m e ~ ,  use or protection of a resource. ~ e  p~nc~Ms of 
m ~ f i ~ e  u ~  and ~ M n e d  ~ e M  w o ~ d  be m M ~ M n ~  
~ e ~ h  p f i o f i~  ~ e  ~ e m  M a ~  ~ ~ e s  w o ~ d  ~ 
~ ~ ~ e ~  ~ e ~  b ~  ~ e  p ~ o f i ~  ~ e  w ~  h ~ e  
the m o ~  e ~ .  Other  land ~ e s  w o ~ d  h ~ e  l im~s 
~aced  on them to ~ e ~  ~ s  w~h the p d o f i ~  
~ .  ~ ~ m e  ~ a n ~ s ,  a use t ~ M ~  ~ m p ~ l e  
w i ~  the p f i o f i~  resource would be excluded. 

PROPOSED LAND USE. A ~  u ~  ~ ~ n ~  ~ ~ u ~  
t h ~  ~ an au thor~ed  o f f i ~ f s  ~ r m a l  ~ ~  
whether  proposed by the B ~ e a u  or ~ an ~ i ~  
~ a ~ .  

~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
~ Land M a n ~ e m e ~ .  

R A N ~  CONDITION. ~ e  present ~ e  ~ ~ t ~  ~ 
a r a n ~  s~e ~ ~ l ~ n  ~ ~ e  c H m ~  ~ t  ~ m m u ~  
~ u m l  ~ M ~ M )  of tha t  site. Range condition is 
baMcM~ an ecMo~cM r ~  ~ ~ e  ~ a n t  ~ m m u ~ .  
~ y  w M g ~  ~ ~ e  u ~ t  f f  m ~ s ~ e  ~ ~ ~ -  
~ g  ~ e  ~ m ~ M ~ o n  and ~ o ~  ~ e  ~ e ~  ~ a ~  
~ m m u ~  w k h  tha t  of the climax ~ m m u ~ .  

R A N ~  C O N ~ O N  ~ E N D .  D ~ e a ~ n  ~ ~ a n ~ ,  
w h e ~  ~ ,  ~ w a r d  ~ p w ~  ~ ~ ( d o w n w ~  
~o m  the site's p ~ e n ~ .  

R A P T O ~  A bird of prey ~ t h  s h ~ p  talons and ~ r o n ~ y  
c u ~ e d  b e ~  e.~,  h ~ k s ,  o ~ s ,  v ~ t u ~ s ,  e a ~ .  

~ C ~ I O N  AND PUBLIC ~ ~  ACT. An ~ 
~ ~  ~ e  S ~ t ~ y  ~ e  I ~ i ~  ~ ~ e  ~ ~ m  
vey p~Mc lands ~ r  ~ e ~ n ~  ~ d  p~Mc p ~ s  
~ @ e ~ e d  ~ n ~ s  ~ A ~  ~ ~ p M k ~  s ~ -  
~ ~ ~ ~ m ~  c ~ ~  ~ d  ~ d ~  

REGIONAL ~ ~  A body ~ ~ o ~ ~  u n d ~  
~ g  an en~re  w ~ ,  ~ u ~  the ~ o ~ n  
a ~  ~ e  ~ a ~ r  ~ u ~  ~ d  ~ g  
the base ~ ~ s ,  w k h  the excess ~ ~ r  in 
~orage  ~ s ~ d  i ~ o  a n ~ a l  s~eam channel. 

~ A ~ H  ~ A L  ~ E A .  A ~ t ~  ~ e a  ~ -  
~ ~ d  m ~ e d  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  ~ 
m ~  ~ :  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  
or ~ ~ n s  ~ o t h ~  biotic phenomena or ~ 
c h a r a ~ e ~ i c  ~ o u t ~ a n ~ n g  ge~o~c ,  s ~ ,  ~ a ~ c  
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features  or processes. The public may  be excluded or 
restricted ~ o m  such areas to protect ~udies.  

RESOURCE AREA. The s m a l ~ s t  admin~ t ra t ive  subdiv~ 
sion of a BLM district. 

RIGHT-OF-WAY CORRIDOR. A pa rc~  of land e~her  
l inear  or areal  in character  tha t  has been iden~fied by 
law or Secretarial Order, through the land use planning 
process or by other managemen t  d e c c a n ,  as being a 
p r e~ r r ed  loca~on for exis~ng and future ~gh~o~way  
g ra r t s  and su~able  to accommodate more than  one type 
of ~gh~o~way  or one or more r ight~o~way which are 
~mi la r ,  iden~cal  or compa~b~ .  

RIPARIAN AREA. An area  where the vege ta~on shows 
the effects of open water  or water  very close to the su~ 
face of the ground. Th~  in~udes  the shores of lakes and 
rese rv~rs ,  in te rmi t ten t  or perennial  ~ r eam s ,  desert 
washe~ springs, and rivers. 

ROADLES~ The absence of roads that  h~ve been improved 
and maintained by mechanical means to ensure r ~ a t i v ~  
ly regular  and continuous use. A way mainta ined so~- 
ly by the passage of vehicles does not cons~tute  a road. 

RUNOFF. The water  tha t  flows on the land surface ~ o m  
an area in response to rainfall  or snowmen.  As used 
here, runoff  ~ o m  an area  becomes ~reamf low when ~ 
reaches a chann~ .  

SALADO CULTURE. A p reh i~o~c  ¢u~ure tha t  probsbly 
o~gina ted  in the Tonto Basin of A~zona  and spread 
throughout  southeast  A~zona  ~ o m  about 1200 to 1450 
A.D. The Salado economy was based on agriculture.  

SCOPING. An e a s y  and open process ~ r  determining the 
scope of issues to be addressed in an EIS and ~ r  iden~- 
fying the ~gnif icant  ~sues  r ~ a t e d  to a proposed ac~on. 
Scoping may involve pub l~  mee~ngs,  field interviews 
with representat ives  of agencies and interest  groups, 
discus~ons with resource spe~M~ts  and managers,  and 
w ~ e n  comments  in response to news re~ases ,  direct 
m~l ings  and articles about the proposed action and sco~ 
ing mee~ng~  

SECTION. A 1-square mile area ~ r m i n g  one of the 36 sub- 
d i v ~ n s  of a township. 

SECTION 106. Sec~on 106 of the National Hi~oric  Preser- 
vat ion Act of 1966, as amended. 

SENSITIVE SPECIES. A de~gna~on  tha t  is (1) applied to 
species not yet offi~ally listed but  w h ~ h  are underg~  
ing a status review or are proposed for ~s~ng according 
to Federal Reg i~e r  notices published by the Secretary 
of the In te~or  or the Secretary of Commerce or in ac- 
cordance with comparable ~ a t e  documents p u b ~ h e d  by 
state offi~Ms; ~ )  appSed to species whose popu la t~ns  
are c o n ~ e n t l y  small  and wid~y  dispersed or whose 
ranges  are res t~c ted  to a few localities, such tha t  any 
apprec iab~  redu~ion  in numbers,  h a b ~ a t  avai labft~y,  
or hab~a t  cond~ion might  ~ a d  toward ex~nc~on; or (3) 
applied to spe~es whose numbers are declining so r ap i~  
ly tha t  offi~al ~st ing may become necessary as a con- 
servation measure.  

SHERD. A ~ a g m e n t  of a pottery vessel. 

SKEWED. A curve is skewed when popula~ons do not 
follow a normal  " B ~ l  Curve"  distribution but have a 
preponderance of measu remen~  on one ~de of the mean 
as compared to the othe~ 

SOBAIPURI CULTURE. A pro toh~to~c  cu~ure  living in 
the San Pedro Valley ~ o m  about A.D. 1450 to about 
1770. They spoke a Piman language, subdued  p ~ m a ~ l y  
on farming, and were eventually ~rced  out of the valley 
by the Apache. 

SOCIO-CULTURAL VALUE. The importance at t r ibuted 
to an o~ect  Onduding flora and fauna), structure, place, 
living t h i n ~  l i ~ y l e ,  or belief by a group based on the 
group~ percep~on of the o ~ e ~ ' s  role in main ta in ing  
t h e ~  h e , r a g e  or their  exi~ence  as a group. Usual ly  ex- 
pressed in qua l~a~ve  ra ther  than  quan t i t a~ve  terms. 

SOIL HORIZON. A layer of soft, approximately parallel  to 
the surface, tha t  has d ~ n c t  charac te~s~cs  produced 
by soiLforming processes. 

SOLITUDE. The ~a t e  o f b ~ n g  alone or remote ~om hab~m 
tion~ isolation. 

SPECIAL RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA. An 
area  requir ing expHc~ recreation managemen t  to 
achieve the Bureau ' s  recrea~on o ~ e ~ i v e s  and to pro- 
vide spe~fic recrea~on o p p o ~ u n ~ s .  S p e ~  recrea~on 
management  areas are iden~fied in management  plans, 
which also define the managemen t  o ~ e ~ i v e s  ~ r  the 
area. BLM's recrea~on i n v e ~ m e n ~  are concentrated in 
these areas.  

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES. Animals  tha t  are net 
federally ~sted but are on s tate  lists as needing 
p r o t e ~ n .  

SPECIES COMPOSITION. Propor~ons of various plant  
species in r ~ a ~ o n  to the total on a given area; may be 
expressed in percentages based on w~ght ,  crown cover 
or basal  intercept. 

STABILIZATION. Protec~ve techniques ap~ied  to historic 
~ r u ~ u r e s  and ruins to main ta in  their  ex i~ ing  cond~ 
~on and prevent  fu~he r  dete~ora~on,  ~ r  example, cap- 
ping adobe b~ck  walls w~h  adobe mortar .  

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER. The o~ 
t ida l  who is appointed by the Governor to be responsL 
ble ~ r  a d m i n i ~ e ~ n g  the State H ~ t o ~ c  Preserva~on 
Program pursuant  to the National Hi~oric Preservation 
Act. 

SUCCESSION, PLANT. The process of one ~ a n t  communi- 
ty being replaced by another  until  a ~ i m a x  communi ty  
is reached. 

THREATENED SPECIES. Any plant  or animM species 
l ikely to become an endangered  species in the 
~reseeab le  future throughout  all or a ~gnif icant  por- 
~on o f~s  range. Defined by the Endangered Species Act, 
as amended. Threatened species are de~gnated  by the 
Secretary of the Interior.  

TOPOGRAPHY. The exa~  phy~cM ~a tures  and configurm 
tion of a place or region; the detailed and accurate 
desc~p~on of the l and~rms  of a place or region. 

UNAUTHORIZED USE. Intentional  cr un in ten t~nM use 
of publ~  lands wRhout proper autho~ty .  

UPLAND HABITAT. Plant  communit ies  not usually 
associated with ~ p a ~ a n  or floodplMn habitats .  Found 
in higher ~eva~ons .  

V E G E T A T I O N  TYPE.  A p l a n t  c o m m u n ~ y  wi th  
dis~nguishable  characterist ics desc~bed by the domi- 
nant  vegetat ion present. 
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VEHICLE WAY. A vehicle route e~abMshed and main- 
tained s ~ y  by the passage of motor vehicles. 

VISUAL RESOURCES. The visible phys~al  ~a tu r e s  on 
a landscape ~.g., land, water, vegetation, animal~ s~u~  
tures, and other features). 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT. The p lann in~  
designating and imp~ment ing  of management  obje~ 
t i res  to provide acceptable levels of visual impacts for 
all BLM resource management  activities. 

VISUAL RESOURCE M A N A G E M E N T  CLASSES.  
Classification containing specific objectives for maintain- 
ing or enhancing visual resource~ including the kinds 
of s tructures and modifications acceptab~ to meet  
es tabl~hed visual goals. 

Class I m-eas (prese~wation) provide for natural  ecological 
changes only. Th~ class includes wilderness area~ some 
natural  area~ some wild and scenic rivers and other 
~mflar  sites where landscape modif icat~n a c t i v ~ s  
should be r e ~ c t e d .  

Class II @etent~n of the landscape character) includes 
areas where changes in any of the bas~ ~ements  (form, 
line, color or t ex tu r~  caused by management  act iv~y 
should not be evident in the charac te~s t~  landscape. 

Class HI (par~al retent ion of the landscape characte~ 
in~udes  areas where changes in the basic elements 
(form, Mne, color or t ex tu r~  caused by management  a~  
t ivi ty may be evident in the c h a r a c t e r ~ c  landscape. 
The changes, ho~vever, should remain subordinate to the 
visual s t rength of the exis~ng character.  

Class IV (modification of the landscape characte~ in- 
cludes areas where changes may subordinate the 
o~ginal  composition and character;  they should, 
however, reflect what  could be a natural  occurrence 
w~hin  the characteristic landscape. 

WATER QUALITY. The chemical, phy~cal  and biological 
chara~eristics of water with respect to its su~ability for 
a part icular  use. 

WATERSHED. The region ch-aining into a ~ver ,  r iver  
system, or body of water. 

WILDERNESS. An area formally de~gnated by Congress 
as a part  of the National Wilderness Preservat ion 
Sy~em.  

WILDERNESS CHARACTERISTICS. Identified by Con- 
gress in Section 2(D of the Wilderness Act of 1964, ,A  
wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and 
his own works dominate the tandscap~ is hereby 
recognized as an area where the earth and its communi- 
ty of life are unt rammeled by man, where man h i m s ~ f  
is a visitor who does not remaim An area of w~derness 
is fur ther  defined to mean in this Act an area of 
undeveloped Federal  land re ta ining its p~meval  
character  and influence, wkhou t  pe rmanen t  im- 
provements or human hab~ation, which ~ protected and 
managed so as to preserve its natural  conditions and 
which (1) generally appears to have been affected 
p~mar i ly  by the forces of n a t u r ~  with the imprint  of 
man's work substantially unnoticeable; ~)  has outstand- 
ing opportuni~es for solitude or a pr imi~ve and uncon- 
fined type of recreation; (3) has at least five thousand 
acres of land or ~ of sufficient size as to make practicable 
its preservation anduse in an unimpaired condition; and 
(4) may also contain eco~gical, ge~ogicat, or other  
features of s~entiflc, educational, sceni~ or historical 
value." 

WILDLIFE. Animals ~ n g  in the w~d that  have not been 
d o m ~ f i c ~ e d  by man. 

V~LDLIFE WATER~ ArfifidM s o u s e s  of w ~ e r  ~ r  
w i ]d l~ ,  i n d u i n g  a va~e ty  of p r ~ e ~ s  such as c~-  
chments, masonry dams with storage tanks and &'inkers 
and sp~ng deve~pmen~.  W ~ e r  ~ r  w f l ~ i ~  may even 
be ~ p e d  off e ~ i n g  ~ve~ock ~orage  tanks. 

WITHDRAWAL. An a~ ion  ~hat restricts the use ~ public 
land and ~ ' e g ~  the ~ n d s  ~o m  the operation ~ all 
or some of the pub5c land or minerM laws. 
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