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Agua Fria National Monument and Bradshaw-Harquahala

Proposed Resource Management Plans and Final Environmental Impact Statement

Errata Sheet

Dear Reader: At the time of publication, we discovered some errors in the document. We wish
to make you aware of these errors, which are described below in this errata sheet. Please note
that the corrected versions of the following maps are consistent with the text in the associated
document sections.

Please note that the document contains the following errors. Corrected versions of the maps are
available online at www.blm.gov/az/st/en.html or www.blm.gov/eplanning/az_pn/.

Map 2-83, Black Canyon Management Unit Multiple Resource Allocations, Alternative
E; Map 2-84, Castle Hot Springs Management Unit Multiple Resource Allocations,
Alternative E; and Map 2-86, Harquahala Management Unit Multiple Resource
Allocations, Alternative E.

These maps depict route designations within areas proposed to be managed for
wilderness characteristics and as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. In the
corrected versions, references to route designations have been deleted from these maps.
The Proposed RMP does not contain specific, proposed route designations in the
Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area. Proposed route designations will be developed in
a future phase of plan implementation. The public will have the opportunity to contribute
to the identification of issues and the development of route designation alternatives and
travel management plans for these areas.

Map 2-90, Morgan City Wash Road, Alternative E. The Proposed RMP does not include
an area to be managed for wilderness characteristics immediately west of Lake Pleasant.
This designation has been deleted in the corrected version of this map.

Chapter 5, Section 5.3.3 includes a statement that “a copy of all comments received by
the Phoenix District is available on a CD included with this document.” The public
comment letters are not included on a CD. They are being posted online at
www.blm.gov/az/st/en.html and are available for review at the BLM Phoenix District
Office.

The following parcels are shown on Map 2-79 but are not listed in Appendix R, Lands
Available for Disposal. Add the following parcels to Appendix R: Township 2 North,
Range 3 West, Section 14, E %4, 320.00 acres; and Township 2 North, Range 3 West,
Section 26, N ¥%2, 320.00 acres.


http://www.blm.gov/az/st/en.html
http://www.blm.gov/eplanning/az_pn/
http://www.blm.gov/az/st/en.html




ABSTRACT

The Agua Fria National Monument and Bradshaw-Harquahala Proposed Resource Management Plans
and Final Environmental Impact Statement (PRMPs/FEIS) describes and analyses five alternatives for
managing approximately 967,000 acres of Public Land in Central Arizona, north and west of Phoenix,
AZ. Information provided by the public, other agencies and organizations, and BLM personnel has been
used to develop and analyze the Alternatives in this PRMPS/FEIS. Alternative A is the No Action
alternative and represents continuation of current management. Alternative B emphasizes recreation and
resource development. Alternative C makes land available for recreation and resource development with
greater opportunities to experience natural settings than in Alternative B. Alternative D emphasizes
preservation of undeveloped primitive landscapes and opportunities for non-motorized recreation.
Alternative E, the agency Proposed Alternative, provides for a balance between authorized resource use
and the protection and long-term sustainability of sensitive resources.

Major issues addressed in the PRMPS/FEIS include identification of lands that would be made available
for disposal, management of recreation and public access, designation and management of Special
Designations, management of areas having wilderness characteristics, and management of visual
resources.
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Hassayampa Field Office INAMERICA
21605 N. 7™ Avenue

Phoenix, Arizona 85027

In reply refer to: 1610-5.G.1.4

May, 2008
Dear Reader:

Enclosed for your review are the Proposed Resource Management Plans (PRMPs) and Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Agua Fria National Monument and Bradshaw-
Harquahala Planning Area. The PRMPs/FEIS were prepared by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
in consultation with cooperating agencies, taking into account public comments received during this
planning effort. They provide a framework for the future management direction and appropriate use of
these planning areas, located in Maricopa County and Yavapai County, Arizona. The document contains
both land use planning decisions and implementation decisions to define the BLM’s management of the
Agua Fria National Monument and the Bradshaw-Harguahala Planning Area.

These PRMPs and FEIS have been developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 (NEPA), and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. The PRMPs are largely
based on Alternative E, the preferred alternative in the Draft Resource Management Plans/Environmental
Impact Statement (DRMPs/DEIS), which was released on January 6, 2006. The PRMPS/FEIS contains
the Proposed Plans, a summary of changes made between the DRMPS/DEIS and PRMPS/FEIS, a
summary of the written and verbal comments received during the public review period for the Draft
RMPs/DEIS, and responses to the comments.

Pursuant to BLM’s Planning regulations at 43 CFR 1610.5-2, any person who participated in the planning
process for these PRMPs, and has an interest which is or may be adversely affected, may protest approval
of this PRMP and the land use planning decisions therein within 30 days from the date the Environmental
Protection Agency publishes the Notice of Availability of the FEIS in the Federal Register. Please see
the accompanying protest regulations in the pages that follow. E-mailed and faxed protests will not be
accepted as valid protests unless the protesting party also provides the original letter by either regular or
overnight mail postmarked by the close of the protest period. Under these conditions, the BLM will
consider the e-mailed or faxed protest as an advance copy and will afford it full consideration. If you wish
to provide the BLM with such advance notification, please direct faxed protests to the attention of Brenda
Hudgens-Williams, BLM protest coordinator, at 202-452-5112, and e-mailed protests to:
Brenda_Hudgens-Williams@blm.gov.

All protests, including the follow-up letter (if e-mailing or faxing) must be in writing and mailed
to the following address:

Reqular Mail: Overnight Mail:

Director (210) Director (210)

Attention: Brenda Hudgens-Williams Attention: Brenda Hudgens-Williams
P.O. Box 66538 1620 L Street, N.W., Suite 1075

Washington, D.C. 20035 Washington, D.C. 20036



The regulations comprise critical elements of your protest. Take care to document all relevant facts. As
much as possible, reference or cite the planning documents or available planning records (e.g. meeting
minutes or summaries, correspondence, etc.) To aid in ensuring the completeness of your protest, a
protest check list is attached following this letter. This is also available online at http//:www.blm.gov/.

The BLM Director will make every attempt to promptly render a decision on each protest. The decision
will be in writing and will be sent to the protesting party by certified mail, return receipt requested. The
decision of the BLM Director shall be the final decision of the Department of the Interior.

Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in
your protest, be advised that your entire protest — including your personal identifying information — may
be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your protest to withhold from public
review your personal identifying information, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.

Unlike land use planning decisions, implementation decisions are not subject to protest under the BLM
planning regulations but are subject to administrative remedies and review, primarily through appeals to
the Office of Hearings and Appeals (OHA), Interior Board of Land Appeals pursuant to 43 CFR, Part 4
Subpart E. Implementation decisions generally constitute the BLM’s final approval allowing on-the
ground actions to proceed. Where implementation decisions are made as part of the land use planning
process, they are still subject to the appeals process or other administrative review as prescribed by
specific resource program regulations after the BLM resolves the protests to land use planning decisions
and makes a decision to adopt or amend a Resource Management Plan (RMP).

These administrative remedies for final implementation decisions usually take the form of appeals to
OHA, though for certain proposed or non-final implementation decisions, such as proposed grazing
decisions, the regulations provide for an internal agency review (usually a protest to the Authorized
Officer) which must be completed before the final implementation decision can be appealed to the OHA.
This type of protest to the Authorized Officer should not be confused with the protest of land use
planning decisions to the BLM Director.

Upon resolution of all land use plan protests, the BLM will issue two Approved RMPs and two Records
of Decision (RODs). The Approved RMPs and RODs will be mailed or made available electronically to
all who participated in the planning process and will be available to all parties through the “Planning”
page of the BLM national website (http://www.blm.gov/planning), or by mail upon request. The
Approved RMPs and RODs will include the appeals process for implementing decisions that may be
appealed to the Office of Hearing and Appeals following its publication.

Sincerely,

Steven Cohn
Field Manager, Hassayampa Field Office



[Code of Federal Regulations]

[Title 43, Volume 2]

[Revised as of October 1, 2002]

From the U.S. Government Printing Office via GPO Access
[CITE: 43CFR1610.5-2]

[Page 20]
TITLE 43--PUBLIC LANDS: INTERIOR
CHAPTER II--BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
PART 1600--PLANNING, PROGRAMMING, BUDGETING--Table of Contents
Subpart 1610--Resource Management Planning
Sec. 1610.5-2 Protest procedures.

(a) Any person who participated in the planning process and has an interest which is or may be adversely affected
by the approval or amendment of a resource management plan may protest such approval or amendment. A protest
may raise only those issues which were submitted for the record during the planning process.

(1) The protest shall be in writing and shall be filed with the Director. The protest shall be filed within 30 days of
the date the Environmental Protection Agency published the notice of receipt of the final environmental impact
statement containing the plan or amendment in the Federal Register. For an amendment not requiring the preparation
of an environmental impact statement, the protest shall be filed within 30
days of the publication of the notice of its effective date.

(2) The protest shall contain:

(i) The name, mailing address, telephone number and interest of the person filing the protest;

(ii) A statement of the issue or issues being protested;

(iii) A statement of the part or parts of the plan or amendment being protested;

(iv) A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that were submitted during the planning
process by the protesting party or an indication of the date the issue or issues were discussed for the
record; and

(v) A concise statement explaining why the State Director's decision
is believed to be wrong.

(3) The Director shall promptly render a decision on the protest. The decision shall be in writing and shall set
forth the reasons for the decision. The decision shall be sent to the protesting party by certified mail, return receipt
requested.

(b) The decision of the Director shall be the final decision of the Department of the Interior.



Resource Management Plan Protest
Critical Item Checklist

The following items must be included to constitute a valid protest
whether using this optional format, or a narrative letter.
(43 CFR 1610.5-2)

BLM’s practice is to make comments, including names and home addresses of respondents, available for public review.
Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in your
comment, be advised that your entire comment--including your personal identifying information--may be made publicly
available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to withhold from public review your personal identifying
information, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. All submissions from organizations and businesses, and
from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations and businesses, will be available
for public inspection in their entirety.

Resource Management Plan (RMP) or Amendment (RMPA) being protested:

Name:
Address:
Phone Number: ( )

Your interest in filing this protest (how will you be adversely affected by the approval
or amendment of this plan?):

Issue or issues being protested:

Statement of the part or parts of the plan being protested:

Chapter:
Section:
Page:

(or) Map:

Attach copies of all documents addressing the issue(s) that were submitted during the
planning process by the protesting party, OR an indication of the date the issue(s)
were discussed for the record.

Date(s):

A concise statement explaining why the State Director’s decisions is believed to be
wrong:




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

The Agua Fria National Monument and Bradshaw-Harquahala Resource Management Plans and
Environmental Impact Statement (PRMP/FEIS) have been prepared to provide guidance on current and
future management decisions for the Hasssayampa Field Office, a unit within the Phoenix District of the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM). These plans represent the culmination of many months of
concerted planning efforts on the part of Phoenix District staff, Arizona State Office staff, representatives
of communities located within the planning areas, cooperating and collaborating government agencies,
special interest and user groups, and many hundreds of concerned citizens. The proposed Resource
Managem Plans will enable the BLM to manage both the Agua Fria National Monument (AFNM) areas
surrounding Phoenix metropolitan area through a comprehensive plan that will guide BLM management
actions for years to come.

Combined, the Agua Fria National Monument and Bradshaw-Harguahala Planning Areas encompass
more than 3,000,000 acres in a complex mosaic of land ownerships and jurisdictions. BLM manages the
resources on approximately 967,000 surface acres within these planning boundaries, including the entire
70,900 acres of the Agua Fria National Monument, and retains subsurface (mineral) rights to an
additional 725,100 acres. The Agua Fria National Monument and Bradshaw-Harquahala RMPS/EIS are
vital to creating a framework for future planning and decision-making efforts within the context of such
complex ownership. These lands are unique. Located within these planning boundaries are
archaeological sites and artifacts found nowhere else on earth, providing researchers with critical insights
into the lifestyles of the peoples who first settled this region of the southwest. The lands are home to
pronghorn antelope, mule deer, white-tailed deer, bighorn sheep, mountain lion, black bear, javelina,
countless native songbirds, migratory waterfowl, and endangered and special-status species such as bald
eagle, southwestern willow flycatcher, Sonoran desert tortoise, and native fish species such as Gila chub
and desert pupfish. Vegetation throughout the area ranges from creosotebush in the desert flats to
ponderosa pine at higher elevations. The varied panorama of mountains, mesas, grasslands, and high and
low desert vistas provides many thousands of residents and visitors each year with unparalleled
recreational opportunities, and many thousands more rely on these lands for their livelihood through
mining, grazing, and tourism. As the population of the Phoenix metropolitan area continues to grow, the
BLM-administered lands located within the Agua Fria National Monument and Bradshaw-Harquahala
Planning Areas will undoubtedly receive increasing pressure. After considerable deliberation on the part
of the BLM, its partners, and local communities, we believe a broad consensus to wisely guide
management of these very valuable resources.

This Proposed Plan/FEIS was prepared under the authorities of the Federal Land Policy and Management

Act of 1976, in accordance with BLM planning regulations, 43 code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
1610.2(f)(3) and National Environment Policy Acjt (NEPA) regulations, 40 CFR 1502.9(a).
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Purpose and Need

The purpose of preparing the Agua Fria National Monument and Bradshaw-Harquahala RMPs is to
provide plans that will guide future land management actions within the planning areas. These documents
must provide not only adequate guidance for management actions but also show that actions taken were
supported by the appropriate National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) processes.

The need for the preparation of the RMPs has been established by three principal factors: the Presidential
Proclamation creating the monument as a discrete management unit, the degree of urban expansion and
population growth in the planning areas and vicinity, and the time that has elapsed (approximately 15
years) since the last major planning efforts that encompassed the Agua Fria National Monument and
Bradshaw-Harguahala Planning Area.

Planning Issues and Management Concerns
Identified During Scoping

The most important step in developing a RMP is to identify relevant issues and concerns. An issue is
defined as an opportunity, conflict, or problem regarding the use or management of public lands. All
comments received during the public scoping process were assigned, based on content, to one of 12
designated issue categories. Comments were further divided into various sub-issues within each category.
All comments were read, evaluated, and manually entered into an analytic database. Figures 1 and 2
depict the most frequently mentioned issues for each planning area, which reflected a wide range of
public concerns.
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Figure 1. Public Response by Issue — Agua Fria National Monument Planning Area

Recreation and Public Access

Management of, and continued access for recreation use of the monument, while protecting the resources
it was created to protect, is a major issue in the plan. The RMP explores options to allow and manage

recreation uses.

Special Area Designations

The EIS discusses the possibility of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and the segments
of the Agua Fria River previously recommended suitable for Wild and Scenic River designation.

Wilderness Characteristics

A citizen based wilderness study area proposal was submitted. Much of the monument was not
previously inventoried for resource values associated with wilderness characteristics because the lands
were not under BLM jurisdiction when the last round of inventories was done. BLM conducted an
inventory as directed by Section 201 of FLPMA and found some areas to have wilderness character. The

EIS explores alternative ways to manage these areas.



Lands and Realty

Lands within the monument must be retained, but private lands within the boundary could be acquired. In
addition, alternative options for management of a utility corridor along the western boundary of the
monument are discussed in the EIS.

Rangeland Management

Grazing within sensitive riparian habitat is a concern within the monument. In addition, fences used to
manage livestock are a potential barrier to pronghorn movement.

Use of native species in mitigation and restoration, and diligence in preventing infestations of invasive
Species was an issue among some citizen groups.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

The Agua Fria National Monument was created to preserve the outstanding cultural resources within its
boundaries, both historic and prehistoric. The educational and scientific use of the resources, along with
the preservation of the sites is of major interest. Alternatives in the EIS explore varying scenarios for
achieving this balance.

Visual Resource Management

Preservation of the natural appearance of the landscape is of concern within the monument. In addition,
maintaining the existing natural views in some areas is also of interest.

Fire Management

Most of the monument is within a fire dependent ecosystem. Prescribed fire is currently used to maintain
the high desert grasslands. There is an interest in re-establishing natural fire cycles, but the monument is
also adjacent to a couple of small communities that could be vulnerable to wildfires.

Wildlife and Fisheries Management

The monument contains habitat for several listed or candidate species, including the Gila Topminnow. In
addition, several sensitive wildlife species are on the monument, including a small isolated population of
pronghorn that are dependent on the central Arizona grassland ecosystem, including the monument, for
their survival.

Minerals

Though the monument is withdrawn from mining laws, two active mining claims continue to exist. These
claims are held by prospecting clubs.
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Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste

Though there is one abandoned mine within the monument known to have hazardous material problems,
it is on a patented mining claim and currently poses minimal hazard to BLM-managed lands or users due
to limited public access. The greater issue is with trash dumping on and around the monument. Besides
the unsightliness of the dumping, the potential exists for risks to public health and safety from household

or other hazardous waste.

Water

The proclamation awarded BLM a Federal reserved water right within the Agua Fria National Monument.
Water, and the riparian vegetation it supports, contributes considerably to the values described in the
proclamation. The question of how we will quantify and protect the water right is of concern.

Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning
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Figure 2. Public Response by Issue — Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area
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Lands and Realty

The most common comment received regarding the Lands and Realty category was pertaining to land
tenure. In general, the public wants the public lands to remain public. Transfer of land title to private
land owners was generally considered undesirable.

Recreation and Public Access

In general, public sentiment expressed was in favor of maintaining public access to public lands, and to
manage for diverse recreation experiences. Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) use is increasing, and owners of
these vehicles want continued access to BLM aministered land and some assurance they will have a place
to enjoy their recreation pursuits in the future.

Visual Resources

Rapid urban growth in central Arizona has increased the public’s awareness of open space and scenic
guality. Citizens have expressed an intense interest in keeping the landscapes on land as natural
appearing as possible.

Rangeland Management

Public sentiment generally supports continuation of grazing in this region. Concern was expressed about
the health of riparian areas and the spread of invasive species infestations.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Comments concerning this issue generally centered on increasing protection for sites and halting site
vandalism. The potential for livestock damage to sites was also an item of comment.

Special Designations

Comments were received concerning the protection of sensitive resources and habitats within existing or
new special management areas, such as Areas of Critical Environment Concern.

Minerals

Locatable mineral extraction within the planning areas is localized and inluenced by fluctuating prices for
metals. However, there is intense interest in the recreational pursuit of gold as evidenced in the large
participation in clubs such as the Gold Prospectors Association of America and the Roadrunners Gold
Prospectors Club.

In addition, the rapid growth in the urban area is increasing demand for sand, gravel, and decorative rock.
These saleable materials can often be found on non-Federal lands, but interest in extraction from Federal
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lands is increasing. It is estimated that between 60 and 70% of the decorative rock produced in the
Phoenix Metro Area come from Public Lands (Donaldson 2006).

There is widespread abuse and/or misunderstanding of the 1872 Mining Laws, as it is concerned with
mining claims and occupancy. Occupancy is governed by the 43 CFR 3715 regulations and approval for
occupancy must be obtained from BLM prior to occuping the public lands.

Wildlife and Fisheries Management

The preservation of land for both game and non-game wildlife is increasing. As the urban area expands,
habitat is lost for many wildlife species. Development is also fragmenting habitat, reducing the viability
of what remains. Many species in the Sonoran Desert require large land areas. Long term preservation of
species, especially Sensitive, Threatened, and Endangered species, will require preservation of large areas
of unfragmented habitat and focused management of sensitive and uncommon habitats such as riparian.

Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste

Illegal dumping of household waste is an increasing problem within both planning areas. Besides being
unsightly, there is a potential for hazardous materials to be dumped as well. In addition, there are many
abandoned mines within the Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area that pose the potential for containing
hazardous materials.

Fire Management

Allowing natural fire cycles to reestablish on appropriate lands is a public concern. At the same time, the
wildland-urban interface (WUI) is expanding as population increases in central Arizona bring residences
closer to areas vulnerable to wildfires. ldentifying and conducting the appropriate fire management for
specific locations are concerns.

Water and Air

Protecting surface water from declining quality and quantity is an issue. Also, since a large part of central
Arizona is within a PMy, nonattainment area, managing BLM-managed lands to maintain air quality
standards is also of concern.

Wild Burros

Management of a wild burro herd in the Harquahala and Bighorn Mountains area was of concern to the
Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD).
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Alternatives

NEPA regulations and BLM planning regulations require the formulation of a reasonable range of
Alternatives that seek to address the identified issues and management concerns. The BLM developed
five Alternatives, including the “No Action” and “Preferred” Alternatives. The Preferred Alternative,
modified in response to public comment, is now the Proposed Plan. Each of the five Alternatives varies
in both context and intensity of management actions and comprises a set of Desired Resource of Future
Conditions, special designations, land use allocations, and the management actions needed to implement
the alternative. Alternatives must meet the purpose and need for the EIS and the purpose and significant
statement for the monument; must be reasonable; must provide a mix of resource protection, use, and
development; must be responsive to the issues; and must meet the established planning criteria. Each
Alternative is a complete land use plan that provides a framework for multiple use management of the full
spectrum of resources, resource uses, and programs present in the planning area. Under all Alternatives
the BLM will manage the public lands in accordance with all applicable laws, regulations, and BLM
policy and guidance.

Alternative A (No Action) is the current management situation for both the monument and the
Bradshaw-Harguahala Planning Area. Alternative A serves as a baseline for comparison with the other
Alternatives.

Alternative B entails increased public use and more recreation-related development, consistent with
protection of monument resources. It also allows visitation and development within the Bradshaw-
Harquahala Planning Area while ensuring resource protection is not compromised.

Alternative C provides visitors with opportunities to experience the natural landscapes and cultural
resource setting of the monument with more restrictive decisions than Alternative B. In the Bradshaw-
Harquahala Planning Area, there is greater emphasis under Alternative C on identifying and protecting
undeveloped landscapes than in Alternative B.

Alternative D emphasizes the preservation of undeveloped, primitive landscapes on the monument,
resulting in limited public use and the withdrawal of authorized grazing. The Bradshaw-Harquahala
Planning Area emphasizes natural landscapes and non-motorized recreation, with more management
dedicated to maintaining primitive recreation opportunities than under the other Alternatives.

Alternative E (Proposed Plan) combines elements selected from the other Alternatives that have
subsequently been studied and further refined. This Alternative is designed to respond in the most
comprehensive manner possible to each of the issues and management concerns identified throughout the
planning process. BLM has determined that the management actions presented in Alternative E will
provide the optimal balance between authorized resource use and the protection and long-term
sustainability of sensitive resources within each of the planning areas.
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Table E-1 Comparison of Key Alternative Components

Alternative A Acres

Alternative B
Acres

Alternative C Acres

Alternative D Acres

Alternative E Acres

Land Tenure

15,274 acres for Sale,
39,100 acres for
Exchange, 54,370 acres
total.

58,400 acres for
Sale or Exchange

49,100 acres for Sale or
Exchange

None

29,870 acres for Sale, 9,525 for Exchange,
39,395 acres total

Areas of Critical Two for 9,660 acres One for 640 acres Ten areas for 56,520 Nine areas for 205,870 | Four areas for 89,970 acres
Environmental acres acres
Concern (ACEC)
Congressionally Five Areas for 96,820 Five Areas for Five Areas for 96,820 Five Areas for 96,820 Five Areas for 96,820 acres
Designated acres 96,820 acres acres acres
Wilderness
Lands allocated to None One area for Eight areas for 107,843 | Eighteen areas for Nine areas for 88,179 acres
maintain wilderness 56,040 acres acres 140,235 acres
characteristics
Special Recreation None Nine areas for Nine areas for 182,800 | Seven areas for 56,240 | Fifteen areas for 678,835 acres
Management Areas 149,760 acres acres acres
and Recreation
Management Zones
(SRMA and RMZ2)
Mineral Withdrawal Closed to: Closed to: Closed to: Closed to: Closed to:
or Closure Location — 171,680 Location — 171,680 | Location — 188,450 Location — 457,664 Location — 171,940 acres
acres acres acres acres Lease — 171,680 acres
Lease — 171,680 acres Lease — 171,680 Lease — 188,190 Lease — 464,734 acres Sale —
Sale - acres Sale — Sale — 172,780 acres
172,510 acres Sale — 325,970 acres 480,864 acres
268,260 acres
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Public Involvement

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) decision-making process is conducted in accordance with the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, U.S. Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations, and Department of the Interior (DOI) and BLM policies and procedures
implementing NEPA. NEPA and the associated regulatory and policy framework requires that all Federal
agencies involve interested groups of the public in their decision-making, consider reasonable alternatives
to proposed actions, and prepare environmental documents that disclose the potential impacts of proposed
actions and alternatives.

The Phoenix District holds as a priority, collaborative management that engages local communities,
organizations, and citizens. Public involvement, consultation, and coordination have been at the heart of
the planning process leading to these Proposed Resource Management Plans (RMPs) and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). This was accomplished through public meetings, informal
meetings, individual contacts, news releases, planning bulletins, a planning Web site, and Federal
Register notices.

Very early in the planning process, the BLM contracted with James Kent Associates (JKA) to work with
residents and community groups in the planning areas regarding their issues and concerns. JKA’s staff
and BLM employees visited the communities of Wickenburg, Yarnell, Buckeye, Tonopah, Castle Hot
Springs, New River, Black Canyon City, Cordes Junction, Mayer, Dewey, Humboldt, and Prescott
Valley. They visited Phoenix, Flagstaff, and Prescott, talking with environmental and recreation groups.
Citizens discussed their concerns with land use management and suggested ideas for improving current
management practices. Residents in some areas even conducted their own community surveys in order to
provide input and guidance to BLM in the planning process.

Ten scoping meetings were held in central Arizona communities. The meetings were structured to have an
open house period, followed by a meeting/presentation where speakers could voice their concerns. BLM
resource specialists were available to provide information and respond to questions. During the scoping
meetings, 564 people registered their attendance with 169 offering to speak. Comments from the public
were collected during the scoping meetings and throughout the scoping period through a variety of
methods including mail, fax, and email.

BLM continued collaboration efforts by including communities in the formulation of Alternatives.
Workshops were held throughout the planning area to give citizens the opportunity to refine issues,
discuss visions for the public lands, and begin exploring alternative ways to manage the lands and
resources. Citizens also submitted formulated Alternatives, as well as vision statements, for specific
community areas or resources. These were also considered in the range of Alternatives and analyzed in
the EIS.

When the Preliminary Draft Alternatives had been developed, BLM distributed Alternatives to the public
and held four additional public meetings. The public responded with nearly 2,000 comments concerning
the measures developed in those alternatives. Public comments were taken into consideration as the
planning team prepared the Alternatives later published in Draft RMPS/EIS.

After publication of the Draft RMP/EIS on January 6, 2006, the public and cooperating agencies had a
total of 90 days to comment on the Preliminary Draft. The document was distributed throughout the
planning area and was also available through e-planning (an interactive online database). Prior to the
formal public comment meetings, BLM held a total of six e-Planning workshops throughout the planning
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area to help the general public get acquainted with this new medium of reading and commenting on the
Draft RMPs/EIS.

BLM held a total of eight formal public meetings throughout the planning area during the 90 day
comment period. The primary objective of these meetings was to receive comments from the public.
Similar to the scoping meetings, BLM specialists were available to provide information and responses to
guestions. Meeting attendees had the option of either verbally speaking to the BLM staff at the meeting,
or they could write and hand in comment sheets at the meeting. The meetings had as few as six attendees
in Buckeye to over 85 attendees in the Dewey-Humboldt community.

The 90 day public comment period ended on April 6, 2006. A total of 431 individual comment letters and
1,046 form letters (consisting of six separate form letters) were received by the Phoenix District. In order
to properly analyze all of the comments received, the BLM followed the USDA Forest Service Content
Analysis Team (CAT) process for comment analysis. After all of the comment letters were parsed,
separated, and grouped according to the concern and rational, they were responded to by the resource
specialist at the Phoenix District. For a more detailed analysis of this process, please refer to Section 5.3.3
Comment Analysis Process.
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Affected Environment

This section provides an overview of existing conditions in the affected environment of the Agua Fria
National Monument and Bradshaw-Harquahala planning areas.

Special Designations

Within the entire planning area there are five designated wilderness areas totaling 96,820 acres, one Back
Country Byway, two Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (totaling 9,060 acres), and three segments
of the Agua Fria River determined to be suitable for Wild (12.1 miles) or Scenic (10.3 miles) designation
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Lands and Realty

Eight utility corridors criss-cross the planning area, providing available locations for current and future
energy delivery to the urbanizing Phoenix Metropolitan area. Meetings with the public and energy
utilities indicated the existing corridor system was sufficient to meet future demands.

Though central Arizona is one of the fastest growing population centers in the United States, adequate
lands to support community growth exist in both Arizona State Trust and private ownership.

Soil Resources

Soils in the planning areas tend to be shallow and of various textures. Many of the soil types are
vulnerable to disturbance from such activities as driving off-highway vehicles away from existing roads.
Surface disturbances are slow to recover in the desert environments, leaving exposed soil vulnerable to
accelerated wind and water erosion.

Air Quality

EPA has designated three nonattainment areas in central Arizona, one for particulate matter up to 10
microns (PMy), one for ozone, and one for carbon-monoxide (CO). The primary sources of particulates
in urban areas are construction and dust from vehicle travel. On public lands, tailpipe emissions from
various types of motorized vehicles contribute to overall levels of particulates and carbon monoxide.
Though any surface disturbance can increase production of dust from BLM-administered lands,
motorized vehicles on unpaved roads are the primary source. The nonattainment areas generally
encompass the urbanized zone with only a few thousand acres of public land within them. Maricopa
County has developed standards for implementing the Arizona State Implementation Plan (SIP) for
achieving attainment and BLM must comply with county standards on lands within the nonattainment
areas.
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Water Resources

The planning areas lie within the drainages of two major river systems, the Hassayampa River in the west
and the Agua Fria River in the east. In the Sonoran Desert, surface water— especially reliable perennial
surface water— is a rare and particularly valuable resource. Most of the historical locations of reliable
surface water have been lost to urbanization and the remaining locations serve as the most important
wildlife habitats in the region. Groundwater pumping in the region may be affecting surface water
availability by lowering water tables that support spring production and aquifers that occasionally emerge
in river bottoms. Surface water quality, where it remains, has been determined by the Arizona
Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) in most cases to be “limited”, containing pollutants above
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standards. The most common pollutants contributing to these
“limited” streams are fecal coliforms, arsenic, and turbidity.

Biological Resources

The planning areas contain primarily Sonoran Desert, Desert Grassland, and Interior Chaparral vegetation
communities and animals associated with them. Of all habitats within the planning areas, the 140 miles
of riparian corridors are most important, supporting a variety of rare plants, vertebrates, invertebrates, and
native fishes; including listed and candidate threatened and endangered species. The list of known
species includes the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus
americanus occidentalis), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), desert pupfish
(Cyprinodon macularius), Gila topminnow (Poeciliopsis occidentalis), and Gila chub (Gila intermedia).

Upland areas contain some of the finest examples of Sonoran Desert vegetation communities, including
paloverde-saguaro cactus, easily accessible to residents of central Arizona. The most sensitive wildlife
species dependent on these uplands is desert tortoise. The planning areas contain 93,616 acres of desert
tortoise habitat classified as Category I; 419,529 acres classified as Category II; and 136,671 acres
classified as Category IlI.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

The Agua Fria National Monument was created primarily to preserve the outstanding cultural resources
within its boundary. Over 400 sites, including prehistoric pueblo ruins and spectacular rock art, are
known within the monument. Thousands of undiscovered sites may also be there. Outside the
monument, there is an abundance of both prehistoric and historic cultural resources including archaic
hunter-gatherer sites up to 6,000 years old, and mining and ranching sites from the late 1800’s. Sites both
on and off the monument are recognized on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHR), including
the Perry Mesa Archaeological District and the Harquahala Peak Smithsonian Observatory. The planning
area contains no known significant sites for vertebrate or invertebrate fossils.

Recreation

The planning areas are on the northern and western fringes of the rapidly urbanizing Phoenix
metropolitan area. Population growth from 1990 to 2000 exceeded 40 percent in the region. As the
population grows, recreation demand grows as well. Studies indicate the rate of growth in recreation
demand exceeds the rate of population growth. As the planning effort began, demand for motorized
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recreation in the forms of four-wheel-drive vehicles (like jeeps and Humvees), ATVs, and motorcycles
had been increasing rapidly. These recreation uses are expected to continue to increase disproportionate
to population growth. As urban development gets closer and closer to public lands, unmanaged
indiscriminate recreation use, such as unsafe practices of target shooting, creates conflict with natural
resources and traditional public land users.

Visual Resources

Visual Resource Management (VRM) provides a basic tool for BLM to manage a major component of
open space. VRM inventory has discovered that, as natural landscapes are converted to rural and urban
development, the public sensitivity to visual change on public lands increases. The public desires open
and natural appearing landscapes on BLM-managed lands. Poorly designed activities that create large
visual intrusions could diminish the quality of life that has attracted new residents to central Arizona.

Rangeland Management

There are 101 grazing allotments in the planning areas, where leases or permits allow the annual grazing
of 83,060 animal unit months (AUMSs), or approximately 11,690 animals (cattle, horses, and sheep).
During seasons with extraordinary production of forage from annual grasses and forbs, additional AUMs
are authorized for ephemeral use.

Mineral and Energy Resources

Mineral development of gold, copper, and other metals has been limited within the planning area for the
last 15 to 20 years. Some areas of moderate mineral potential exist, but development beyond casual use
has not occurred. The primary locatable mineral development has been by individuals or small operations
conducting small-scale prospecting activities. No leases for oil or gas drilling have been issued in over 15
years. As population growth and development continues, demand for building material also grows, which
has increased the number of requests for sales of mineral materials such as sand, gravel, and decorative
rock from public lands.

Energy resources include electric transmission lines and natural gas pipelines. Several major transmission
lines and pipelines pass through the planning area to provide energy resources to Phoenix and other urban
areas in Arizona and California. A major hub of transmission lines, the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating
Station, is located just south of the planning area boundary along Interstate Highway 10 west of Phoenix.
As urban areas continue to grow, it is expected that the BLM will receive more applications for new
utility lines within utility corridors.

Fire and Fuel Resources

The Sonoran Desert biome presents few opportunities for fire use. The ecosystem is sensitive to fire and
suppression of fires is generally considered desirable. Vegetation communities at higher elevations,
interior chaparral and desert grasslands, do have some fire use potential and prescribed burning is
currently conducted in some of these areas. Population growth and urban expansion is increasing the
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extent of Wildland Urban Interface, (WUI) which presents increased challenge in the protection of private
property and public safety.

Wild Horses and Burros

The Lake Pleasant burro herd is managed in accordance with provisions in the Lake Pleasant Herd
Management Plan. That plan established an appropriate management level (AML) of 208 burros within
the Lake Pleasant Herd Management Area. Burros are gathered as needed to maintain the AML or to
remove nuisance animals. The Harquahala Herd Area, though large in extent, has few burros as
determined by aerial count. These animals spend much of their time on private agricultural lands near
BLM-administered lands. Previous management plans have prescribed complete removal of these
animals. A manageability analysis of the herd determined the small number and frequent use of private
land renders this herd not manageable as a sustained herd over the long term.

Travel Management

Route inventory has been undertaken in both planning areas to identify existing travel routes. Inventory is
complete in the national monument and 171 miles of motorized route have been detected and mapped. In
the Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area, inventory is still underway. Based on the current inventory and
other route sources, estimated motorized route mileage for the Bradshaw-Harquahala planning area is
2,240 miles.

Wilderness Characteristics

Inventories of BLM-administered land to determine areas containing wilderness characteristics were
conducted by BLM in 1980 and 2002. The Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990 set aside 96,820 acres
within the Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area in five wilderness areas. For this planning effort, the
inventories of 1980 for areas not added to the National Wilderness Preservation System were reexamined
to determine their current relevance. In addition, BLM received inventories conducted by private citizens
and a proposal for protection of areas containing wilderness characteristics.

Social and Economic Conditions

Social and economic data suggest the region has seen a shift from rural communities relying on public
lands for economic products, to urban communities with more diverse economies. In the urban areas,
public lands are an increasingly important source of recreation opportunities, as well as a place of
traditional uses, such as ranching and mining. Many rural communities within the planning area cling to
their rural identities and continue to be dependent on public lands for economic stimulus. Many of these
are shifting from mining and ranching towns to service providers for the recreation seeking urban
dwellers. On a regional basis, the economic contribution from rural communities is only a small
proportion of money generated. However, the economic contribution of public land use may be a large
proportion of dollars flowing in many rural communities.
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Environmental Justice

The planning area has several communities with minority populations exceeding county averages. In
addition, several communities have above average numbers of households below the poverty level.
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Summary of Proposed Decisions
and Environmental Consequences

Chapter 4 analyzes the consequences of proposed allocations and management actions for the five
management Alternatives, on the natural and social environments of the planning areas. Table 2-8
includes a summary comparison of impacts by Alternative. The Proposed RMP for each planning area
consists of Alternative E, with some changes made in response to public and agency comments. Section
2.1.1 provides a summary of changes from the Draft to the Proposed RMPS/EIS.

Special Designations

In the Agua Fria National Monument, the proposed plan eliminates two existing Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACECSs) and provides for evaluations of the suitability of eight eligible
tributaries of the Agua Fria River for designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The current
ACECs in the Agua Fria NM would receive equal or higher levels of management and protection under
the Monument Proclamation and management plan. In the Bradshaw-Harquahala area, the plan creates
four new ACECs to protect important natural and cultural resources: Tule Creek ACEC (640 acres);
Vulture Mountain ACEC (6,120 acres); Black Butte ACEC (8,260 acres); and Harquahala Mountains
ACEC (74,950 acres). Limiting motorized use to designated routes and recreation allocations focused on
managing rapidly increasing recreation demand will generally benefit resources within Special
Designations.

Lands and Realty

The Bradshaw-Harquahala area includes 39,395 acres identified as potentially suitable for disposal, while
the remaining lands in both planning areas would be retained in public ownership. The lands identified
for potential disposal consist of scattered small parcels, including many in urban interface zones. Though
scattered parcels would be made available for potential disposal through sales, leases or exchanges, ample
lands for future development are available from sources other than disposal of public land.

Proposed utility and transportation corridors would meet increasing energy demands for urban expansion
in central Arizona. The proposed plans maintain existing corridors, while creating a wider corridor in the
Black Canyon area to accommodate new facilities while avoiding any new construction in the national
monument. Existing state and federal highways could be maintained and widened. The proposed plan
also establishes the Wickenburg Bypass and Canamex transportation corridors west of Phoenix.

Soil Resources

Management proposed in all Alternatives provides measures to reduce soil erosion and maintain or
enhance soil productivity.
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Air Quality

The proposed plans support actions to monitor air quality and mitigate impacts from vehicle travel and
other sources of dust. Management practices generally would improve air quality throughout the planning
areas. Although the BLM’s contribution to air pollution in the region is negligible, proposals to limit
motorized vehicles to designated routes and allocations, or special designations that limit expansion of
route networks, will result in production of target pollutants at or reduced from current levels.

Water Resources

Management practices proposed in all Alternatives are designed to promote or improve water production
and water quality. Most water related issues in Arizona are a result of rapid population growth,
compounded by long periods of drought in the past few decades. Although the BLM’s management
actions have only limited effects, proposals to manage motorized vehicles, management actions designed
to improve vegetation cover, and actions to protect or enhance riparian vegetation communities are
expected to improve or maintain water production and quality.

Biological Resources

Management of riparian areas is a priority in all Alternatives. Various management alternatives are
explored to balance the demands on riparian habitats with maintaining or enhancing their productivity. In
all alternatives, limitations to motorized vehicles, implementation of Arizona Land Health Standards
(ALHS), and management of recreation resources are designed to reduce disturbance to riparian areas and
improve their functioning condition.

Management of desert tortoise habitat is a priority and most management actions are common to all
Alternatives. Actions designed to maintain or improve conditions for desert tortoise should help their
populations and avoid their listing as threatened or endangered.

Cultural Resources

Management of both planning areas places a priority on identification and protection of cultural
resources. Selected sites or areas could be allocated to public use for interpretive development.
Approximately 86% of the Agua Fria National Monument would be excluded from interpretive
development. Sites could be developed for interpretive uses in six zones of the Bradshaw-Harquahala
planning area. Proposed management actions provide protection for cultural resources and mitigation of
impacts to sites developed for public use.

Paleontological Resources

There are no known significant resources in the planning areas. Management actions are designed to
inventory and protect fossil sites if they are discovered in the course of normal management activities.
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Recreation

In the National Monument, the Proposed RMPs emphasizes resource protection and non-motorized
activities, while accommodating recreational activities and facilities within the Front Country zone that
are consistent with resource protection. The Front Country zone includes 11,900 acres that receive higher
visitation levels due to proximity to major highways and roads. The Back Country zone of 57,650 acres
would be the focus of undeveloped and self-directed visitor experiences in primitive landscape settings.
The plan proposes to prohibit recreational target shooting in order to protect monument resources and
public safety. Hunting would continue to be allowed in accordance with Arizona laws and regulations.

In the Bradshaw-Harquahala area, the proposed plan offers a mix of recreational opportunities that
attempts to meet the wide variety of recreation demands, while reducing conflict with other natural
resources and traditional public land uses. The plan establishes management zones that encompass a
range of landscapes and opportunities. It allocates 15 areas, totaling 678,835 acres, as Special Recreation
Management Areas and Recreation Management Zones, each with specific Desired Future Conditions,
benefits, and management actions. The remaining areas will be managed as Extensive Recreation
Management Areas, where activities will be monitored but facilities would be limited. The plan
emphasizes community partnerships to develop recreational opportunities in support of resource
protection and public education.

Visual Resources

Visual Resource Management (VRM) classifications range from Class I, which involves minimal change
to the existing landscape, to Class IV which allows for more changes associated with development. The
proposed plan allocates 59,000 acres to VRM Class Il in the Agua Fria NM, including the Back Country
zone and areas managed for wilderness characteristics. The Front Country zone is allocated to VRM
Class Ill. The Bradshaw-Harquahala area includes 96,820 acres within five existing wilderness areas,
which are allocated to VRM Class I. Other proposed allocations include 488,250 acres to VRM Class I,
278,540 acres to VRM Class 11, and 103,390 acres to VRM Class IV. These allocations minimize visual
impacts while protecting scenic landscapes and meeting demands for public land resources.

Rangeland Management

The proposed plan limits livestock grazing in riparian areas to the winter season in the Agua Fria NM. In
both planning areas, management changes will be implemented as needed to meet standards and bring
riparian areas toward proper functioning condition. Changes in livestock grazing will primarily result
from implementation of the Arizona Standards for Rangeland Health and the Guidelines for Grazing
Management. These changes would result from individual allotment evaluations to determine if the
standards are being met and adjustments designed to meet the standards. In certain areas, some reduction
in AUMs might be required to achieve riparian management goals.

Mineral and Energy Resources

There are 171,940 acres proposed to be closed to mineral location; 171,690 acres closed to mineral
leasing; and 172,780 acres closed to mineral materials sales. These closures incorporate the combined
area of 167,720 acres within the Agua Fria NM and five designated wilderness areas. Therefore, there
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would be little effect on existing mining operations. Sales of such mineral materials as sand and gravel,
boulders and decorative rock could be limited by management for desert tortoise and varying allocations
for primitive recreation use, but it is expected that in any case, regional demand will have to be met from
non-BLM-managed lands.

Fire and Fuel Resources

The plan proposes to implement fuels management and suppression tactics that limit disturbance to the
landscape. It would implement a range of appropriate vegetation treatments to maintain and restore
habitats and to reduce and control wildfires. The plan supports actions and partnerships to protect
communities in wildland-urban interface areas. Although the plan includes allocations for large
undeveloped areas, few impacts to management of fire suppression or fire use are anticipated.

Wild Horses and Burros

Management within the two areas containing wild burros is not expected to change from current
management. Burros in the Lake Pleasant Herd Management Area would continue at current numbers
with occasional removal of animals to maintain herd numbers and remove nuisance animals. Burros in
the Harquahala Herd Area would eventually be removed from public lands.

Travel Management

The proposed plan for the Agua Fria NM includes a network of designated travel routes, designed to
protect monument values and resources while allowing for compatible uses and resource management
activities. Of the 171 miles of existing inventoried routes, 52 miles would be closed to use by motorized
and mechanized vehicles. There would be 25 miles limited to administrative use only, and 94 miles
would remain open to travel. The plan proposes no new routes or scenic byway designations in the
monument.

In the Bradshaw-Harquahala area, all motorized and mechanized vehicles (with the exception of wheeled
game carriers) would be limited to designated open routes. Travel is currently limited to inventoried
routes, pending the development and implementation of travel management plans with public comment
and review. Designated travel routes, clearly marked and reinforced by public education and law
enforcement, will protect natural and cultural resources while allowing for public enjoyment of
recreational opportunities, authorized land uses, and access to state and private property.

Wilderness Characteristics

The proposed plan allocates 20,900 acres to be managed to maintain wilderness characteristics
(outstanding opportunities for naturalness and solitude) in the Agua Fria NM. These areas include much
of the Back Country zone on Perry Mesa and in the Agua Fria River Canyon and its tributary canyons. In
the Bradshaw-Harquahala area, the plan allocates 13,490 acres to be managed for wilderness
characteristics in the Black Canyon Management Unit and 53,789 acres to be managed as such in the
Harquahala Management Unit within the Big Horn and Belmont mountain ranges.
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Social and Economic Conditions

Impacts to social and economic conditions from BLM management actions on a regional basis are
expected to be small. Changes in mineral closures would not result in loss of current jobs or reduction in
current economic development, but may result in opportunity costs for future mining possibilities.

Environmental Justice

Implementation of the proposed plans would not result in a disproportionate impact to any minority or
low income group.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts are discussed for Population Growth and Development, Recreation/Visitation, Air
Quality, Soils, Water Resources, and Wild Horse and Burro Management. Generally, the cumulative
affect of BLM management activities in addition to the rapid population growth and urban expansion of
central Arizona indicates the contribution of public land management to change in the region is very
small. It was determined that BLM management activities are not expected to result in a cumulatively
significant impact to the environment.
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Chapter One -
Introduction

1.1 Introduction

The Agua Fria National Monument Resource
Management Plan (RMP), the Bradshaw-
Harquahala RMP, and their joint Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) have been prepared to
provide guidance on current and future
management decisions for the Bureau of Land
Management's (BLM) Phoenix District (PD).
These plans represent the culmination of many
months of planning on the part of BLM’s PD
staff, BLM Arizona State Office staff,
representatives of communities within the
planning areas, cooperating and collaborating
Government agencies, special interest and user
groups, and several hundreds of concerned
citizens. The decisions outlined in the pages that
follow, as a distillation of the combined
thought, effort, and research from all those
involved, will enable BLM to manage the Agua
Fria National Monument as well as other BLM-
managed lands north and west of the Phoenix
metropolitan area. These plans will also
consolidate management decisions, now
contained in several existing plans, in one
comprehensive plan to guide BLM's
management actions for years to come.

Combined, the planning areas encompass more
than 3 million acres in a complex mosaic of land
ownerships and jurisdictions. BLM manages the
resources on 967,000 surface acres within these
planning boundaries, including the entire 70,900
acres of Agua Fria National Monument. In
addition, BLM retains subsurface (mineral)
rights to 346,300 more acres within the planning
area boundaries. Another 181,200 acres of
subsurface mineral rights north and east of the
planning areas are also addressed in this plan.
The Agua Fria National Monument and
Bradshaw-Harquahala RMPS/EIS are vital to
creating a framework for future planning

29

Chapter 1

and decision-making within the context of such
complex ownership.

The planning areas are rich in resources. Their
unique public lands contain archaeological sites
and artifacts unlike those anywhere else on
earth; providing researchers with critical insights
into the lifestyles of the peoples who first settled
this region of the Southwest. The lands are
home to pronghorn antelope, mule deer, white-
tailed deer, bighorn sheep, mountain lion, black
bear, javelina, countless native songbirds,
migratory waterfowl; and endangered and
special-status species, such as the bald eagle,
southwestern willow flycatcher, and Sonoran
desert tortoise, and native fish species including
the Gila chub and desert pupfish. Vegetation
throughout the area ranges from creosotebush in
the desert flats to ponderosa pine at higher
elevations. The varied panorama of mountains,
mesas, canyons, grasslands, and high and low
desert vistas provide thousands of residents and
visitors each year with unparalleled recreation
opportunities. Thousands of local residents rely
on these lands for their livelihood through
mining, grazing, and tourism. The Agua Fria
National Monument is also a part of the BLM’s
National Landscape Conservation System,
comprised of designated areas that preserve
natural landscapes for public use and enjoyment.

As the population of the Phoenix metropolitan
area continues to grow, BLM-administered lands
within the planning areas will receive increasing
pressure, especially for recreation uses. The
management decisions set forth in these plans,
after much deliberation on the part of BLM and
its partners, provide the broadest possible
consensus to wisely guide management of

these valuable resources.

1.2 Purpose and Need

The purpose of the Agua Fria National
Monument and Bradshaw-Harquahala RMPs is
to guide future land management actions within
the planning areas. These documents must not
only give adequate guidance for management
actions but also ensure that actions comply with
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)



and Federal Land Policy and Management Act
(FLPMA).

The need to prepare the RMPs has been
established by three main factors:

e The Presidential Proclamation creating
the national monument as a discrete
management unit.

e The degree of urban expansion and
population growth in and around the
planning areas.

e The time that has elapsed since the last
major planning that encompassed the
planning areas.

The planning areas are now being managed
under three land use plans (LUPs). While these
plans include both planning areas, they also
cover a much larger section of western and
southwest Arizona. These plans are the Phoenix
RMP and EIS (BLM 1988a); the Lower Gila
North Management Framework Plan (BLM
1983); and the Kingman Resource Area RMP
and Final EIS (BLM 1993a).

On January 11, 2000, President William J.
Clinton signed Proclamation 7263

establishing Agua Fria National

Monument (Appendix A). The signing of the
proclamation represented "new or revised policy
and changes in circumstances affecting the
entire plan or major portions of the plan”

(43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1610.5-
6). The proclamation restates the need to
develop plans for managing the monument.
Later that year, the requirement to develop a
stand-alone plan for managing all national
monuments was affirmed and issued to all
BLM's State offices in Instruction Memorandum
2001-022, Planning Guidance for National
Monuments and National Conservation

Areas (BLM 2000).

Additionally, Sections 201 (43 United States
Code [USC] 1712) and 202 (43 USC 1713)
of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act and Section 1610.5-6, Revised (43 CFR
1610.5-6) of BLM's regulations establish the
requirement for plans to reflect existing
conditions through maintenance or revision.
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A need for consolidating and revising the
existing plans is revealed in the following:

e changes in BLM's planning process,

e growth and development in the planning
areas, and

e changes in the environment of the
Bradshaw-Harguahala Planning Area
since completion of the last planning
efforts.

An internal study completed in September 2000,
which evaluated the Phoenix District's land use
plans, concluded that the plans had not
adequately kept pace with changing conditions
and needed to be revised to reflect the current
land use and expected future conditions.

1.3 Planning Area and
Map Setting

Agua Fria National Monument, 40 miles north
of metropolitan Phoenix, encompasses 70,900
acres of BLM manged land and 1,444 acres of
scattered private parcels. It is entirely within
Yavapai County, Arizona, to the east of
Interstate Highway 17 (1-17), northeast of Black
Canyon City, and southeast of Cordes Junction
(Map 1-1). The monument is being managed in
accordance with the following:

e Proclamation 7263 (Appendix A),
establishing Agua Fria National
Monument.

e The Phoenix RMP and Final EIS (BLM
1988a).

e Department of the Interior Instruction
Memorandum No. 2002-008, Interim
Management Policy for Bureau of Land
Management National Monuments and
National Conservation Areas (BLM
2001a).

e Agua Fria National Monument Current
Management Guidance (BLM 2002).



The Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area,
encompassing 896,100 acres, is located within
Maricopa, Yavapai, and La Paz Counties
(Map1-1). Adjoining the Phoenix metropolitan
area, this planning area has recently experienced
significant population growth. The population
of Maricopa County increased by 35 percent in
the last decade; during this same period the City
of Peoria has annexed more than 59,000 acres,
including more than 16,000 acres of BLM-
managed land. The size of the City of Phoenix
has increased by more than 19,000 acres,
including nearly 700 acres of BLM-managed
land. These are only two of the growing cities
and towns expanding their borders toward and
into the Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area.
The increased pressure on public lands for
recreation, rights-of-way, mineral rights, and
other uses; resulting from urban expansion,
requires BLM to readdress its land use plan
decisions.

Scattered, isolated BLM-administered

parcels are located outside the planning areas but
within the BLM Phoenix

District's administrative district (Map 1-2).
Combined, these parcels consist of 5,200 surface
acres. In addition, BLM retains subsurface
(mineral) rights on 181,200 acres of lands to the
north and east of the planning areas (Map 1-2).
Surface rights on these lands are held by the
following entities:

e The Bureau of Reclamation.

e The State of Arizona.

e Counties (through Recreation and Public
Purposes Act (R&PP) agreements).

e Private parties.

A summary of surface management acres within
the planning areas is described in Table 3-2.
Besides surface management acres, within the
entire planning area there are 594,600 acres of
BLM managed mineral estate with non-Federal
surface ownership. Both the scattered parcels
and subsurface lands are included in this plan
because BLM remains responsible for managing
them.
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1.4 Process

1.4.1 Collaboration and
Cooperation

Collaboration and cooperation are areas of
emphasis in BLM's approach to the planning
process. The main parties involved in these
processes are the general public and interest
groups, cooperating agencies, tribal
governments, and collaborating agencies and
groups. These participants, their roles, and
impacts on the planning process are described
below.

1.4.2 Community
Collaboration and
Community Vision

To establish valuable communication
relationships before beginning specific planning,
James Kent Associates (JKA), under contract to
BLM, met with residents and community groups
in or next to the planning areas. In addition to
building communication networks for the formal
planning process, JKA received citizens’ inputs
on issues and concerns related to BLM's

land management practices and helped citizens
gain a better understanding of the land use
planning process. JKA's staff informally visited
with residents in the following settings:

e in community settings,

¢ incivic and social group meetings, and

¢ in the communities of Wickenburg,
Yarnell, Buckeye, Tonopah, Castle Hot
Springs, New River, Black Canyon City,
Cordes Junction, Mayer, Dewey,
Humboldt, Prescott Valley, and
Phoenix.

Contacts were also made in Flagstaff and
Prescott, Arizona.

Once established, communication networks
served as an integral link between BLM,
citizens, and communities by fostering interest



and participation in the planning process. When
BLM's managers and staff communicate and
collaborate with communities on RMPs and
planning issues, the plans are considerably more
successful than those prescribing a process or
those that do not consider the issues, needs,
insights, assets, or resources of local
communities.

To begin preparing the Agua Fria National
Monument and Bradshaw-Harquahala RMPs
and EIS, a series of workshops for both scoping
and development of the Alternatives described
in Chapter 2 and in the Introduction, were held
in central community locations. The series of
informal meetings provided the citizens and the
BLM's managers with time to reflect on the
local issues between discussions. At the same
time, citizens' interests were viewed side by side
with BLM's management concerns, allowing
planners to integrate management concerns with
community interests in ways that fostered
collaboration and; more importantly, shared land
stewardship.

These workshops encouraged citizens to do the
following:

e refine issues,

e discuss visions for the future of public
lands, and

e begin exploring alternative ways to
manage public lands and resources.

BLM considered citizen's input, from both
groups and individuals, as they developed the
Alternatives. Additionally, citizens

could submit formulated Alternatives as well as
vision statements for specific community areas
or resources. These ideas were also considered
in the range of Alternatives, and analyzed in the
EIS.

The BLM's planning process has fostered the
climate for effective community visioning of
their future in relationship to public lands. In
many cases those visions have been integrated
into local, regional, and other planning efforts.
Those visions have thus expanded the value of
the collaborative environment supported by the
BLM's planning process.
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Overall, the collaborative environment has
resulted in open communication. Additionally,
this environment has created an increased sense
of public ownership of the following:

e the planning process,

e the decisions that result from it, and

e the importance of collaborative
stewardship as a strategy for
implementation.

1.4.3 Community Vision
Statements

As part of an extensive community
collaboration throughout the planning process,
several communities prepared community vision
statements. These statements played an integral
role in developing the overall vision for these
plans. Following are the vision statements
developed by each community.

These statements are presented not as an
endorsement by BLM, but rather to show the
interrelationship between BLM-managed lands
and the people who live, work, and recreate
around these lands. These statements do not
reflect the visions of all members of the
community. They are the collective thoughts
of citizens who chose to participate in the
planning process. Furthermore, certain vision
statements propose actions that are beyond the
scope of BLM's legal authority to influence or
implement.

1.4.3.1 Black Canyon City

The ultimate desire of the citizens of Black
Canyon City is the preservation of the rural
nature of our community and the natural beauty
of our surroundings. Coincidental to that desire
is the retention of open space to be used for
designated public recreational activities. The
community would like a sufficient amount of
BLM-managed lands surrounding the town
dedicated to future development of public trails,
nature preserves, and riparian areas. A
sufficient amount of land would be a minimum
depth of five miles from the private property



lines around the community. The State Trust
Lands within that area would be purchased by
BLM for inclusion in the designated open space.

The community would like the viewshed
protected from the town to the mountaintops in
all directions. Limiting further commercial or
residential development will also help protect
the limited water supply in our area. In support
of these considerations, many residents have
expressed an interest in working with BLM and
other communities to assure continued
protection, cleanliness, access, and enjoyment of
the public lands in our area.

1.4.3.2 Castle Hot Springs

Our community has a vision to maintain our
remote yet reachable lifestyle, yet we also
recognize that recreational use will increase and
needs to be accommodated. This is not only an
enforcement issue for the BLM, Yavapai and
Maricopa counties, and the City of Peoria, but
also an increasing social issue for our
community. With this in mind, our community
embraces the following as a means to maintain
our way of life, as well as deal with increased
outside pressure:

e Existing, historically described roads on
BLM land must be mapped, legally
described, and dedicated so as to ensure
that residents and property owners can
continue to access and use their lands
into perpetuity.

e We need to seriously consider a
recreational-user fee, earmarked for the
local community, imposed on non-
residents to help fund the substantially
increasing costs associated with
recreational uses.

e Existing roads (whether public, private,
or easement) located in areas subject to
occasional inundation will be exempt
from permitting requirements for
continued maintenance in this area.

e In considering changes in the use of
private property in this area, the county
or city will not be permitted to consider
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federal goals and objectives for the
surrounding property.

e All federal lands in the Lake Pleasant
area are to be treated the same as
private property with regard to
obtaining new or perfecting existing
legal and physical access.

e Mineral rights retained by BLM in this
area under private property will be
transferred gratis to the surface owners.

e We want a community-based
stewardship group to proactively plan
and later provide expertise, labor, and
cultural wisdom with BLM on all
recreational uses, including but not
limited to non-motorized and motorized
trails.

e Many of the existing water wells are in
the "younger alluvium" as currently
defined by recent case law.

e Encourage the re-establishment of a
northern loop road around Lake
Pleasant linking to Table Mesa Road at
1-17 for health/safety/welfare purposes.

e Target shooting needs to be encouraged
in appropriate and safe areas. Our
community is willing, as a stewardship
group, to counsel BLM on appropriate
areas for target shooting.

e Encourage appropriate discreet cell-site
development to provide for better law
enforcement telecommunications.

1.4.3.3 Dewey Humboldt -
Friends of the Agua Fria River
Basin

Our vision is based on the overwhelming
grassroots support for retaining public lands for
open space made during BLM's scoping
comment process. Imagine living here a half a
century from now. What would we like our
public lands and our communities to look like?
The following vision is written as if today is in
the year 2050. It describes what can be seen
and what took place back in 2003 to make that a
reality. Please share in this dream for the
future. Inthe year 2050, we envision the
following:



The BLM Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area
(including the local communities of Dewey,
Humboldt, Mayer, Spring Valley, and Cordes
Lakes) represents preserved and protected
tracks of open space that have sustained their
natural health, diversity, and productivity
throughout the first half of the 21st century.
These tracts of land are crowded by an
uncontrolled urban sprawl. This development
explosion stretches from Phoenix to Black
Canyon City and continues toward the west and
north along the highway corridors to Prescott
and Flagstaff. The Agua Fria National
Monument and the expanded BLM-managed
lands in the Cordes Junction, Mayer, Dewey,
and Humboldt areas (referred to as the Upper
Agua Fria Basin) are the only open space areas
along major roadways. Not surprisingly, these
open spaces have been a significant factor in
maintaining the rural character within a large
section of central Arizona.

BLM continues to work with the Yavapai County
Board of Supervisors to support a staunch
conservation of the natural and human
ecological relationships within the county. The
Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area has
become a showcase of ecological and rural
community sustainability. It provides numerous
recreational opportunities for the large and
growing urban areas within the state of Arizona,
as well as examples of sound traditional
agricultural enterprises. These multiple uses of
the land include protection of human antiquities,
continued environmentally sustainable ranching,
hunting, fishing, hiking, equestrian use, bird
watching, planned off-road vehicle access, wild
river designations, and ecologically responsible
mining.

BLM has continued to successfully manage these
lands to preserve water flow and water
recharge. They have done this by ensuring that
all riparian tributaries and supporting uplands
feeding the Agua Fria River and monument have
remained in their natural state. Wildlife habitat
(and corridors) has been identified and
protected predominately through the expansion
of lands under BLM supervision. This
expansion of BLM-managed lands took place
almost half a century ago (around 2003-04). At
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that time, all lands originally identified for
disposal under the old management plan were
reclassified and retained as open space under
federal ownership.

BLM then furthered their commitment to
protecting open space for multiple uses by either
forming partnerships with state and other
federal agencies, or directly acquiring wide
strips of land on either side of the existing BLM-
managed lands within Yavapai County. This
allowed BLM to successfully buffer their
original parcels from development and
encroachment. It is interesting to note that in
the early part of the 21st century BLM honored
the wishes of the people they served (to keep
public land public and to protect open space).
This visionary and courageous action resulted in
preserving a large section of central Arizona for
the native flora and fauna, as well as the use
and enjoyment of many generations of
Arizonans.

1.4.3.4 New River

The Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area
maintains the wild and scenic character of
today, while continuing to provide an array of
public opportunities in the future for visual
resources, water, education, recreation, and
exploration within the framework of a healthy,
properly functioning landscape. This does
include grazing and/or other commercial
endeavors, if they are consistent with and
support the overall vision. Emphasis is on
maintaining the scenic views and recreational
opportunities while protecting the watershed
function.

1.4.3.5 Wickenburg

The Wickenburg Outdoor Recreation Committee
seeks to establish a system of world-class
equestrian trails surrounding Wickenburg that
will buffer the area from Phoenix valley urban
sprawl, and preserve the open space value of the
local landscape. The area of this trail system
will afford a multitude of opportunities for all
recreational enthusiasts, and serve to enhance
the lifestyles of all community members.



1.4.4 Collaborating
Agencies and Other
Stakeholder Groups

A variety of entities played a vital role in the
planning process. These collaborating groups
did the following:

e attended meetings,

e made databases and information
available,

e provided peer reviews, and

e helped develop Alternatives.

These included people from the following
organizations:

e Arizona Game and Fish Department
(AGFD),

e Arizona Department of Transportation

(ADOT),

Maricopa County,

Yavapai County,

City of Phoenix,

City of Peoria,

Tonto National Forest,

Prescott National Forest, and

Luke Air Force Base.

Representatives from the following
organizations also met to discuss issues directly
related to future communication right-of-way
needs:

American Tower Corporation,
Campbell A&Z, LLC,
Phoenix Planning Department;
Crown Castle,

Delta Group International,
Ironwood Real Estate for Verizon
Wireless,

QWEST Wireless LLC,
Tierra Right-of-Way,
T-Mobile, and

West & Company.
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Representatives from the following
organizations met to discuss future utility rights-
of-way (ROW) needs:

e Arizona Public Service (APS),
Bureau of Reclamation, Arizona
Projects Office,

Phoenix Planning Department,
El Paso Natural Gas Company,
Kinder Morgan,

Salt River Project (SRP); and
Southwest Gas.

Representatives from the following
organizations met to discuss future
transportation right-of-way needs:

e ADOT,

e City of Peoria, Phoenix Planning
Department,

e Phoenix Street Transportation

Department,

Copland Associates,

Federal Highway Administration,

Maricopa Association of Governments,

Town of Buckeye, and

Yavapai County.

1.4.5 Tribal Coordination
and Consultation

During the scoping period, BLM began
consulting with Indian tribes who have oral
traditions or cultural concerns relating to the
planning areas, or who are documented as
having occupied or used portions of these areas
during historic times. These tribes include the
following:

e Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation,

e Yavapai-Prescott Tribe,

e Yavapai-Apache Indian Community at
Camp Verde,

e Hopi Tribe,

e Gila River Indian Community,

e Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian
Community,

e AKk-Chin Indian Community,



e Tohono O'odham Nation,
e Colorado River Indian Tribes, and
e Fort Mojave Indian Tribe.

The planning areas include tribal lands near
Prescott, administered by the Yavapai-Prescott
Tribe.

Tribal leaders were first contacted by certified
mail. Copies of that contact letter were also
sent to tribal cultural heritage program

leaders and specialists. Follow-up contacts
included meetings, field tours, and presentations
to representatives of tribal heritage programs.
BLM staff gave planning updates at meetings
with tribes through the various stages of the
planning process, including scoping,
development of Alternatives, and release of the
Draft RMPs/EIS.

1.4.6 Cooperating Agencies

U.S. Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations, which are contained in 40 CFR
1501.6 and 1508.5, implement the NEPA
mandate that Federal agencies responsible for
preparing NEPA analysis and documentation do
S0 "in cooperation with State and local
governments," and other agencies with
jurisdiction by law or special expertise (42 USC
4331(a), 4332(2)). In support of this mandate,
BLM invited a broad range of local, State, tribal,
and Federal agencies to attend a series of
meetings with the aim of developing
Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) that
would establish cooperating agency status with
BLM. Cooperating agency status allows
interested agencies to assume responsibilities
beyond attending public meetings, and to both
review and comment on plan documents.

MOUs describe the responsibilities of BLM and
the cooperating agency during the planning
process. For example, city and county planners
are particularly well acquainted with methods
for predicting growth patterns within their
communities. A city or a county government
may be willing to share that expertise and would
do so through the support of a cooperating
agency MOU. To date, the ADOT,
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AGFD, Yavapai County, Tonto National Forest,
Prescott National Forest, City of Peoria, and
Luke Air Force Base each have MOUs in some
stage of completion from draft to signed,
agreeing to become cooperators for the Agua
Fria National Monument and Bradshaw-
Harquahala RMP and EIS.

1.5 Mission and Goals

BLM's mission is to sustain the health, diversity,
and productivity of the public lands for the use
and enjoyment of present and future generations.

In keeping with its mandate for developing
multi-use management plans, BLM developed
overall goals for both the Agua Fria National
Monument and the Bradshaw-Harquahala
Planning Areas. These goals support a rich
variety of public experiences, while
simultaneously providing for long-term
protection of the natural resources within each
planning area. The goals for each planning area
have been carefully developed in consideration
of BLM's overall mission and with careful
regard to the communities and groups that will
be affected by future BLM management's
decisions for the planning area.

1.5.1 Agua Fria National
Monument

The Agua Fria National Monument was created
to protect an array of cultural, historical,
biological, geological, and hydrological objects.
These objects, both individually and
collectively, in the context of the natural
environment that supports and protects them; are
referred to as “monument objects,” “monument
resources,” or “monument values” throughout
this document.

Purpose, significance, mission, and goal
statements clarify the intent of the monument’s
proclamation and are used to shape the
development of a management plan. The
purpose statement clarifies why the monument
was set aside as a unit for special management.
The significance statement addresses what



makes the area unique. Lastly, the mission and
the goal statements reflect ideal conditions
which managers should strive to attain. The
BLM developed goal statements for the
Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area based on
management principals identified by FLPMA of
1976, as amended.

1.5.1.1 Purpose

Agua Fria National Monument was established
to preserve and protect, for present and future
generations, its exceptional scientific and
historic resources. These resources are defined
in the monument's proclamation (Appendix A)
as the objects to be protected:

e Archaeological remnants of prehistoric
villages, rock art, agricultural systems, and
other sites that composed one of the few
remaining systems of prehistoric pueblo
communities in central Arizona during the
period A.D. 1250 to 1450.

e A cultural landscape that encompasses
several hundred archaeological sites of
diverse types within an undeveloped
setting. These resources provide
outstanding opportunities for scientists to
study the interrelationships among
prehistoric communities in their social and
environmental contexts.

o Historic sites that reveal the progression of
ranching and mining in a rugged area that
posed environmental challenges to early
settlers.

e A diverse set of topographic features that
support an expansive mosaic of semi-desert
grassland, transected by ribbons of rare and
valuable riparian forest.

e Addiversity of vegetation communities and
water sources that provide habitat for a wide
array of wildlife species.

1.5.1.2 Significance

Agua Fria National Monument includes a large
portion of the Perry Mesa Archaeological
District, which is listed on the National Register
of Historic Places. The district was established
to recognize and protect a particularly well-
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preserved system of prehistoric communities
that were inhabited between A.D. 1250 and
1450.

The spatial interrelationships among hundreds of
irreplaceable archaeological sites are preserved
on the monument's landscape. These resources
offer unprecedented opportunities for scientific
research, public education, and the preservation
of ancestral sites and heritage values that are
important to Indian tribes.

The monument contains a large component of
the Agua Fria watershed, with free-flowing
reaches of perennial streams and associated
riparian zones that have become rare
environmental features in Arizona.

The Agua Fria River, which crosses the
monument through rolling hills and the Agua
Fria River Canyon, has been determined to be
suitable for designation to the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System (WSR) by virtue of its
outstandingly remarkable scenic, cultural, and
wildlife values.

The mesas support one of the largest
undeveloped expanses of desert grassland in
Arizona. Herds of pronghorn, which are at risk
in much of Arizona, inhabit these grasslands.
The monument offers valuable opportunities for
sustaining these important resources and for the
scientific study of grassland ecosystems,
environmental changes related to the effects of
wildfires, and the use of prescribed fires to
achieve resource management objectives.

The mesas, canyons, and streams support an
uncommon diversity of vegetation communities.
This variety provides habitat for many wildlife
species including desert tortoise, lowland
leopard frog, Mexican garter snake, common
black hawk, Gila chub, longfin dace, speckled
dace, and desert sucker.

Despite its closeness to urban areas, the
monument contains remote, primitive areas that
offer excellent opportunities for solitude and the
appreciation of outstanding scenic values.
Several remote canyons are oases that feature



springs and unusually lush growth of riparian
plants and rare species.

1.5.1.3 Mission

BLM will protect and sustain the extraordinary
combination of cultural, natural, and scientific
resources within Agua Fria National Monument
and, to the extent consistent with resource
protection, will provide opportunities for
scientific research, public education, recreation,
and other activities compatible with resource
protection.

1.5.1.4 Goals

Natural and cultural resources and associated
values are protected, restored, and maintained in
good condition and managed within the broader
context of ecosystems and cultural landscapes.
The protection of cultural, biological, and
physical resources, which the monument was
created for, receives the highest priority in
project planning and the management of
resources and land uses.

Cultural resources are protected and managed
for scientific, heritage, and educational values.
Selected archaeological sites are developed for
public visitation and interpreted to explain how
humans have used and modified the desert
grasslands over the past 2,000 years.

Diverse habitats, vegetation communities, and
corridors of connectivity are conserved, and
restored to sustain a wide range of native
species. Habitats for special status and sensitive
species are protected and recovered to support
viable populations.

The Agua Fria River and its tributaries are
managed to sustain and enhance their free-
flowing character, water quality, and associated
riparian values.

As a focus of scientific studies, the monument
supports the following:

e relevant research priorities in the natural and
social sciences,
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e interdisciplinary studies, and
e the development of effective resource
management strategies.

Decisions about resource and visitor
management are based on scientific information.

Visitors have opportunities to view scenic vistas,
wildlife, and archaeological sites through a
variety of appropriate and sustainable activities.
The preservation of natural quiet and primitive
settings is emphasized in zones possessing these
values. The public receives the information
needed to ensure safe and enjoyable experiences.

Facilities, such as parking areas and trails, are
developed so they ensure visual enjoyment and
public safety, while protecting monument
values.

The public understands and appreciates the
purpose and significance of Agua Fria National
Monument and the benefits of protecting its
resources for present and future generations.

BLM respects valid existing rights and manages
authorized uses and facilities to protect
monument resources.

BLM enters into active partnerships with local
and regional communities, Government
agencies, Indian tribes, academic institutions,
and organizations. These partnerships foster
management practices that protect resources,
support communities, and promote public
education. Volunteers significantly contribute to
resource protection, scientific studies, and public
outreach.

1.5.2 Bradshaw-Harquahala
Planning Area

Within the Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area
is an opportunity to support the development of
sustainable ecosystems with long-term
productivity. This opportunity allows local
communities to identify with and have a
relationship with the surrounding landscape.
This sense of community also extends to the



public wishing to escape the urban environment
and enjoy the rural qualities and sense of
solitude within this planning area. In addition to
this sense of solitude, this planning area

offers abundant multi-use opportunities. These
opportunities include an array of increasingly
popular recreation activities, along with more
traditional or historical uses, which need to be
managed to avoid degrading the land and its
resources. Establishing and encouraging a sense
of stewardship among each of its many users
will ensure availability of all resources for future
generations.

1.5.2.1 Goals

In cooperation with community partners and
collaborating agencies, BLM has developed the
following list of overall management goals for
the Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area:

e Engage communities and encourage
partnerships with those who have a stake in
the management and protection of resources
in the planning area. Provide opportunities
for public education, volunteerism,
visitation, and enjoyment of resources in a
manner consistent with resource protection.

e Form partnerships in cooperative
management adjacent and intermingled
lands.

e Provide for cooperative management of
contiguous public lands for recreation and
maintaining/restoring wildlife habitats.

e Support public understanding, enjoyment,
and appreciation of public lands and
resources, and promote visitor safety.

e Work with communities and other interests
to meet the need for resources, and
infrastructure for growing communities in
the planning area.

e Manage lands to contribute to the social,
economic, and environment health and
sustainability of communities.

o Develop outreach programs that encourage
thoughtful use and social responsibility, for
stewardship of BLM-administered lands.

e Restore and maintain the natural
environments that characterize a healthy,
unfragmented landscape.
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e Support a diverse, flourishing community of
plants and wildlife.

¢ Restore and maintain the area's capacity to
capture, store, and safely release water.

¢ Retain the scenic quality of the area as a
legacy for current and future generations of
residents and visitors.

e Sustain a diversity of recreation benefits and
opportunities, while minimizing harm
to natural and cultural resources.

1.6 Planning Issues

1.6.1 Introduction to the
Scoping Process

For this planning effort BLM emphasized
compliance with the public involvement
requirements in the following:

e CEQ regulations in 40 CFR 1501.7
e FLPMA Section (a) of 43 USC 1713
e BLM regulations in 43 CFR 1610.2

The process also followed the provisions of
Executive Order 12898 ("Federal Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations™)
and later BLM's guidelines in Instruction
Memorandum 2002-164 on environmental
justice.

Several procedures encouraged public
participation in the scoping process. Public
outreach began before the planning actions were
initiated, by publishing the Notice of Intent
(NOI) in the Federal Register on April 24, 2002
(67 FR 20148). This outreach established lines
of communications with a spectrum of
community and user groups in and around the
planning areas. These lines of communication
facilitated public participation when the RMP
planning requirements were defined. This
activity is explained in detail in the Community
Collaboration and Community Vision section of
this chapter. Planning bulletins, including
sections specific to soliciting public input, were



periodically distributed throughout the planning
process.

The formal scoping process began with the
publication of the NOI, and ended on
November 15, 2002. The NOI briefly described
the project and announced BLM's intent to
develop RMPs for both Agua Fria National
Monument and the Bradshaw-Harquahala
Planning Area. Although there is a formal end
date to the public comment period in this initial
scoping phase, BLM's policy is to accept public
comments and other input throughout the
planning process. Results of the formal scoping
phase are included as Appendix B.

1.6.2 Issues and
Management Concerns

Issues were identified for both planning areas
through a combination of the following:

e public input,

e BLM'’s knowledge of the land and
management requirements, and

e coordination with local Native American
tribes and with Federal, State, and local
agencies.

These issues were summarized in the Scoping
Report for the Agua Fria National
Monument/Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning
Areas (Jones & Stokes 2003), which

was released to the public through a variety of
means. Also included in the scoping report were
the outcomes of coordination with local Native
American tribes and Federal, State, and local
agencies. Table 1-1 (located in the Additional
Tables section) lists issues that reflect the scope
of planning decisions addressed in the
formulation of the Alternatives in Chapter 2.
Table 1-2 also lists management issues that
reflect the scope of planning decisions addressed
in Chapter 2.
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1.7 Laws,
Regulations, Policies,
Planning Criteria, and
Existing Land Use
Plans

The BLM's planning process is governed by
Federal Land Policy and Management

Act (FLPMA) (43 USC 1711) and 43 CFR
1600, which governs the administrative review
process for most BLM's decisions. Land use
plans ensure that BLM-administered public
lands are managed in accordance with the intent
of Congress as stated in FLPMA and under the
principles of multiple use and sustained yield.
As required by FLPMA, public lands must be
managed in a manner that protects the quality of
scientific, scenic, historical, ecological,
environmental, air and atmospheric, water
resource, and archaeological values; that, where
appropriate, preserves and protects certain
public lands in their natural condition and
provides food and habitat for fish and wildlife
and domestic animals; and provides for outdoor
recreation and human occupancy and use by
encouraging collaboration and public
participation throughout the planning process.
In addition, public lands must be managed to
help meet our Nation’s needs for domestic
sources of minerals, food, timber, and fiber from
public lands.

Land use plans are the main mechanism for
guiding BLM's activities to achieve the mission
and goals outlined in the BLM's Strategic Plan
(BLM 1997). The Agua Fria National
Monument and Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning
Area RMPs were produced in accordance

with Federal statutes and regulations (Appendix
C). The selected planning approach is consistent
with the requirements in FLPMA and BLM
regulations, as most currently defined in the
revised BLM's Land Use Planning Handbook
(H-1601-1). The process also complies with the
set of instruction memoranda, information
bulletins, and other BLM's manuals, handbooks,



and strategic plans that embody the most current
BLM's business practices on conduct of the
process and the content of any resulting
documents.

As part of the BLM's planning process, resource
specific Strategic Plans are developed at the
national level that establish the overall direction
for programs within the BLM. These plans are
guided by the requirements of the Government
Performance and Results Act of 1993, cover a 5
year period, and are updated every 3

years. They are consistent with FLPMA

and other laws affecting the public lands.

Several management plans, programmatic
documents, and standards and guidelines were
considered in the preparing the RMPs. These
documents include the following:

e Phoenix Resource Management Plan (BLM
1988a);

e Lower Gila North Management Framework
Plan (BLM 1983);

¢ Kingman Resource Management Plan (BLM
1993);

e Arizona Standards for Rangeland Health
and Guidelines for Grazing Administration
(BLM 1997);

e Arizona Statewide Wild and Scenic Rivers
Legislative Environmental Impact Statement
(BLM 1994b); and

e Arizona Statewide Land Use Plan
Amendment for Fire, Fuels, and Air quality
Management (BLM 2004).

e Approved Amendment to the Lower Gila
North Management Framework Plan and
the Lower Gila South Resource
Management Plan and Decision Record
(BLM 2005).

e Executive orders 11644 and 11989 Off-
Road Vehicles on the Public Lands (1972
and 1977)

BLM has examined these documents not only to
ensure proper integration and compliance, but
also to determine which information is still
suitable for including in the RMPs and

which decisions are still valid and can be carried
forward into the RMPs being prepared. BLM
has also considered activity plans that have been

41

Chapter 1

tiered off the existing land use plans. These
activity plans may need to be revised to conform
to the new RMPs.

1.8 Relationship to
Other Plans

Title 11, Section 202 of FLPMA guides BLM's
land use planning coordination with Native
American tribes, other Federal departments,
State agencies, and local governments. BLM is
instructed to do the following:

e stay informed of State, local, and tribal
plans;

e ensure that it considers these plans in its
own planning; and

¢ help resolve inconsistencies between such
plans and BLM's planning.

The provisions of this section of FLPMA are
repeated in Section 1610.3 of BLM Resource
Management Planning regulations.

In keeping with the provision of this section,
BLM informed State, local, and tribal officials
of the planning process through the previously
described mailings and meetings. The following
is a list of plans reviewed during the Agua Fria
National Monument and Bradshaw-Harquahala
planning efforts.

e Prescott National Forest Proposed Action:
Forest Plan Amendment, November 2001.

o Wildlife 2006: The Arizona Game and Fish
Department's (AGFD) Wildlife Management
Program Strategic Plan for the Years 2001-
2006, Finalized January 22, 2001.

e Maricopa Association of Governments:
Desert Spaces Environmentally Sensitive
Development Areas (ESDA) Policies and
Design Guidelines, June 2000.

e Maricopa County 2020, Eye to the Future
Comprehensive Plan, Adopted October 20,
1997, Revised August 7, 2002.

e Maricopa County Mobile Planning Area
Land Use Plan, Adopted August 12, 1991.



Yavapai County General Plan, Adopted
April 7, 2003.

City of Peoria General Plan, December
2002.

City of Phoenix General Plan, Adopted
December 5, 2001.

Town of Wickenburg General Plan, Adopted
1988.

Town of Buckeye General Development
Plan, Adopted September 18, 2001.
Town of Prescott Valley General Plan,
Adopted January 17, 2002.
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Management Plan for the Sonoran Desert
Population of the Desert Tortoise in
Arizona, Arizona Interagency Desert
Tortoise Team, December 1996.

Desert Pupfish Recovery Plan, 1993.
Final Recovery Plan, Southwestern Willow
Flycatcher, August 2002.

Southwestern Bald Eagle Recovery Plan,
1982.

Draft Gila Topminnow Revised Recovery
Plan, 1998 (original approval: March 15,
1984).

Spikedace Recovery Plan, 1991.
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Chapter 2 -
Alternatives

2.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to present

the combinations of public land uses and
resource management practices that address
issues identified during the scoping process.
This chapter describes in detail the No-Action
(current management) Alternative and four
Action Alternatives for the Agua Fria National
Monument and the Bradshaw-Harquahala
Planning Areas (Map 1-1). Each Alternative
varies in both perspective and intensity of
management. In addition, each

Alternative consists of a set of land use
allocations and management actions needed to
implement the Alternative. The components of
each Alternative are later reviewed for potential
environmental impacts. The results of this
review are presented in Chapter 4.

In addition to the Agua Fria National
Monument and Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning
Areas, this document addresses several
scattered, isolated parcels of BLM-managed
Federal lands, even though they are not

within either planning area. These scattered
parcels, shown in (Map 1-2), are discussed in
detail in the Management Common to All
Action Alternatives section of this chapter.

This document analyzes management goals and
objectives that BLM is proposing for Federal
lands under our authority. However, lands under
the jurisdiction of BLM are not always under
complete Federal ownership. These lands,
referred to as "split estate” lands, can be
managed by BLM in accordance with the goals
and objectives stated here only to the extent that
the public has direct ownership of the land.

Split estate lands limit BLM’s ability to manage
for minerals, visual resources, wildlife habitat
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and surface occupancy. When reviewing this
document or using any final land use plan
prepared by BLM, the reader is advised to
research land status to determine the extent of
BLM's control and to ascertain the extent to
which a land use plan may be applicable to a
particular parcel of land. There is a total of
594,600 split estate acres with Federal mineral
ownership and non-Federal surface ownership.
Out of this total, 181,200 acres are outside the
planning areas to the north and east (Map 2-1).

Each Alternative represents a general theme; in
that, the actions to implement its land use
allocations have been selected to promote a
unifying theme. However, all allocations and
associated actions must meet BLM’s
overarching principles of multiple use and
sustained yield. The complete management
guidance for each Alternative

includes management from the Management
Common to All Action Alternatives section that
follows the detailed discussions of Alternatives
B, C, D, and E. Please pay particular attention
to the definitions of allocations, Desired Future
Conditions (DFC), and management actions that
apply to all Alternatives. The complete
management of any Alternative must include the
actions in the Management Common to All
Action Alternatives section of this chapter.

Alternative A Current Management:
Alternative A is the current

management situation for both the Agua Fria
National Monument and the Bradshaw-
Harquahala Planning Area. Alternative A will
serve as a baseline for most resource and land
use allocations. The current management
Alternative contains the decisions guiding
BLM's management today. This Alternative is
often called the No-Action Alternative because
it represents the way BLM would manage within
the planning areas if the Resource Management
Plans/Environmental Impact Statement
(RMPSs/EIS) effort were not conducted. These
decisions have been organized to make them as
consistent as possible with the way the “action”
Alternatives B, C, D, and E, have been
organized. This organization will provide the
reader with an approach to compare current



management with that suggested in
each Alternative.

Alternative B Management for Increased
Recreational Use: Alternative B plans for
increased public use and includes more
recreation-related development, consistent with
protecting monument resources. Alternative

B also allows visitation and development within
the Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area while
ensuring that resource protection is not
compromised.

Alternative C Management for Use and
Landscape Protection: Alternative C would
give visitors opportunities to experience the
natural landscapes and cultural resource setting
of the monument. Generally, Alternative C
would impose more restrictive decisions than
would Alternative B. In the Bradshaw-
Harquahala Planning Area Alternative C
would put more emphasis on identifying and
protecting undeveloped landscapes

than Alternative B.

Alternative D Management for Primitive
Landscape Protection: Alternative

D emphasizes protecting undeveloped, primitive
landscapes in the monument, resulting in limited
public use and the withdrawal of authorized
grazing. In the Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning
Area Alternative D emphasizes natural
landscapes and non-motorized recreation, with
more management dedicated to maintaining
primitive recreation opportunities than under the
other Alternatives.

Alternative E Management for Use and
Resource Sustainability: Alternative E is a
combination of elements selected from the other
Alternatives that were later studied and further
refined. Alternative E is BLM’s Proposed RMP
Alternative. This Alternative is designed to
respond most comprehensively to each of the
issues and management concerns identified in
the planning process. BLM has determined that
the management actions in Alternative E would
provide the optimal balance between authorized
resource use and the protection and long-term
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sustainability of sensitive resources within the
planning areas.

The Alternatives presented in this chapter
address the Agua Fria National

Monument Planning Area first, followed by the
Bradshaw-Harguahala Planning Area. To
facilitate development and presentation of
management scenarios, the planning areas have
been divided into distinct geographical units
called Management Units (MUs). In size and
planning scale, Agua Fria National Monument
is itself a Management Unit. The MUs within
the Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area
provide a geographic orientation and a
community focus for management. These units
roughly correspond to the Community Resource
Units (CRUS) that were mapped as part of the
collaborative planning process, with boundaries
adjusted to include areas of resource
management challenges in those units.

Special Designations Used in this Document

Several designations within the national
monument and specific MUs distinguish the
land use under various Alternatives.

Special Designations - The following are special
designations for protecting one or more sensitive
resources:

e Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern (ACEC), designated by the
BLM, which include:

o Outstanding Natural Areas
(ONAs):

ACECs that contain unusual
natural characteristics and are
managed mainly for educational
and recreation purposes.

o Research Natural Areas
(RNAs). ACECs that contain
natural resources of scientific
interest and are managed mainly
for research and educational
purposes.

o Biological or Cultural ACECs:
ACECs that contain cultural or
biological resources that are of




at least regional significance
and are mainly managed to
preserve these values. An
ACEC could contain
combinations of the
aforementioned values and be
managed to simultaneously
preserve or enhance all
resources within it.

e Wilderness Areas - Areas designated by
Congress as wilderness and added to the
National Wilderness Preservation
System.

e Wild and Scenic Rivers (WSRs) - River
systems that meet eligibility and
suitability requirements may be
designated by Congress to preserve their
free-flowing condition and to protect
their water quality and identified
outstandingly remarkable values.

o Back Country Byways - Routes
designated by the BLM because of the
scenic quality of the landscape or
interpretive opportunities for various
levels of vehicular travel.

e National Recreation Trails - The
National Trail System Act of 1968
(Public Law 90-543) authorized creation
of a national trail system comprised of
National Recreation Trails, National
Scenic Trails, and National Historic
Trails. National Recreation Trails may
be designated by the Secretary of
Interior to recognize exemplary trails of
local and regional significance.

Land Use Allocations Used in This Document

In addition to the special designations described
above, several BLM allocations were used to
focus management in certain areas to address
particular resource needs. The following is a list
of the allocations used:

o Wildlife Habitat Areas (WHAS) —
General areas that are managed to
enhance the habitat of one or more
wildlife species.
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Special Cultural Resource

Management Area (SCRMA) - An area
containing cultural resources that are of
special importance for public use,
scientific use, and traditional use or
other uses as defined in BLM's Manual
8110.4.

Special Recreation Management Areas
(SRMAS) - Areas of intensive recreation
use that will be managed to retain the
recreation opportunities while protecting
other resources and reducing user
conflicts.

o Recreation Management Zones
(RMZs) - Areas within SRMASs
with particular recreation
management focus or resource
challenges.
= Front Country RMZ -

Recreation management

zone where management will

focus on maintaining multiple
types of access for recreation

and interpretive opportunities.

= Back Country RMZ -
Recreation management
zone where management will
focus on maintaining the
natural landscape and
primitive recreation
opportunities.

= Passage RMZ - Recreation
management zone
that provides for motorized
access and vehicle-based
activities such as dispersed
camping through the Back
Country RMZ.

Extensive Recreation Management
Areas (ERMAS) - Areas that are not
allocated to SRMAs are allocated to
ERMAs. These are areas where
recreation management is limited to
custodial actions.

Lands Allocated to Maintain Wilderness
Characteristics - Areas that contain
resource values of naturalness,
outstanding opportunities for solitude
and primitive, unconfined recreation




where maintaining these values
represents a major management focus.

e Visual Resource Management Classes
(VRM) - These allocations are
to establish standards for managing
visual change to the landscape when
management or development activities
are proposed. The VRM Classes and
standards are described
in Section 2.7.1.8 discussion of the
Management Common to All Action
Alternatives.

e Off Highway Vehicle allocations of
Open, Closed, and Limited (OHV) - All
BLM's lands will be allocated to one of
these levels of OHV use as described in
the BLM's Land Use Planning
Handbook H-1601-1, Appendix C 11 D.

These land use allocations are described in detail
for all the Alternatives. Areas that are not
afforded special management by the
designations and allocations described above
will be administered according to the
management actions described in Section 2.7,
Management Common to All Action
Alternatives, and in the Management

Units sections of this chapter.

2.1.1 Summary of Changes
from the Draft to the
Proposed RMPs/Final EIS

This section is included to describe the changes
made in format or content of the documents in
response to public and other state or Federal
agency comments and concerns, as well as BLM
management review to ensure consistency with
laws and regulations

Based on public comments the following
changes were made to the Proposed Alternative:

e In Section 2.6.2.2.3.1 Backcountry
Byways were deleted

e Outstanding Natural Areas (ONA) were
deleted from Proposed Alternative

e Deleted enhance from “enhance and/or
maintain wilderness characteristics”
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Phoenix Field Office (PFO) changed to
Phoenix District (PD)

Wilderness characteristics acreage
reduced

In Chapter 3 Air Quality section was
updated

Chapter 4 was edited to reflect the
impacts from inclusion of the Lower
Gila Amendment to Alternative A and
changes made to the Preferred
(Proposed Alternative). Additionally,
Chapter 4 was edited to remove
inconsistencies with text in Chapter 2
(impacts described from route closures
outside the national monument were
eliminated).

Table 2.8 was revised to reflect current
content of the impact analysis

Added appendices R-Lands
Management, S-Benefits Based
Recreation, T-Off-Highway Vehicle
Mitigation Examples, V-Additional
information for the Black Canyon
Utility Corridor, and U-Special Status
Species.

Section 2.2.2.2 Lands and Realty, added
additional land tenure adjustments
comments.

Section 2.2.2.4 Biological Resources,
added comments referencing big horn
sheep lambing areas with fencing and
monitor livestock use of these key areas,
livestock and burros at dirt tanks,
firewood management, and desert
tortoise.

Changes were made in 2.2.2.6,
Recreation Resources; a Special
Recreation Management Area would be
allocated for the Vulture Mountains.
Special Resources Management

Vision statements were added to the
following sections: 2.3.2.2.1; 2.3.2.2.3;
2.3.2.2.5;2.4.2.2.2;24.224;24.2.2.6;
2.5.2.2.2;2.5.2.2.4;and 2.5.2.2.6.

In Section 2.6.1.1 Special Designations
the Bloody Basin Road is not being
considered for designation as a Back
Country Byway under Alternative E and
Wild and Scenic River eligibility has
been addressed for Agua Fria tributaries.



In Section 2.6.1.4, the Rollie site in the
Agua Fria NM was changed from a
High Public Use area to a Moderate
Public Use area. An error on Map 2-73
in the Draft RMP/EIS, which identified
the Teskey Homestead Public Use area
as proposed for the Moderate Public Use
level, was corrected to indicate an
allocation to High Public Use.

In the Biological Resources sections
new text has been added.

Section 2.7.1.4 new text has been added
to Administrative Actions-Gila
Topminnow, Gila Chub and Desert
Pupfish.

Section 2.7.1.11 new text has been
added to Recreation Settings; Primitive,
Semi-primitive Non-motorized, and
Semi-primitive Motorized.

Section 2.7.3.1 Management Units has
been deleted and renamed Special
Designations, all sections following
have new section numbers.

Section 2.7.3.7 Travel Management —
Management Actions has new text
added.

Section 2.10.2 Monitoring has new text
added.

Section 2.13 Interrelationships has new
text added.

Added Section 4.25 Mitigation for
Effects of Routes and Appendix W
containing information on proposed
management of motorized travel in the
Agua Fria National Monument.

The following changes were made but are not
substantial:

Alternative E (Proposed Alternative)
would adjust the boundary of the Black
Canyon corridor as shown on Map 2-
79.

In Alternative A (No Action) the
Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area
is managed in accordance with the
Phoenix RMP (BLM 1988a) as
amended in the Approved Amendment
to the Lower Gila North Management
Framework Plan and the Lower Gila
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South Resource Management Plan
(BLM 2005) and the Lower Gila North
Management Framework Plan

(MFP) (BLM 1983).

2.2 Alternative A
(Current
Management)

Current management or the No-Action
Alternative for each planning area describes the
management decisions within existing
management plans that would continue if no
new decisions were made to alter them.

2.2.1 Agua Fria National
Monument

BLM prepared an interim management policy
for newly designated BLM national monuments
(Instruction Memorandum No. 2002-008)
following the signing of Proclamation 7263
(Appendix A) on January 11, 2000. In general,
actions that are not precluded by the
proclamation and do not conflict with

the purposes of the monument may continue.
Allowed activities can be restricted only under
the following general conditions:

1. BLM, through processes required
by law, recognizes places where such
uses should be restricted or prohibited to
protect the Federal lands and resources,
including the objects protected by the
monument designation; or

2. BLM finds a clear threat from such a
use to the Federal lands and resources,
including the objects protected by the
monument designation, and the
circumstances call for swift protective
action.

In May 2002, BLM released the Agua Fria
National Monument Current Management
Guidance (BLM 2002). This document is



consistent with the Monument Proclamation and
the Interim Management Policy for BLM's
National Monuments and National Conservation
Areas (NCAS) (Instruction Memorandum 2002-
008) (BLM 2001a). The guidance describes the
following by resource:

e Management decisions that conform
to existing management plans and may
be implemented.

o Decisions that do not conform to these
plans and may not be implemented.

e Decisions that require further
consideration and are analyzed within
this RMP/EIS.

This guidance gives BLM the direction
necessary to inform the public about ongoing
uses and activities acceptable within

the monument. The Current Management
Guidance is a temporary document that will be
replaced by the RMP developed through this
planning process. The guidance includes the
valid decisions and management actions brought
forward from planning documents in use at the
time of the proclamation. These documents
include the following:

e Phoenix Resource Management Plan
(BLM 1988a).

e Arizona Standards for Rangeland
Health and Guidelines for Grazing
Administration (BLM 1997).

e Arizona Statewide Wild and Scenic
Rivers Legislative Environmental
Impact Statement (BLM 1994b).

e Arizona Statewide Land Use Plan
Amendment for Fire, Fuels, and Air
quality Management (BLM 2004).

o Statewide Plan Amendment of Land-Use
Plans in Arizona for Implementation of
Arizona Standards for Rangeland
Health and Guidelines for Grazing
Administration (BLM 1997D).

Several activity plans have been developed for
the area that is now within the Agua Fria
National Monument. They formulate more
detailed decisions than the plans listed above
and, where they are not in conflict with
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decisions made in this new plan will continue to
be valid. Any decisions from the following
plans listed in this document are implementation
level decisions.

e Black Canyon Habitat Management
Plan (revised) (BLM 1993b).

e Black Canyon Tobosa Grassland
Prescribed Burn Environmental
Analysis (BLM 1993c).

e Coordinated RMP for the Horseshoe
Ranch Grazing Allotment (BLM 1998).

Following are the management decisions from
existing plans and guidance documents that are
relevant to Agua Fria National Monument.

2.2.1.1 Special Designations

Under Alternative A, two ACECs and suitable
wild and scenic river segments would remain
under current management. These areas are
listed below and shown in Map 2-2. In addition
to the special designations, the map shows the
location of the Perry Mesa National Register
District, which extends onto the Tonto National
Forest and is listed on the National Register of
Historic Places.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
Larry Canyon ACEC (80 acres)
Management Actions

Close to motorized vehicles (there are no
motorized routes within this ACEC).

Prohibit livestock grazing.
Prohibit Land Use Authorizations.
Withdraw 80 acres from Mineral Entry.

Prohibit surface occupancy for oil and gas
development.



Perry Mesa ACEC (9,580 acres)
Management Actions

Limit motorized vehicles to designated roads
and trails.

Acquire 8,484 acres of State and private lands.
Wild and Scenic Rivers

Nearly the entire length of the Agua Fria River
within the monument, totaling 22.4 miles in
three segments, has been determined as suitable
for designation to the national Wild and Scenic
Rivers System. The upper segment, from
Sycamore Creek to Bloody Basin Road, is 7.7
miles long and classified as scenic (largely
undeveloped but crossed by roads). The middle
segment, including 10.3 miles dominated by the
river’s deep canyon, is classified as wild for its
primitive character and lack of development.
The lower segment, from an existing well and
pump house to Larry Canyon, is 4.4 miles long
and classified as scenic.

Following the guidance in BLM Manual 8351,
until Congress makes a decision regarding
designation, these river segments will be
managed to protect the outstandingly remarkable
wildlife, scenic, and cultural values that define
their suitability for wild and scenic designation.
Management actions will apply to the 20.8 river
miles on public lands.

No new roads, or other facilities that would
damage the primitive character, will be
permitted in river areas classified as wild.
Motorized travel could be restricted in areas
classified as scenic, if necessary to protect
outstandingly remarkable values. Routes in
scenic areas should be inconspicuous and well-
screened to maintain the scenic and natural
character of these areas.

The river will be maintained in free-flowing
condition without impoundments or diversions.

Instream flows will be monitored to determine
the minimum flows necessary to sustain the river
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values. Protective actions can include measures
taken to sustain flows and improve water
quality.

2.2.1.2 Lands and Realty

Land Tenure Adjustments

All lands and interests in lands within Agua Fria
National Monument would be retained in
Federal public ownership. The RMP evaluates
the opportunities for acquiring non-Federal lands
within or next to the monument that could
protect or enhance management of monument
resources. Any acquired lands and interests
within the monument's boundary would be
added to the monument.

Federal lands and interests in lands within the
monument are withdrawn from all new forms of
entry, location, selection, sale, leasing, or other
disposition under the public land laws, including
the mineral leasing and mining laws.

Utility and Transportation Corridors and
Communication Sites

Existing right-of-way corridors from previous
plans would be modified, removed, or remain
the same (Map 2-3). No new or widened
transportation corridors would be designated
within the monument.

Existing utility rights-of-way in the

monument would be modified, terminated,

or maintained in accordance with valid existing
rights, as defined in BLM's agreements with
utility providers for as long as the demand exists
for the utility. New rights-of-way might be
permitted within existing rights-of-way, and
where site-specific National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) analysis determines that
impacts would be negligible on the values for
which the monument was designated.
Maintaining existing facilities would

be permitted, subject to compliance with current
policies and practices, provided that monument
resources are protected.



Applications for rights-of-way or ancillary
public facilities will be evaluated and
processed under existing policies and practices,
and as needed, for access to private inholdings,
public facilities, or administrative sites.

BLM may consider applications for new
facilities if they determine that such facilities
will protect or enhance monument resources.

Land Use Authorizations

Any land use authorizations, would be

managed in accordance with valid existing rights
granted before the monument was designated.
Land use authorizations will be evaluated to
ensure compatibility with protecting monument
resources. Some authorizations may be allowed
to continue if they are not precluded by the
proclamation and do not conflict with monument
resource management objectives. Applications,
proposals, and future use requests that were
pending when the monument was created, are
subject to the terms of the proclamation,
including its recognition of valid existing rights
and other management directives and

decisions for the monument. Maintaining
existing facilities would be permitted, subject to
compliance with current policies and practices,
provided that monument resources are protected.

2.2.1.3 Soil, Air, and Water
Resources

Soil cover and productivity would be maintained
or improved through erosion prevention and
land treatments.

Activity plans for maintaining or promoting
appropriate ground cover would be
implemented. These plans would provide for
infiltration, permeability, soil moisture storage,
and soil stability suitable for ecological sites.

Watershed improvement projects would be
implemented to increase ground cover and
reduce erosion.
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BLM would ensure that mitigation is considered
during project planning to prevent or reduce
impacts to air quality.

Water rights, subject to valid existing

rights, would be reserved in an amount sufficient
to fulfill the purpose for which the monument
was established. BLM's management actions to
protect water resources would include the
following:

e Implementing activity plans to maintain
and enhance stream flows.

o Developing activity plans to ensure that
all water meets or exceeds Federal and
State water quality standards.

e Reducing impacts to water
quality by implementing
mitigation measures during project
construction.

2.2.1.4 Biological Resources

The following decisions relative to management
of biological resources were extracted from
current planning documents:

e Improve the Agua Fria River riparian
corridor.

e Implement grazing management
practices that protect wildlife species
and their habitats, in accordance with
1997 Arizona Standards for Rangeland
Health and Guidelines for Grazing
Administration (Land Health Standards)

e Continue to transplant native fish
species into suitable sites.

e Modify fences to allow wildlife
movement.

o Develop new water sources.

e Conduct prescribed burns to restore
native grasses and improve pronghorn
habitat.

e Use native species when restoring or
rehabilitating disturbed or degraded
rangelands. Non-native plants may be
used under limited circumstances in
accordance with the Land Health
Standards and Guidelines.



Modify existing agreements with the
Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service (APHIS) animal damage
control, specifically targeting individual
predators rather than predator
populations.

Coordinate with AGFD on hunting and
fishing policies to ensure public

safety, especially if there are areas of
increased visitor use.

Continue existing noxious weed
control. Exotic species would not be
introduced unless doing so is

essential for controlling noxious weeds
or other undesirable species.

Plant cottonwood and willow along the
Agua Fria River and its tributaries.
Prohibit firewood collection where it
might affect wildlife habitat.
Acknowledge that scientific
investigations are important to
increasing our understanding of
monument resources. However,
investigations should avoid surface
disturbance.

Prohibit vegetation chaining and other
vegetation manipulation methods that
cause substantial surface disturbance.

The following Biological Opinions and
Conference Opinions address endangered
species management within the planning areas:

[2-21-88-F-167] The Phoenix Resource
Management Plan/EIS.
[2-21-96-F-421] The Lower Gila North
Management Framework Plan (1983),
and Lower Gila North Grazing EIS.
[2-21-96-F-422] The Eastern Arizona
Grazing EIS, Phoenix District Portion.
[2-21-99-F-031] Reintroduction of Gila
Topminnow and Desert Pupfish into
Three Tributaries of the Agua Fria
River.

[2-21-03-C-409] Existing Phoenix
Resource Management Plan for the
Agua Fria National Monument.
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2.2.1.5 Cultural Resources

BLM would continue to coordinate with Tonto
National Forest in managing cultural resources
in the Perry Mesa National Register District,
which encompasses the areas of Perry Mesa
(including the significant archaeological

sites in Perry Mesa ACEC), Black Mesa, and the
Agua Fria River Canyon. The boundaries of the
Perry Mesa National Register District and Perry
Mesa ACEC are shown in Map 2-2.

BLM would coordinate with State Government,
tribes, and other governmental entities (under
existing agreements and any new arrangements
deemed necessary) to disseminate and exchange
information and cooperate in management
actions consistent with legal authorities and
other directives that guide BLM.

Current interim management guidance
acknowledges that, although scientific,
archaeological, and historical investigations are
important to increasing our understanding of
monument resources, surface disturbance should
be avoided.

BLM would implement protective actions,
including placing signs and barriers at sites and
repairing vandalism-caused damage at sites.

Professional and avocational archaeologists
would continue to conduct resource inventories
and site recordings with BLM's approval.

2.2.1.6 Paleontological
Resources

No significant paleontological resources

are known to exist within the monument. Any
newly found resources would be managed under
existing BLM's policies and guidance.

2.2.1.7 Recreation Resources

Suitable signs would be placed at the
monument's boundaries and other relevant
information would be posted as needed. BLM



would initiate actions to interpret the
monument's resources and provide
environmental education to visitors on important
topics (e.g. visitor safety and resource
protection). Management discretion would be
exercised, when needed, through emergency
closures or other actions to protect the
monument's resources.

Current recreation uses would continue, to
include hiking, target shooting, viewing
prehistoric sites, and dispersed recreational
camping (with a 14-day limit). Collecting any
objects, including fossils, rock specimens, and
archaeological artifacts would be allowed by
permit only for legitimate scientific uses
documented by BLM.

2.2.1.8 Visual Resources

No Visual Resource Management allocations
were made in previous planning documents. In
the absence of VRM standards established
through planning, VRM Class |1l standards have
been applied throughout the planning area.

2.2.1.9 Rangeland Management

Land Use Allocation

Where applicable, livestock grazing would
be permitted within the national monument,
pursuant to the terms of existing permits and
leases. There are currently 11 grazing leases
on 10 range allotments.

Livestock grazing would be prohibited in the
Larry Canyon ACEC (Map 2-2).

Desired Future Condition

In the monument (as in all properly managed
grazing pastures), proper grazing management
practices are followed to protect diverse and
productive plant communities and the proper
functioning condition of riparian areas.

Watersheds are in properly functioning
conditions, including their upland, riparian, and
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aquatic components. Soil and plant conditions
support infiltration, storage, and release of water
that are in balance with climate and landform.

Ecological processes are maintained to support
healthy biotic populations and communities.

Management Actions

New water sources might be developed if
monitoring or other data reveal a need.

Fence construction and maintenance will follow
guidance provided in BLM's Handbook for
Fencing H-1741.

All previous versions of the grazing
administration regulations have been succeeded
by the Department of the Interior’s Final Rule
for Grazing Administration, issued in 1995,
which requires implementing standards and
guidelines to achieve the fundamentals of
rangeland health. The Arizona Standards for
Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Grazing
Administration (BLM 1997a) (discussed

in Sections 2.7.1.1 Land Health Standards and
2.7.1.9 Rangeland Management of Management
Common to All Action Alternatives of this
chapter) were completed in 1997.

2.2.1.10 Mineral Resource
Management

All Federal minerals would remain withdrawn
from all forms of location, sale, or leasing,
including withdrawal from the following:

e Location, entry, and patent under the
mining laws.

e Disposition under all laws relating to
mineral and geothermal leasing.

o Disposal under the Mineral Materials
Act.

Mineral interests may be exchanged if the
exchange furthers the protective purposes of the
monument. Any mineral interests acquired by
the United States within the monument would be



reserved as part of the monument and would be
subject to the withdrawals listed here.

For lands encumbered by mining claims, no
activity beyond casual use, as defined in 43
CFR 3809, would be allowed without a
determination of valid existing rights.

2.2.1.11 Fire Management

Prescribed burning would continue to
be conducted on the national monument to
achieve the following:

e Eliminate invasive species.

e Reduce the abundance of woody
species.

e Restore and increase production of
native grasses.

e Increase the production and vigor of
perennial grasses, annual grasses, and
forbs.

e Improve pronghorn antelope habitat.

Full suppression of wildfires would continue in
the monument.

2.2.1.12 Resource Conservation
Areas and Multiple Resource
Management Areas

One RCA and two MRMAs would remain under
current management under Alternative A. These
areas are listed below, with applicable
management decisions, and shown on Map 2-4.

e Black Canyon RCA (115,650 acres).

e Cordes Junction MRMA (10,810
acres) - An activity plan would be
developed; surface occupancy of oil and
gas leases would be prohibited in
riparian zones; land use authorizations
would be prohibited in riparian areas;
motorized vehicles would be limited to
existing roads and trails; and non-BLM
land would be acquired.

e Sycamore Creek MRMA (3,820
acres) - An activity plan would be
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developed; surface occupancy of oil
and gas leases would be prohibited in
riparian zones; land use
authorizations would be prohibited in
riparian areas; motorized vehicles
would be limited to existing roads
and trails; and non-BLM land would
be acquired.

2.2.1.13 Travel Management

Consistent with Proclamation 7263 (Appendix
A) and the Purpose and Significance of Agua
Fria National Monument, all motorized and
mechanized vehicle use off road will be
prohibited, except for authorized administrative
and emergency purposes. Motorized and
mechanical vehicular uses would be limited to
existing or designated routes (Map 2-11).

Larry Canyon ACEC (80 acres) would be closed
to motorized vehicles.

Perry Mesa ACEC (9,580 acres) would limit
motorized vehicles to designated roads and
trails.

2.2.2 Bradshaw-Harquahala
Planning Area

The Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area is
managed in accordance with the Phoenix RMP
(BLM 1988a) as amended in the Approved
Amendment to the Lower Gila North
Management Framework Plan and the Lower
Gila South Resource Management Plan (BLM
2005) and the Lower Gila North Management
Framework Plan (MFP) (BLM 1983).
Additionally, management decisions in the
Kingman RMP (BLM 1993a) and the Phoenix
RMP cover the scattered parcels that are
addressed in this planning effort but are located
outside the planning area.

The Phoenix RMP divided the planning area into
smaller management units, each with a particular
management focus. Cooperative Recreation
Management Areas (CRMAS) had significant



recreation values and were recognized by county
and State Governments as important areas for
intensive recreation uses. Resource
Conservation Areas (RCAs) were developed to
consolidate public lands by acquiring State and
private parcels with resources that would benefit
from public owners. Multiple Resource
Management Areas (MRMAS) were managed
with an emphasis on balancing the use of several
resources, including grazing, recreation, and
biological and cultural resources.

The following are the management decisions
from the three plans that are relevant to the
Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area:

2.2.2.1 Special Designations

Under Alternative A, five wilderness areas and
one back country byway would remain under
current management. These areas and byway
are listed below.

e Big Horn Mountains Wilderness -

21,000 acres.

e Harquahala Mountains Wilderness -
22,880 acres.

e Hassayampa River Canyon Wilderness -
11,840 acres.

e Hells Canyon Wilderness - 9,900 acres.

e Hummingbird Springs Wilderness -
31,200 acres.

e Harquahala Mountain Summit Back
Country Byway.

The wilderness areas are shown on Map 1-1 and
the back country byway is shown on Map 2-5.

2.2.2.2 Lands and Realty

Land Tenure Adjustments

All public land that has been found to

be potentially suitable for disposal (Map 2-6)
(check map against the Lower Gila Amendment
to verify available parcels) by sale meets the
criteria in Section 203 (a) (1) of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
(FLPMA). The section states, "...such tract
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because of its location or other characteristic is
difficult and uneconomical to manage as part of
the public lands and is not suitable for
management by another Federal department or
agency." These lands would be disposed of at
fair market value, excluding lands that would be
disposed to local governments under the
Recreation and Public Purpose Act (R&PPA).
Lands which are potentially suitable for disposal
will be subject to valid existing rights. A total
of 54,370 acres have been found to

be potentially suitable for disposal.

Other land tenure adjustments include the
following:

¢ Retain public lands (surface and
subsurface estate) in the Black Canyon
and the Lake Pleasant RCAs.

e Consolidate public ownership and
intensively manage lands in these two
RCA:s.

e Pursue acquisition of all State land in
the two RCAs on a case-by-case basis.

e Acquire through exchange any non-
Federal mineral estate underlying
Federal surface holdings in the two
RCA:s.

e Acquire up to 29,360 acres of State land
and 2,140 acres of private land in the
Lake Pleasant Cultural Resource
Management Area.

e Acquire up to 5,846 acres of State and
private lands in the Cordes Junction
MRMA.

e Acquire up to 39,433 acres of State and
private lands in the Bumble Bee
MRMA.

e Acquire up to 23,346 acres of State and
private lands in the Williams Mesa
MRMA.

e Acquire State land along 4 miles of the
Hassayampa River in the Hassayampa
River Riparian Management Area
(RMA).

e Acquire up to 23,388 acres of State and
private lands in the Lake Pleasant Burro
Herd Management Area (HMA).

e Acknowledge that the State indemnity
selection process has been completed.
Lands identified in the RMP are no



longer eligible for exchange in that
process but may still be open

to exchange through other actions with
the State or with private entities.
Identify for disposal all subsurface
mineral estate underlying Federal
surface designated for disposal outside
the two RCAs and the Cultural Resource
Management Areas.

Recommend lands for disposal.

Change from retention to disposal the
parcel in the northern half of T11N,
R3E, Section 17.

Continue to dispose of federal
subsurface estate under non-Federal
surface estate on a case-by-case basis.
Continue to acquire non-Federal
subsurface estate under federal surface
estate on a case-by-case basis.

Public lands in the Gila Bend
Management Area adjacent to the White
Tanks County Regional Park, described
asT.2N., R.3W.,, sections
4,5,8,9,14,15,17 through 22, 26 through
29, and 33 through 35; T.2 N., R. 4 W.,
section 1; and T. 3 N., R. 4 W., sections
1,11 through 14, 24,25, and 36 would be
retained in federal ownership and would
only be available for disposal to local or
state governmental entities for
recreation/park purposes.

Exchanges to re-position lands within all
the management areas may occur if it
has been determined that it would be in
the public interest.

Lands identified for disposal may be
retained if significant resource values
are found during evaluation. The policy
is not to dispose of lands occupied by
proposed or listed threatened or
endangered species. If other public uses
outweigh the value of a parcel as
federal-owned threatened or endangered
species habitat, disposal could be
considered on a case-by-case basis. Ifa
listed or proposed threatened or
endangered species would be affected
by a land disposal action, consultation or
conferencing with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service would be required.
Exchange for other parcels of habitat
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would be encouraged. Compensation
for loss of habitat value would be
required where such a policy exists.
Other mitigation may also be required.
These determinations would be made
during preparation of the site-specific
environmental assessments required for
every disposal action. Environmental
documentation must be in compliance
with the National Environmental Policy
Act prior to the approval of any lands
action.

e Lands not listed or identified for specific
purposes would be retained in public
ownership unless needed for recreation
or public purposes. Such disposal
proposals on lands not identified for
disposal would be considered on a case-
by-case basis.

e All non-Federal lands with high
resource values within the boundaries of
the management areas may be
considered for acquisition. Acquisitions
would occur primarily through the land
exchange process in accordance with 43
CFR 2200 and the Federal Land
Exchange Facilitation Act. Acquisition
by donation and purchase using Land
and Water Conservation Funds would
also be considered when willing parties
or available funds exist. All acquisitions
would be negotiated with willing
landowners only and must be in the
public interest.

Utility and Transportation Corridors and
Communication Sites

All major utilities would be routed through
designated corridors (Map 2-7). Additionally,
right-of-way permits would be issued to promote
the greatest use of existing right-of-way routes,
including joint use whenever possible.

Within the Black Canyon RCA, the Black
Canyon utility corridor, designated by

the Phoenix RMP (BLM 1988a), would be
retained (Map 2-7). It is a multi-use utility and
transportation corridor that includes the
Interstate 17 right-of-way and other utility lines.



Table 2-1. Use Corridors within Lower Gila
North Planning Area

Corridor Name Width
a. Central Arizona One mile
Project (Granite Reef
Aqueduct)
b. Wenden— One mile
Wickenburg
c. Parker—Liberty Two miles
d. Mead-Phoenix Two miles
e. Wickenburg- One mile
Yarnell

f. Palo Verde-Devers | Two miles (restricted
between Burnt Mountain
and Big Horn Mountains)

g. Palo Verde- Two miles

Westwing

h. El Paso Natural Gas | Two miles (One mile at

Company Bill Williams River
crossing)

The western portion of the corridor is
located within the Bradshaw-Harquahala
Planning Area.

The multiple-use corridors along existing rights-
of-way designated in the Lower Gila North MFP
(BLM 1983) as amended (BLM 2005) (eight of
which are within the Bradshaw-Harquahala
Planning Area) would be retained, as shown in
Table 2-1.

The withdrawal application that involves the
Central Arizona Project with the Water and
Power Resources Service (now the Bureau of
Reclamation) would be reviewed. The
withdrawal application should be changed to
include only areas absolutely necessary for the
project. Otherwise the withdrawal application
should be lifted, and a right-of-way would

be issued for the project.

Small utility distribution systems would
continue to be developed on an as-needed basis
throughout the planning area. These small
distribution systems would include all uses such
as electrical lines, gas and water pipelines, and
access roads. These distribution systems would
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be authorized when consistent with
environmental and land use considerations.

Whenever possible, communication sites would
be placed on lands identified for disposal.
Development of communication facilities on
land to be retained in public ownership would be
limited to designated communication sites. The
current designated communication sites are
listed below and would be retained:

e The 50-acre White Tanks
Communication Site at T3N, R3W,
Sections 27 and 28 that is located
outside the RCA:s.

e The repeater and microwave site on
Harquahala Mountain in T6N, R10W
Sections 31 and 32, or T6N, R11W
Section 36, but restrict the development
to one or two multi-user buildings.

Land Use Authorizations

Continue to issue land use authorizations (rights-
of-way, leases, permits, and easements) on a
case-by-case basis and in accordance with
decisions established in the Phoenix RMP (BLM
1988a).

Continue to allow small utility distribution
systems to be developed on an as-needed basis
throughout the planning area. These small
distribution systems would include all uses such
as electrical lines, gas and water pipelines, and
associated access roads. These small
distribution systems would be authorized when
consistent with environmental and land use
considerations.

Prohibit land use authorizations in riparian areas
in the Hassayampa River RMA and the Bumble
Bee and Williams Mesa MRMAs.

2.2.2.3 Soil, Air, and Water
Resources

BLM would take the following measures:



e Incorporate salinity control measures
into erosion prevention strategies and
rehabilitation treatments.

e Ensure the legal availability of water
and maintain adequate flows in
springs on BLM-administered lands
within the Arrastre Creek, Antelope
Creek, Weaver Creek, and Harquahala
Mountains areas (now wilderness with
Federal water rights).

e Initiate strategies for assuring spring
flows.

e Maintain and enhance stream flows
through activity plans in special
management areas.

2.2.2.4 Biological Resources

Design the development of springs and seeps, or
other projects affecting water and associated
resources, to protect ecological functions and
processes.

Cooperate with the AGFD to acquire water
rights to maintain or enhance spring and riparian
habitats in the planning unit. Specific

sites would be determined in a Habitat
Management Plan (HMP) to achieve the goals
stated in this plan.

Map 2-8 shows the distribution of desert night
lizards, Arizona night lizards, and Sonoran
Mountain king snakes. Use 43 CFR 3809
(Surface Mining Regulations) to minimize
habitat disturbance of these species during new
road building associated with mining. New
mining plans of operations would provide for
closing new roads, when and where needed, to
prevent recreation disturbance to night lizard
and king snake habitats. Wood collecting would
be limited in the Weaver Mountains, particularly
along Antelope, Weaver, Arrastre, Cottonwood,
and Yarnell Creeks.

Reduce the competition for cover, water, and
space among big game, livestock, and burros
by decreasing livestock aggregations and
removing all burros at waters in the Big Horn,
and Harquahala Mountains.
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Bighorn sheep lambing areas and a 2-mile buffer
zone (20,000 acres) in the Harquahala
Mountains would be protected from habitat and
behavioral disturbances resulting from (a) land
disposal, (b) excess fencing, (c) structure
building, (d) land clearing and wood cutting; (e)
mining between December 15 and April 15
(within the framework of 43 CFR 3809), (f) road
building, (g) intense recreation use and
development; (h) rights-of-way construction and
maintenance, and (i) more than 40 percent
utilization of key browse.

Significant cliffs, shown as Raptor Areas in Map
2-5, and a 2-mile zone of influence in the Big
Horn Mountains and the Vulture Mountains area
would be protected from (a) land disposal, (b)
excess fencing, (c) building of structures, (d)
land clearing or removal of downed wood or
wood cutting, (e) reducing or modifying mining
activities to the extent possible under the 43
CFR 3802 and 43 CFR 3809 mining regulations,
(f) road building, (g) intense recreation use or
development, (h) burro overuse, and (i) rights-
of-way construction and maintenance. Special
protection in these areas would be provided for
disturbances resulting from human activities
between February 1 and May 1 of each year.

Protection zones for golden eagle nests would
not exceed Ya-mile radius unless a special need
for a larger protection zone is determined.
These zones would be created on a case-by-case
basis.

Avoid subdividing big horn sheep lambing areas
with fencing and monitor livestock use of these
key areas. Negotiate with range user to alleviate
competition where documented. This would be
done by change in season of use or by instituting
a grazing system to rest lambing areas during
critical lambing season (January through May).

Cooperate with the Arizona Game and Fish
Department to allow reintroduction of big horn
sheep into the Weaver Mountains and allocate
forage to the big horn’s reasonable population
level one year before reintroduction.



The Arizona Game and Fish Department, in
cooperation with the Phoenix District, may use
re-establishment and augmentation to assist
desert bighorn sheep populations in reaching
their natural potential. Re-establishment and
augmentation of desert bighorn sheep
populations would be done in areas where
conflicts with other uses and resources do not
occur, or where conflicts can be resolved. Final
decisions on re-establishment and augmentation
proposals would be considered on a case-by-
case basis within the appropriate level of
National Environmental Policy Act
documentation that addresses conflicts and
meets the requirement for public participation.

Decrease cattle densities in big horn habitat to
relieve competition between big horn sheep and
livestock for space, water, and browse. Graze
domestic sheep as far from big horn habitat as
possible to decrease big horn disease vectors.

The significant botanical areas in Arrastre Creek
(650), Antelope Creek (600 acres), Weaver
Creek (150 acres), and the Harquahala
Mountains (7,000 acres) would be protected
from habitat disturbances resulting from (a)
building of structures, (b) land clearing, (c)
mining, (d) road building, and (e) building and
maintaining rights-of-way. A grazing system
that would prevent intensive livestock use of
riparian habitat would be implemented.

Prior to spring development, evaluate for
clearance any planned spring development to
avoid elimination of endemic snails.

Cooperate with Arizona Game and Fish
Department to develop big game water
catchments on public land at sites designated in
the Lower Gila North Habitat Management Plan.
Construction of the facilities would depend on
availability of funding.

Establish cottonwood and willow regeneration
around significant springs through supplemental
planting and protection from livestock
utilization. Significant springs include:
Hackberry Springs, Weaver Mountain Springs.

58

Chapter 2

Monitor selected aquatic habitat in cooperation
with Arizona Game and Fish Department, State
Health Services, and Environmental Protection
Agency where water pollution is a problem to
ensure that water quality meets appropriate
federal and state standards. Improve conditions
that do not meet these standards.

Establish broadleaf tree reproduction and
perpetuation via supplemental planting of
seedlings in existing and potentially suitable
riparian habitat

Allotments, not managed intensively but
possessing small tracts of riparian habitat, would
be monitored and managed through Habitat
Management Plans.

Provide wildlife safe access and year-round
water at livestock waters on public lands and
cooperate with allottees to develop similar
considerations on private lands.

Develop small and upland game waters in 11
areas.

Use the very important browse species as “key
species” in developing objectives and in
monitoring grazing allotments’ activity plans
(those species receiving importance factors
greater than 7.0 in Ough and Miller 1980: 65-
133. Key browse species would include one or
more of the following: Cercoparpus montanus,
Atriplex canescens, Ceanothus greffii, Ephedra
fasciculata, Populus fremonti, Simmondsia
chinensis, Brickellia coulteri, Calliandra
eriophylla, Eriogonum sp., Krameria gravii,
Janusia gracilis.

Exclude livestock and burros at the following
dirt tanks (75 acres) to enhance waterfowl and
long-eared owl nesting opportunities: a) Special
Habitat Feature (SHF) #95-Lone Mountain
Tank; b) SHF #132-Mitchell Tank; c) SHF
#150-Unnamed; and d) SHF #158-Unnamed.

Develop a fire management program for all
cottonwood-willow riparian, mixed broadleaf
riparian, and mesquite-salt cedar woodlands.

As Allotment Management Plans are written for
allotments containing crucial desert tortoise



habitat, the recommendation to rest tortoise
habitat from livestock use between February and
July would be incorporated into the grazing
systems. Implementation of intensive
management on allotments would occur as per
WL-2.6. Allotments which do not receive
intensive management would be monitored as to
livestock use. Adjustments in use would be
made by changing seasons of use or number of
livestock. Fencing out entire tortoise
populations may be done, but only after contact
with interested user groups.

Monitor the effects of livestock grazing on
different range sites in open chaparral and
cottonwood willow SHSs. Exclosures of
varying sizes would be constructed. Size would
depend on area needed for the purpose.

Develop a Fire Management Plan for Lower
Gila North which incorporates protection for
sensitive riparian habitats and Lower Sonoran
habitats, establishes a mechanism for
rehabilitation of riparian habitats, and
establishes cover “level” strips in open and
closed chaparral habitats.

The Harquahala Mountains would not be
designated as an Area of Critical Environmental
Concern (ACEC). An allotment Management
Plan would be developed to protect this area
from overgrazing. All other users or
developments incompatible with the protection
of this area would be restricted to the extent
possible under existing regulations.

Control intensity and season of use by livestock
on the Harcuvar and Harquahala mountains open
chaparral SHSs

Develop a controlled (prescribed) burn plan to
improve open chaparral habitat in the Harcuvar
Mountains and, if not visually impacting, the
Harquahala Mountains.

Continue to place wildlife escape ramps in water
troughs and construct or maintain new wildlife
waters in coordination with state and other
federal agencies.
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New livestock waters to be located within two
miles from crucial tortoise habitat and/or crucial
desert bighorn sheep habitat would be analyzed
on a case-by-case basis to determine potential
impacts. Significant impacts would be mitigated
with appropriate stipulations on site selection.

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

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

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

Fences proposed in big game habitat would be
designed to reduce adverse impacts to big game
movement. Specifications in BLM Manual 1737
and in local BLM directives would be used.
BLM would consult with the Arizona Game and
Fish Department on the design and location of
new fences.

Where existing fences in big game habitat do not
meet BLM specifications, they would be
modified according to BLM Manual 1737 when
they are scheduled for replacement or major
maintenance.

As a general practice, new roads would not be
bladed for use in fence construction. Vehicles
would travel overland, or fences would be built
by hand.

All livestock waters would provide safe, usable
water for wildlife. As funding and opportunities



permit, existing facilities would be modified for
safe wildlife use. The following standards apply
to design and modification of livestock waters.

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

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

¢ Developed spring storage and adjacent
riparian habitat would be fenced to exclude
livestock.

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

The MFP and RMP planning areas have been
inventoried for desert tortoise habitat and habitat
categories have been established (Map 4-92).
These boundaries may be slightly altered as new
and better information becomes available on
population distributions and dynamics.

Three one-square-mile study plots in the
Harcuvar, and Harquahala mountains would be
read every five years to monitor desert tortoise
populations and habitat.

Environmental decision documents for all
actions occurring in desert tortoise habitat would
address and include mitigation measures
sufficient to offset, to the extent possible, any
loss of tortoise habitat quantity or quality in
category I, 11, and 111 habitats.

New land uses would be granted in category I,
11, and 111 tortoise habitats only if no reasonable
alternative exists. If no alternative exists,
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mitigation, including compensation, would be
evaluated to meet the no net loss goal.

Competitive off-highway-vehicle race courses
would be prohibited in category | desert tortoise
habitat.

Competitive off-highway-vehicle race courses
would not be located in category Il desert
tortoise habitat unless no reasonable alternative
site exists. If no reasonable alternative site
exists, impacts would be fully mitigated.

Competitive off-highway-vehicle race courses
would be evaluated in category |11 desert tortoise
habitat and impacts would be mitigated.

Categorized desert tortoise habitat would be
reviewed in relation to ongoing livestock use on
public lands in the MFP and RMP planning
areas; forage needs of desert tortoise and
ecological site potential would be considered in
determining and prioritizing the resolution of
conflicts.

In category | and Il desert tortoise habitat, only
those range improvements for livestock that do
not conflict with desert tortoise habitat or
populations would be allowed.

New wildlife improvements would be allowed in
category | and Il desert tortoise habitats only if
there would be no conflict with desert tortoise
populations or habitat.

The Phoenix District would use the BLM’s
discretionary authorities relating to leasable and
salable minerals to meet the desert tortoise
habitat category goals and objectives.

Boulder sale permits would be restricted to areas
that would result in no net loss of tortoise
habitat.

2.2.2.5 Cultural Resources

Reduce or eliminate indirect impacts from land
uses on cultural resources as identified through
study plots.



Select cultural resources for allocation through
inventory for scientific uses.

Conserve for future use a representative sample
of site types in the planning area.

2.2.2.6 Recreation Resources

CRMAs would be jointly developed in master
plans between BLM and cooperating agencies.
Within the current planning area, CRMASs
would include Lake Pleasant and the Black
Canyon Trail.

BLM would continue to protect and interpret the
Harquahala Peak observatory site.

An interpretive corridor would be established
with signing along the Stanton-Octave-Yarnell
Road. This drive offers interesting views of an
undeveloped landscape, natural features, and
historical sites. The signing would begin at the
Stanton-Octave turnoff from Highway 89, east
to Stanton and then north to Yarnell (T10N,
R5W, Sec. 30). Signing would include the
identification of historical events, creeks,
geologic features, and botanic values.
Directional signing would be incorporated into
the recommended interpretive corridor.

A Special Recreation Management Area would
be allocated for the Vulture Mountains.
Interdisciplinary planning, including public
involvement, would be completed for all special
recreation management areas to establish
boundaries, type and level of facility
development, resolve and mitigate impacts to
other resources, evaluate and refine existing
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum and Visual
Resource Management classes, improve
recreational opportunities, and reduce conflicts
among public land users. The Vulture
Mountains Special Recreation Management
Area, to include lands surrounding Vulture Peak,
the Vulture Mine, and the Vulture Mountains,
would be established to emphasize diverse
recreational opportunities including trails,
natural and historic interpretation, camping, and
off-highway and special recreation vehicle use
areas.
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e Facilities and maintenance to protect
resource values and improve visitor
safety and recreational opportunities
would be authorized.

e Single-use and multiple-use trails to
meet the demand for hiking,
equestrian, and mountain biking
opportunities would be developed.

e Signing, regulations, and brochures
would be provided as needed.

Avreas not allocated to a special Recreation
Management Area would be allocated as an
Extensive Recreation Management Area.
Project level planning for the extensive
recreation management area would be conducted
on a case-by-case basis.

e Primitive facilities would be
authorized where needed for resource
protection, visitor safety, improvement
of the recreation experience, or
increasing recreational opportunities.

e Camping locations, camping stay
limits, off-highway and special
recreation vehicle use, and utilization
of the existing natural resources would
be established.

e Long- and short-term camping areas,
commercial or competitive off-
highway and special recreation vehicle
use areas, scenic turnouts, cultural
interpretive sites, hiking, equestrian or
mountain bike trails, road and portal
signage, and road maintenance would
be evaluated.

e A designated routes only" off-
highway and special vehicle
classification would be established on
a site-specific basis when needed for
resource protection or to maintain
consistency with Recreation
Opportunity Spectrum classifications.

Public landsin T. 10 N., R. 4 W., sec. 26 would
be managed for their scenic values) to interpret
the history, geology, and hazards to human
safety of the area near the privately owned
Placerita Mining Camp.



Establish a hiking and horseback riding trail
system near Wickenburg. The width and exact
routing of the trail would be determined through
a process of close consultation with the
concerned public. Identify the trail by standard
trail markers and install hazard warnings where
needed) Work with the Desert Caballeros of
Wickenburg to establish a trail system between
Wickenburg and Wagoner to ensure continuous
management on public lands.

Management of recreation opportunities and
developments would be evaluated using the
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum and Visual
Resource Management.

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classifications
would be reviewed, refined, and adopted during
interdisciplinary planning.

The existing 14-day camping stay limit and all
associated policy would be maintained
throughout the planning area unless otherwise
designated by the authorized officer or through
project planning. Areas may be closed for
resource protection, rehabilitation, or to reduce
conflicts with other uses.

Camping facilities and length-of-stay limits may
be established as prescribed below for dispersed
camping, long-term visitor areas, extended
camping areas, and short-term camping areas.

Camping would be permitted on all public lands
unless otherwise designated, closed, or restricted
for resource protection.

Self-contained or vehicle-based camping would
be permitted within 50 feet of the centerline of
designated or existing routes. Cross-country
travel to campsites would not be permitted.

Trailhead facilities would be closed to overnight
camping upon written approval of the field
manager.

Long-term visitor areas (LTVAs) would be
defined on the ground with fences or signs.
Each LTVA would include designated roads,
designated campsites, and amenities to support
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long-term camping occupancy. The following
resource factors would be considered for
implementation and development of LTVAS:

e Permitted only in rural or roaded-natural
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum
classes.

e Location on rocky or resilient soils.

e Well-maintained ingress and egress
routes.

e Location within 30 miles of local
community.

e Location outside of category I or 1l
desert tortoise habitat.

e Mitigation if located in Category Il
desert tortoise habitat.

e Location with no cultural resource
conflicts.

e Location outside of burro herd
management areas.

e Location of developments in a manner
that "is not likely to adversely affect"”
threatened or endangered species and
their habitats.

e Location outside of riparian areas.

e Location outside of areas of critical
environmental concern and wild and
scenic river areas.

The following operating rules would be
considered for LTVA development and use:

e Long-term camping would be restricted
to the term of the permit.

e Long-term camping would be restricted
to designated sites.

e Services may be provided by contract or
local vendor, but the costs of services
(firewood, sanitation, trash, water, etc.)
would be the responsibility of each
occupant.

e Users would be required to comply with
all other LTV A regulations.

e LTVA users must comply with all local,
state, and federal laws.

e LTVA supplementary rules may be
enacted as needed.

Other regulations and conditions for LTVA use
would be identified as required during



interdisciplinary project planning. If, during the
planning process, the interdisciplinary project
planning team determines that modifications
need to be made to the guidelines listed above
those modifications may be made without the
need for a planning amendment. Other
regulations and conditions identified during
ongoing operation of LTVAs would require
public notification.

Extended camping areas would be defined on
the ground with fences or signs. Each such area
would include designated roads, designated
campsites, and amenities to support extended
camping occupancy.

Interdisciplinary planning would evaluate and
authorize extended camping areas where historic
use patterns equate to this type of use, and
potential new areas are identified that would be
suitable for extended camping. The following
resource factors would be considered for
implementation and development of extended
camping areas:

e Location only in rural, roaded-natural,
or semi-primitive motorized Recreation
Opportunity Spectrum classes.
Topographic or vegetative screening.
Suitable ingress and egress routes.
Location on rocky or resilient soils.
Location within 30 miles of local
community.

e Location outside of Category | desert
tortoise habitat.

e Mitigation if located in category Il or 1l
desert tortoise habitat.

e Location with no cultural resource
conflicts.

e Location outside of burro herd
management areas.

e Location in a manner that "is not likely
to adversely affect” threatened or
endangered species and their habitats.

e Location outside of riparian areas.

« Location outside of areas of critical
environmental concern and wild and
scenic river areas.
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The following operating rules would be
considered for extended camping area
development and use:

e Camping restricted to designated sites.

e Services may be provided by contract or
local vendor, but the costs of services
(firewood, sanitation, trash, water, etc.)
would be the responsibility of each
occupant.

e Extended camping area visitors must
comply with all local, state, and federal
laws.

e Extended camping area supplementary
rules may be enacted as needed.

Other regulations and conditions for extended
camping area use would be identified as required
during interdisciplinary project planning. If,
during the planning process, the interdisciplinary
project planning team determines that
modifications need to be made to the guidelines
listed above those modifications may be made
without the need for a planning amendment.
Other regulations and conditions identified
during ongoing operation of extended camping
areas would require public notification.

Short-term camping areas would be designated
only where such use promotes resource
protection and where all conflicts can be
mitigated. Short-term camping areas would be
defined on the ground with fences or signs.
Interdisciplinary planning would evaluate short-
term camping areas where historic use patterns
equate to this type of use, and potential new
areas are identified that would be suitable for
short-term camping. The following resource
factors would be considered for implementation
and development of short-term camping areas:

e Primitive ingress and egress routes.

e Location on rocky or resilient soils.

o Mitigation if located in category I, 11 or
111 desert tortoise habitat.

e Location with no cultural resource
conflicts.

e Location outside of burro herd
management areas.



e Location of developments in a manner
that "is not likely to adversely affect"
threatened or endangered species and
their habitats.

e Location outside of wildernesses.

e Location outside of areas of critical
environmental concern and wild and
scenic river areas.

The following operating rules would be
considered for short-term camping area
development and use:

e Camping would be restricted to the
terms and conditions of that
campground.

e Camping would be restricted to
designated sites.

e Services may be provided by contract or
local vendor, but the costs of services
(firewood, sanitation, trash, water, etc.)
would be the responsibility of each
occupant.

e Camping area users must comply with
all local, state and federal laws.

e Specific supplementary rules may be
enacted as needed.

Other regulations and conditions for short-term
camping area use would be identified as required
during interdisciplinary project planning. If,
during the planning process, the interdisciplinary
project planning team determines that
modifications need to be made to the guidelines
listed above those modifications may be made
without the need for a planning amendment.
Other regulations and conditions identified
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during ongoing operation of short-term camping
areas would require public notification.

Interdisciplinary planning would evaluate and
authorize development of special use areas
within the management areas.

2.2.2.7 Visual Resources

No VRM standards were applied in either the
Phoenix RMP (BLM 1988a) or the Lower Gila
North MFP as amended (BLM 2005). The
Approved Amendment to the Lower Gila North
Management Framework Plan and the Lower
Gila South Resource Management Plan, signed
in 2005, adopted the VRM management classes
as inventoried in the Management Framework
Plan of 1983. In addition, all designated
wilderness would be allocated as VRM Class |
Acres of VRM Classes are shown in Table 2-

2 and are portrayed on Map 2-9.

For descriptions of the VRM standards, please
refer to the Visual Resources discussion of the
Management Common to Both Planning Areas
section of this chapter.

Public lands in T10N, R4W, Section 26 of the
Gila and Salt River Baseline and Meridian
would be managed for scenic values (Placerita
Mining Camp area).

The public lands in T8N, R5W, Section 12
would be managed for scenic values (Box
Canyon).

Table 2-2. Visual Resource Management Classes by Alternative (BLM acres)

Class Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E
(Proposed)
| 96,820 96,820 109,570 298,310 98,820
] 593,450 486,800 502,610 340,880 488,250
1] 162,000 284,720 260,020 220,790 278,540
\V4 144,730 98,660 94,800 107,020 103,390
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2.2.2.8 Rangeland Management
Land Use Allocation

Where applicable, livestock grazing would

be permitted, under the terms of existing permits
and leases. The planning area has 93 grazing
authorizations and the existing grazing seasons
of use would continue.

Desired Future Condition

Watersheds are in properly functioning
condition, including their upland, riparian, and
aquatic components. Soil and plant conditions
support infiltration, storage, and release of water
that are in balance with climate and landform.

Ecological processes would be maintained to
support healthy biotic populations and
communities.

Management Actions

All previous versions of the grazing
administration regulations have been succeeded
by the Department of the Interior’s Final Rule
for Grazing Administration, issued in 1995.
This rule requires the implementing of standards
and guidelines to achieve the fundamentals of
rangeland health. The Arizona Standards for
Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Grazing
Administration (discussed in the Land Health
Standards and Rangeland Management/Grazing
sections of Management Common to All Action
Alternatives of this chapter) were completed in
1997. The existing allotment boundaries are
shown on Map 2-5.

Management would emphasize the use and
perpetuation of native species. However, when
restoring or rehabilitating disturbed or degraded
rangelands; nonintrusive, non-native plant
species would be suitable for use where native
species:

e are not available,
e are not economically feasible,
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e cannot achieve ecological objectives as
well as non-native species, and/or

e cannot compete with already established
non-native species.

2.2.2.9 Mineral Resource
Management

The mineral resources managed by the BLM's
Phoenix District (PD) include more than
minerals underlying BLM-managed surface
areas. Mineral resource management includes
thousands of acres of subsurface mineral estate
beneath lands with surface rights held by others.
The Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area
includes surface acres managed by the PD and
presenting the most serious management
challenges at the time. However, for this RMP,
the minerals planning area is much larger. Itis
defined as the federally administered minerals
beneath PD-managed lands where the surface
rights are held by BLM, the State of Arizona, or
private parties. Therefore, the minerals planning
area, as shown on Map 1-2, extends far to the
north and east beyond Agua Fria National
Monument and the Bradshaw-Harquahala
Planning Area boundaries. Map 2-10, shows
areas of current minerals management within
the Agua Fria National Monument and the
Bradshaw-Harquahala Planning Area.

Within the boundary of the Lower Gila North
MFP as amended (BLM 2005), all lands in the
planning area not closed to oil and gas leasing
would remain open for such purposes. Federal
minerals in designated wilderness are closed to
oil and gas leasing. The remaining acres of
federal minerals in the MFP planning area would
be open to oil and gas leasing. Conditions of
approval and special stipulations would be
developed and incorporated as part of any
operational permit after site-specific
environmental analyses are completed and
documented per the National Environmental
Policy Act. Stipulations would mitigate impacts
to special status species, cultural areas, and other
resources affected by leasing-related activities.



Management Actions
Leasable Minerals

Restrict any actions or withdrawal in the
planning area that would segregate leasable
minerals unless there is strong evidence that the
area is not conducive to mineralization.

All land in the planning area would remain open
to mineral leasing. Should exploration or
development of leasable minerals be pursued,
special stipulations would be incorporated into
the lease agreement after the results of site-
specific environmental assessments for each
action are known.

Mineral withdrawals within ACECs are subject
to valid existing rights. The ACEC would be
closed to mineral leasing effective on the date
they were created. Unless stated otherwise, non-
Federal lands acquired within an ACEC will be
closed to the operation of the mining laws, and
expired leases may not be renewed.

Surface occupancy for oil and gas development
would be prohibited in riparian areas of the
Bumble Bee and Williams Mesa MRMAs, and
the Hassayampa RMA.

Federally administered minerals beneath lands
addressed in this plan, where the surface rights
are held by BLM, the State of Arizona, or
private parties (Map 2-10), would be open to
exploration and leasing.

Saleable Minerals

Sales of mineral materials to the public would
continue to be administered on a case-by-case
basis under 43 CFR 3600. Generally, saleable
minerals are sold at market prices. Free-use
permits would continue to be issued to the State
and local communities as the need arises.

Mineral withdrawals within ACECs are subject
to valid existing rights. The ACEC would be
closed to mineral sales effective on the date they
were created. Unless stated otherwise, non-
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Federal lands acquired within an ACEC will be
closed to the operation of the mining laws.

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

Federally administered minerals beneath lands
addressed in this planning effort, where the
surface rights are held by BLM, the State of
Arizona, or private parties (Map 2-10) would
be open to mineral material disposal on a case-
by-case basis, with determinations based on
consistency with BLM's management policies
and objectives.

Locatable Minerals

Exploration for and development of locatable
minerals are provided for under the 43 CFR
3802 and 43 CFR 3809. These regulations
provide for mineral development in conjunction
with resource protection and are designed to
prevent unnecessary and undue degradation of
the environment from mining. Mining within
the planning area would continue to be
administered on a case-by-case basis. The
planning area would generally be left open to
mineral location and development.

Mineral withdrawals within ACECs are subject
to valid existing rights. The ACEC would be
closed to mining claim location upon approval
of the plan creating the ACEC. Unless
otherwise stated, non-Federal lands acquired
within an ACEC would be closed to the
operation of the mining laws. Mining claims
within an ACEC may be examined for validity
and contested if appropriate, as determined by
the BLM State Director. The Lower Gila MFP
(BLM 1983) recommended withdrawal of
proposed ACECs from mineral entry. This
recommendation was not implemented.

Minimize detrimental impacts of mineral
exploration and development to habitat in the
2000-acre basin east and south of Harquahala
Peak. Require performance bonds from all
owner/operators to prevent unnecessary and
undue degradation. Review leaching operations
for environmental and human safety



2.2.2.10 Fire Management

Responses to wildfire would be full suppression
in all areas. Full suppression means taking
sustained and appropriate action to promptly
suppress wildfires.

2.2.2.11 Wild Horses and Burros

In 1971, following the passage of the Wild Free-
Roaming Horse and Burro Act (WHBA), BLM
was required to designate areas where wild
horses and burros existed before 1971. No wild
horses are known to have been within either the
monument or the Bradshaw-Harquahala
Planning Area in 1971.

BLM manages burros on public land at the
minimum level needed to ensure the herd’s free-
roaming character, health, and self-sustaining
ability. Burro Herd Areas (HAs) and Herd
Management Areas (HMAS) are shown on Map
2-5.

BLM classified the Lake Pleasant Area as a
HMA and the Harquahala Mountains as a HA
with a "zero burro population.” The latter
decision was based on conflicts in the area with
private landowners, agricultural interests,
wildlife such as bighorn sheep, and other
resources. A zero burro population required
removing all burros from the mountain range.
Funding, however, was not provided and the
burros have not yet been removed. Nuisance
burros would be removed on a case-by-case
basis.

Managing the 80,800-acre Lake Pleasant Burro
HMA would continue in the manner described in
the current herd management plan. In

the 156,255 acre Harquahala HA, nuisance
burros would continue to be removed on a case-
by-case basis. If funding is received, burros
would be removed from the HA.
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2.2.2.12 Resource Conservation
Areas and Multiple Resource
Management Areas

Two RCAs, one RMA, and three MRMASs
would remain under current management under
Alternative A. These areas are listed below
with management decisions and shown on Map
2-4.

e Black Canyon RCA (115,650 acres).

e Lake Pleasant RCA (297,080 acres).

e Bumble Bee MRMA (52,270 acres) -
Develop an activity plan; prohibit
surface occupancy of oil and gas leases
in riparian zones; prohibit land use
authorizations in riparian areas; limit
motorized vehicles to existing roads and
trails; acquire land.

e Cordes Junction MR