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Appendix A
Notices and EIS Distribution List

Notice of Intent, June 28, 2000

[Federal Register: June 28, 2000 (Volume 65, Number 125)]
[Notices]
[Pages 39920-39922] .

. From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov]
[DOCID:fr28jnOO-92]

[[Page 39920]]

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service

Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement/ Environmental Impact Report for
Federal and State Actions Associated With the Coachella Valley Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, Interior (Lead Agency).

COOPERATING AGENCIES: Bureau of Land Management, Interior; National Park
Service, Interior; Forest Service, Agriculture; California Resources Agency; California
Department of Fish and Game; California Department of Parks and Recreation; and
Coachella Valley Association of Governments.

ACTION: Notice of intent; notice of public meeting.

SUMMARY: The Fish and Wildlife Service and cooperating agencies are gathering
information necessary for the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Impact Statement/Report). This Impact
Statement/Report will consider the actions of Federal, State, and local agencies, as well
as private interests, associated with implementation of the Coachella Valley Multiple .
Species Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan
(Multi species Plan) and the issuance of incidental take permits pursuant to section
10(a)(1)(B) of the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, and section

---2081 of the California Endangered Species Act. The Impact Statement/Report also will
consider the Bureau of Land Management's proposed amendment of the California
Desert Conservation Plan to conform with the Multispecies Plan. In addition, the Impact
Statement/Report will consider any other actions by other Federal or State agencies
that are necessary or appropriate to implement the Multispecies Plan.
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We encourage interested persons to attend public meetings to identify and
discuss the scope of issues and alternatives that should be addressed in the
Multispecies Plan and in the Impact Statement/Report. We provide this notice pursuant
to the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the procedural
provision s of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 1501.7 and 1508.22).

DATES: We must receive your written comments by July 28, 2000. See
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section for meeting dates and locations.

[[Page 39921]]

ADDRESSES: Send comments regarding the scope of the Impact Statement/Report as
it relates to the proposed Multispecies Plan to the Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife
Service, 2730 Loker Avenue West, Carlsbad, California 92008; facsimile 760/431-9624.
Send comments regarding the scope of the Impact Statement/Report as it relates to the
proposed amendment of the Desert Conservation Plan to the Field Manager, Bureau of
Land Management, Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office, P.O. Box 1260, North Palm
Springs, California 92258-1260; facsimile 760/251-4899.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Pete Sorensen, Supervisory Fish and
Wildlife Biologist, Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office, Carlsbad, California; telephone
760/431-9440; or Ms. Elena Misquez, Planning and Environmental Coordinator, Bureau
of Land Management, Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office, North Palm Springs,
California; telephone 760/251-4810.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: All comments that we receive will become part of
the administrative record and may be released to the public. You may view these
comments during normal business hours (8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday) at
the above offices (see ADDRESSES). Please call for an appointment.

In addition, you may obtain specific information regarding the location of lands
proposed for conservation from Mr. Steve Nagle, Coachella Valley Association of
Governments, 73-710 Fred Waring Drive, Suite 200, Palm Desert, California 92260;
telephone 760/346-1127; facsimile 760/340-5949.

Meetings
We will hold public meetings as follows:

July 10, 2000, 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m., City Hall Council Chambers, 68-700 Avenida
Lalo Guerrero, Cathedral City, California.

July 11, 2000, 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m., City Hall Council Chambers, 68-700 Avenida
Lalo Guerrero, Cathedral City, California.

July 12, 2000, 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m., City Hall Council Chambers, 78-495 Calle
Tampico, La Quinta, California.
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The meetings on July 10 and 12 broadly focus on the scope and content of the
Impact Statement/Report as it relates to the proposed Multispecies Plan and to the
proposed amendment of the California Desert Conservation Plan. The meeting on July
11 specifically focuses on the trail component of these plans.

Background
Section 9 of the Federal Endangered Species Act and regulations prohibit the

"take" of animal species listed as endangered or threatened. That is, no one may
harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect listed animal
species, or attempt to engage in such conduct (16 USC 1538). "Harm" is defined by
.regulation to include significant habitat modification or degradation that actually kills or
injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including
breeding, feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR 17.3). Under certain circumstances, the Fish
and Wildlife Service may issue permits to authorize " incidental" take of listed animal
species (defined by the Act as take that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, the
carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity). Regulations governing permits for federally­
listed threatened and endangered species , respectively, are at 50 CFR 17.32 and 50
CFR 17.22. The California Department of Fish and Game has similar provisions for
incidental take of species listed under the California Endangered Species Act.

The Coachella Valley Association of Governments and its member jurisdictions
(Riverside County and 9 municipalities) intend to apply for incidental take permits from
the Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game. As part
of the application process, the Association is developing the Multispecies Plan for an
anticipated 31 target species and 24 habitat types currently within their jurisdiction. We
anticipate that the permit applications for incidental take will include 20 unlisted species
and the following 11 federally-listed species: Peninsular bighorn sheep (Ovis
canadensis), desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), Southwest arroyo toad (Bufo
microscaphus californicus), desert slender salamander (Batrachoseps aridus),
Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard (Uma inornata), desert pupfish (Cyprinodon
macularius), Yuma clapper rail (Rallus longirostris yumanensis), least Bell's vireo (Vireo
bellii pusillus), Southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax trailii extimus),Coachella
Valley milk-vetch (Astragalus lentiginosus var. coachellae), and triple-ribbed milk-vetch
(Astragalus tricarinatus).

The take prohibitions of the Federal Endangered Species Act do not apply to
listed plants on private land unless their destruction on private land is in violation of
State law. Nevertheless, we expect that the Coachella Valley Council of Governments
and its member jurisdictions will consider plants in the Multispecies Plan and request
permits for them to the extent that State law applies.

The 1,206,578-acre (1,885 square-mile) planning area for the Multispecies Plan
is located in the central portion of Riverside County, California. It generally is defined by
the ridgelines of the San Jacinto, Santa Rosa, and Little San Bernardino Mountains,
extending to the Imperial and San Diego County lines from the Cabazon/San
Gorgonio Pass area in the northwest to, and including, portions of the Salton Sea in the
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southeast.
Approximately 45 percent of the planning area consists of lands under the

ownership and management of the Bureau of Land Management, while private lands
total about 43 percent. The remaining 12 percent includes native American, State , and
other public and quasi-public lands.

The Multispecies Plan is being designed to assure the conservation of adequate
habitat and ecological processes for the protection and long-term viability of populations
of the target species that are either listed as threatened or endangered, are proposed
for listing, or are believed to have a high -probability of being proposed for listing in the
future if they are not protected by the Multispecies Plan. A critical consideration of the
Plan is allowing key ecological processes, such as sand movement by wind and water,
to support a shifting network of sand dunes essential to the well being of the target
species. Plan developers are considering conservation of core habitat areas and
linkages primarily through protection and management of existing public and quasi­
public lands, and through acquisition of additional lands by cooperating Federal, State,
and local governments from willing sellers throughout the planning area. The linkage
areas connecting core habitat areas are intended to assure the long-term protection of
movement or migratory corridors through which wildl ife populations can mix and
perpetuate a healthy gene pool.

Project Alternatives
A range and mix of public and private lands are under consideration and will be

analyzed as project alternatives in the Impact Statement/Report, including a " No
Project" alternative that assesses the efficacy of species and habitat protections, as well
as associated impacts. Each alternative is summarized below.

No Project Alternative: Under this alternative, an area-wide Multispecies

[[Page 39922]]

Plan would not be adopted. Hence Federal and State incidental take permits would be
issued incrementally for individual projects. Assemblage of an effective preserve system
wou ld be unlikely. Over time, additional species would likely become listed, further
complicating continued urban development. The land development permit process
wou ld continue to be lengthy, costly, and uncertain.

Existing Conservation Lands Alternative: Only existing reserves and other public
and private conservation lands with habitat for target species would be included in this
alternative. The type, amount and location of lands conserved under this alternative
would be insufficient to obtain incidental take permit coverage for most, if not all, of the
target species. This alternative would not streamline development permit processing.

Core Habitat, Ecological Processes and linkages Alternative: Developed by the
Scientific Advisory Committee for the Multispecies Plan, this alternative focuses on
protecting core habitat areas of suffic ient size and long-term viability for the protection of
target species and natural communities. This alternative also includes protection of
essential ecological processes and wildlife movement corridors.
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Expanded Core Habitat, Ecological Processes and Linkages Alternative: Based
upon the previous alternative, this enhanced conservation alternative would include
additional habitat, ecological processes and wildlife corridors to further ensure
functi onality.

Avoid or Minimize Incidental Take Alternative: Under this alternative, most
remaining viable habitat for target species, and associated ecological process and
wildlife corridor lands in the planning area would be incorporated into the preserve
system. Conservation would focus on all large habitat blocks within the composite range
of tarqet species and would allow development of all isolated habitat fragments. Little
economic incentive for private land-owner participation would be available and
immediate land 'acquisition would likely be required to address the resulting take of
private lands.

Alternative Funding and Implementation Mechanisms
Estimates of the costs associated with the dedication , acquisition, and

management of lands to be protected in perpetuity under the Multispecies Plan have not
yet been completed. Substantial Federal and State assets are currently proposed for
inclusion in the Plan, as are county, local, and private lands. Several alternative
approaches are under consideration.

Tool Box Approach: This implementation mechanism may take the form of
zoning overlays, General Plan policies, ordinances, development fees, and mitigation
ratios. Tools that may be used include: (a) Conservation easements, (b) density transfer
and cluster development, (c) conservation banks, (d) donation of lands for tax benefits,
and (e) inclusion of land in a habitat transaction system with pre-assigned habitat values
or credits.

Immediate Purchase of All At-Risk Lands: This alternative represents the
optimum implementation mechanism but would require the immediate or short-term
availability of substantial funding for purchase of land and conservation easements.
Potential funding sources may include biological resource impact-fees assessed to
future development, State and Federal grants, government loan guarantees, landfi ll
tipp ing fees, and local sales tax.

Combined Public Funds/Mitigation Fee for Land Acquisition and Management:
This approach includes the combined use of State and Federal grants, as well as the
payment of a standardized impact mitigation fees for development of lands outside
conservation areas. Revenues from existing or new tax streams, bond issues, landfill
tipping fees, and other sources are also being explored. Continued private contributions
are expected to be available for habitat acquisition.

In addition, the Forest Service, pursuant to the National Forest Management Act
of 1976, and the Bureau of Land Management, pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976, have authority to acquire, excess, exchange and transfer
Federal lands, and will be the agencies primarily responsible for furthering the Federal
realty actions. The State of California also acquires lands for conservation purposes
through the Wildlife Conservation Board, the Department of Parks and Recreation, and
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the Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy.

Proposed Amendment of the California Desert Conservation Plan
The Bureau of Land Management is participating as a responsible agency in the

planning process. To ensure that its land use decisions are in conformance with the
Multispecies Plan, the Bureau proposes to amend the California Desert Conservation
Area Plan in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, the Federal Land
Policy Management Act of 1976, and the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR
part 1500 and 43 CFR part 1610).

The Bureau will use the Impact Statement/Report prepared for the Multispecies
Plan as the Environmental Impact Statement for its proposed amendment to the Desert
Conservation Plan. The Bureau will prepa re a Record of Decision separate from that of
the Fish and Wildlife Service. The proposed plan amendment will address changes in
Bureau land use classifications, identify public lands for exchange to augment the multi­
species reserve system, and designate new Areas of Critical Environmental Concern;
The proposed plan amendment will take into consideration biological, botanical, cultural,
wilderness, mineral and other natural resources, as well as use of the public lands for
recreation, mineral extraction, utility corridors and other uses. Nothing in this proposed
plan amendment shall have the effect of terminating any validly issued rights-of-way or
customary operation, maintenance, repair, and replacement activities in such rights-of­
ways in accordance with Sections 509(a) and 701(a) of the Federal Land
Policy Management Act of 1976.

Dated: June 21, 2000.
Elizabeth H. Stevens,
Deputy Manager, California/Nevada Operations Office , Region 1,
Sacramento, California.
[FR Doc. 00-16383 Filed 6-27-00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P
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Notice of Intent Addendum, April 12, 2002

[Federal Register: April 12, 2002 (Volume 67, Number 71)]
[Notices]
[Pages 18022-18023]
From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov]
[DOCID:fr12ap02-86]

[[Page 18.022]]

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management

[CA-660-02-1610-DO]

Proposed California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment Palm Springs-South
Coast Field Off ice, California

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, Interior.

ACTION: Notice of intent.
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DATES: All comments received shall be taken into consideration prior to issuance of
the Record of Decision. Please submit any scoping or proposed planning criteria
comments in writing, 30-days from the date of this notice to ensure inclusion in the draft
plan/EIS.

ADDRESSES: Written comments may be forwarded to the following address: Mr.
James G. Kenna, Field Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Palm Springs-South
Coast Field Office, 690 W. Garnet Ave., PO Box 581260, North Palm Springs, CA
92258-1260. Citizens submitting written comments will automatically be included in the
mailing list to receive an electronic copy of the Draft CVMSHPC/CDCA Plan
Amendment and joint EIS/EIR.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. Elena Misquez, Planning and
Environmental Coord inator, Bureau of Land Management, Palm Springs-South Coast
Field Office, telephone (760) 251-4800.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The CVMSHCP planning boundary encompasses
1,205,780 acres located in the central portion of Riverside County, California. The
CVMSHCP planning boundary generally is defined by the ridgelines of the San Jacinto,
Santa Rosa and Little San Bernardino Mountains, extending to the Imperial and San
Diego County lines from the Cabazon/San Gorgonio Pass area in the northwest to and
including, portions of the Salton Sea to the southeast. Approximately 24 percent
of the planning area consists of BLM-managed public lands, while private lands tota l
about 43 percent. The remaining 33 percent includes Native American, State and other
public and quasi-public lands.

The COCA Plan Amendment planning boundary extends beyond the CVMSHCP
planning boundary, incorporating BLM-managed public lands within the COCA
boundary in Riverside County in the vicinity of Coyote Canyon and the Santa Rosa
Wilderness (Township 8 South, Ranges 4 and 5 East), and those portions of the San
Gorgonio Wilderness and Big Morongo Canyon ACEC within San Bernardino County
(Townships 1 North and 1 South, Ranges 3, 4 and 5 East.).

Proposals and alternatives (Including the "no action" alternative) to be addressed
include opportunities for new off-highway vehicle open areas, wind energy projects,
saleable minerals extraction and communication sites, establishment of air quality and
fire management guidelines for the public lands, identification of changes in land use
classification, new ACEC designations and public lands available for disposal, a re­
evaluation of the wild horse and burro program in Palm Canyon and grazing in the
Whitewater Canyon allotment, in addition to the multiple species conservation program
being considered for the Coachella Valley. To ensure the aforementioned proposals are
in conformance with the COCA Plan, an amendment to the COCA Plan is required.

The following types of issues are anticipated to be addressed through this
planning process: (1) Recovery of threatened and endangered species and the
avoidance of future listings, (2) identifying compatible multiple uses within and outside
the CVMSHCP reserve areas, (3) improving quality of life in the Coachella Valley by
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implementing practices which promote a healthy environment and by providing safe and
enjoyable recreational opportunities, (4) designate routes of travel for motorized vehicle
access, (5) address management of grazing and wild horse and burros in the mountains
surrounding the Coachella Valley.

In compliance with 43 CFR 1610.4-2, the BLM requests public input on the
following proposed planning criteria, which will guide development and establish
" sideboards" for preparation of the COCA Plan Amendment. Please submit any
comments in writing to the BLM address listed above no later than 30 days from the
date of this Federal Register notice. Development of the COCA Plan Amendment shall
be conducted: .

In compliance with all applicable laws, regulations and policies which address
such pertinent topics as BLM's multiple use mandate, valid existing rights, the Bureau's
energy policy, ACECs, threatened and endangered species, route designation, land
health, habitat and range management, cultural resources, Native American
consultation, water quality, air quality, wilderness and other topics.

In close coordination with the local jurisdictions, State and other Federal
agencies to ensure consistency with the CVMSHCP. BLM shall also consider updating
its ACEC and Wildlife Habitat Management Plans to ensure consistency with the
CVMSHCP.

To the extent practicable, without revising proposed decisions made through the
Northern and Eastern Colorado Desert Plan.

Considering relevant plans such as Recovery Plans prepared by the US Fish and
Wildlife Service, the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians Land Management Plan,
and other plans.

Such that nothing in the proposed plan amendment shall have the effect of
terminating any validly issued rights-of-way or customary operation, maintenance,
repair, and replacement activities in such rights-of-ways in accordance with sections
509(a) and 701(a) of FLPMA.

Selection of the preferred alternative will be based on the following proposed
planning criteria:

Promote long-term recovery and viability of native flora and fauna.

[[Page 18023]]

Do not unduly burden Bureau resources and funding capability, including
maintenance activities.

Consider the manageability and implementability of approved actions relative to
the urban/wildland interface and the public/private interface.

Provide for multiple-use opportunities on the public lands through out the
Coachella Valley landscape, including recreation and energy-related projects.

Seek to achieve common goals set forth in the CVMSHCP, selection of the
preferred alternative shall be conducted in close coordination with the local jurisdictions
to promote land management consistency, effectiveness and cost effic iency across
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jurisdictional boundaries.
An interdisciplinary team of BLM staff and contract specialists has been

assembled to work on the plan amendment, representing the following disciplin es: Wind
energy, communications, socio-economics, minerals management, lands and realty,
range management, recreation, wildlife, botany, cultural resources, air, water, soils,
wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, planning, NEPA and other disciplines.

Citizens who wish to be actively involved with development of the CVMSHCP
and COCA Plan Amendment are encouraged to attend the Project Advisory Group
(PAG) meetings held generally every fourth Thursday of the month starting at 9 a.m. in
the CVAG conference room, 73-710 Fred Waring Drive, Palm Desert, CA 92260.
Please contact the CVAG office at (760) 346-1127 for specific meeting dates.

Dated: February 7,2002.
James G. Kenna,
Field Manager.
[FR Doc. 02-8876 Filed 4-11-02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-40-P
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Notice of Availability, May 31, 2002

[Federal Register: May 31,2002 (Volum e 67, Number 105)]
[Notices]
[Page 38145]
From the Federal Register Online via GPO [wais.access.gpo.gov]
[DOCID:fr31my02-129]

[[Page 38145]]

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management

[CA-660-02-1610-DS]

Draft California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley,
Draft Trails Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, Interior

ACTION: Notice of Availability

SUMMARY: In compliance with Title 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFF) Part
1610.2(f)(3) and Title 40 CFR Part 1500, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
hereby gives notice that the Draft California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment
for the Coachella Valley, Draft Trails Management Plan, and Draft Environm ental
Impact Statement is available for public review and comment. The environm ental
impact statement includes a draft air quality conformity determination, prepared in
compliance with section 176 of the Federal Clean Air Act and 40 CFR 93.1 50 -160.

DATE: Comments will be accepted until 90-days have elapsed after publication of
notice in the Federal Register by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
Publication of notice by EPA will coincide or shortly follow publication of this notice.

ADDRESSES: If you wish to comment, you may submit your comments by any of
several methods. You may mail comments to:

James G. Kenna, Field Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office
P.O. Box 581260
North Palm Springs, CA 92258
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You may also comment via the Internet to emisquez@ca.blm.gov. Please submit
Internet comments as an ASCII file, avoiding the use of specia l characters and any form
of encryption. Please also include in the subject line: "Draft COCA Plan Amendment
and EIS" and your name and return address in your Internet message. If you do not
receive a confirmation from the system that we have received your Internet message,
contact Elena Misquez at (760) 251-4810. Finally, you may hand-deliver comments to:

Bureau of Land Management
Palm Springs-South Coast Field.Office
690 W. Garnet Avenue
North Palm Springs, CA 92258 .

Oral comments will be accepted and recorded at any of three public meetings to
be held during the month of July, 2002. Please contact Elena Misquez at (760) 251­
4810 or emisquez@ca.blm.gov for further information as to exact dates, place and time.
Notice published in local media will also be provided at least 15 days prior to the
scheduled public meetings.

Our practice is to make comments, including names and home addresses of
respondents, available for public review during regular business hours. Individual
respondents may request that we withhold their home address from the record, which
we will honor to the extent allowable by law. There also may be circumstances in which
we would withhold from the record a respondent' s identity , as allowable by law. If you
wish us to withhold your name and/or address, you must state this prominently at the
beginning of your comment. However, we will not consider anonymous comments. We
will make all submissions from organizations or businesses, and from individuals
identifying themselves as representatives or offic ials of organizations or businesses,
available for public inspection in their entirety.

FOR FURTH ER INFORMATION CONTACT: Elena Misquez at (760) 251-4810 or
emisquez@ca.blm.gov.

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION: A copy of the Draft California Desert Conservation
Area Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley, Draft Trails Management Plan, and
Draft Environmental Impact Statement is available for review via the internet at
www.ca.blm.gov/palmsprings. Electronic (on CD-ROM) and paper copies may also be
obtained by contacting Elena Misquez at the aforementioned addresses and phone
number.

This draft California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment for the
Coachella Valley and draft Trails Management Plan is being developed in partnership
with the Coachella Valley Association of Governments (CVAG) in support of their efforts
to prepare a Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Area Plan
(CVMSHCP). The Trails Management Plan will be incorporated into the CVMSHCP.
Upon completion of the environmental impact statement/environmental impact report for
the CVMSHCP, BLM may adopt the CVMSHCP as an activity (implementation) level
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plan in accordance with Bureau Manual guidance and the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) . A separate record of decision will be prepared for the
California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley in
accordance with the planning regulations at Title 43 CFR 1610 and NEPA.

Dated: May 6,2002
James G. Kenna
Field Manager
[FR Doc. 02-13475 Filed 5-30-02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-40-P
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Notice of Availability, June 7, 2002

[Federal Register: June 7, 2002 (Volume 67, Number 110)]
[Notices]
[Page 39384]
From the Federal Register Online via GPO [wais.access.gpo.gov]
[DOCID:fr31my02-129]

[[Page 39384]]

Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact Statements
Filed May 27, 2002 Through May 31, 2002
Pursuant to 40CFR 1506.9.

EIS No. 020220, Final EIS, AFS, CO, White River Nationa l Forest Land and
Resource Management Plan 2002 Revision, Alternative K is the Selected Alternative,
Implementation, Eagle, Garfield, Gunnison, Mesa, Moffat, Pitkin, Rio Blanco, Routt and
Summit Count ies, CO, Wait Period Ends: July 08, 2002, Contact: Martha Ketelle (970)
945-2521. This document is available on the Internet at: wwwJsJed.us/r2/whiteriver.

EIS No. 020221, Final EIS, FHW, IL, u.S. 67 (FAP-310) Expressway from
Jacksonville to Macomb Transportation Improvements, NPDES and COE Section 10
and 404 Permits, Morgan, Cass, Schuyler and McDonough Counties, IL, Wait Period
Ends: July 08, 2002, Contact: Norman Stoner (217) 492-4640.

EIS No. 020222, Draft EIS, NRS, OK, Rehabilitation of Aging Flood Contro l
Dams in Oklahoma, Authorization and Funding, OK, Comment Period Ends: July 08,
2002, Contact: M. Darrel Dominick (405) 742-1227.

EIS No. 020223, Final EIS, AFS, MT, Beaverhead-DeerLodge National Forest,
Noxious Weed Control Program, Implementation, Integrated Weed Management,
Beaverhead, Butte-S ilver Bow, Anaconda-Deer Lodge, Granite, Jefferson, Powell and
Madison Counties, Dillon, MT, Wait Period Ends: July 08,2002, Contact: Leaf
Magnuson (406) 683-3950.

EIS No. 020224, Final EIS, COE, FL, Lake Tohopekaliga Extreme Drawdown
and Habitat Enhancement Project, Fish and Wildlife Habitat Improvements,
Construction, Operation and Maintenance, Osceola County, FL, Wait Period Ends: July
08,2002, Contact: Lizabeth Manners (904) 232-3923.

EIS No. 020225, Final Supplement, NOA, Atlantic Tunas, Swordfish and Sharks,
Highly Migratory Species Fishery Management Plan, Updated Information concerning
Reduction of Bycatch and Incidental Catch in the Atlantic Pelagic Longline Fishery,
Atlantic Ocean, Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean Sea, Wait Period Ends: June 28, 2002,
Contact: Christopher Rogers (301) 713-2347. Under Section 1506.1O(d) of the Council
on Environmental Quality Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act the US Environmental Protection Agency has
Granted a 7-day Waiver for the above EIS.

EIS No. 020226, Final EIS, USA, PA, Fort Indiantown Gap National Guard
Training Center, Training and Operations Enhancement, Pennsylvania National Guard
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(PANG), Annville, Dauphin and Lebanon Counties, PA, Wait Period Ends: July 08,
2002, Contact: Ltc. Richard H. Shertzer (717) 861-2548.

EIS No. 020227, Draft EIS, BLM, CA, Coachella Valley California Desert
Conservation Area Plan Amendment, Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails
Management Plan, Implementation, Riverside and San Bernardino Counties, CA,
Comment Period Ends: September 05,2002, Contact: Elena Misquez (760) 251-4810.
This document is available on the Internet at: www.ca.blm.gov/palmsprings.

Amended Notices

EIS No. 020163, Final EIS, COE, FL, Cape Sable Seaside Sparrow Protection,
Inte rim Operating Plan (lOP), Alternative 7R Final Recommend Plan, Emergency
Sparrow Protection Actions, Implementation, Everglass National Park, Miami-Dade
County, FL, Wait Period Ends: June 18, 2002, Contact: Jon Moulding (904) 232-2286.
Revision of FR Notice Published on 05/03/2002: CEQ Comment Period Ending
06/03/2002 has been extended to 06/18/2002.

EIS No. 020213, Draft EIS, FHW, PA, MonlFayette Transportation Project,
Improvements from PA Route 51 to 1-376 in Monroeville and Pittsburg, Funding, U.S.
Coast Guard Bridge Permit and COE Section 404 Permit, Allegheny County, PA,
Comment Period Ends: August 14, 2002, Contact: James A. Cheatham (717) 221-3461.
Revision of FR Notice Published on 05/31/2002: Correction to Contact Telephone.

Dated: June 4, 2002.
Ken Mitte lholtz,
Environmental Protection Specialist, Office of Federal Activities.
[FR Doc. 02-14395 Files 6-6-02; 8:45 am]
Billing Code 6560-50-P
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Notice of Avail ability

[Federal Register]
[Notices]

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management

[CA-660-02-1610-DT]

Proposed California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment for the Coachella
Valley and Final Environmental Impact Statement

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, Interior

ACTION: Notice of Availability and Initiation of the 30-day Protest Period

SUMMARY: The Coachella Valley Plan amends the COCA Plan for a 1.2 million-acre
planning area encompassing the Coachella Valley, California. The BLM administers
approximately 28 percent, or 330,516 acres, of the planning area. The Coachella Valley
Plan is being developed in coordination with the Coachella Valley Association of
Governments in support of their efforts to prepare a Coachella Valley Multiple-Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP).

The Coachella Valley Plan includes goals, objectives, and management
prescription s in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
(FLPMA) for comprehensive management of desert ecosystems, including actions
supporting recovery of ten species listed under the federal Endangered Species Act:
Peninsular Ranges Bighorn Sheep (Ovis Canadensis nelsom), Arroyo Toad (Buta
microscaphus calitarnicus), Desert Pupfish (Cyprinadan macularius macularius), Desert
Slender Salamander (Batrachaseps aridus), Desert Tortoise (Xerobates [ar Gapherus]
agassiziJ) , Least Bell's Vireo (Virea bellii pusillus), Southwestern Willow Flycatcher
(Empidanax traillii extimus), Yuma Clapper Rail (Rallus langirostris yumanesis),
Coachella Valley Milk Vetch (Astragalus lentiginausus caachellae), and Triple-ribbed
Milk Vetch (Astragalus tricarinatus). The FEIS evaluates the Proposed Plan
Amendments and three alternatives. The FEIS also includes public comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and BLM's response to those comments.

DATES: Written protests on the FEIS will be accepted if received by the BLM Director
30 days after publication of the Notice of Availability by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, expected on or about October 18, 2002. The BLM will issue a press
release citing the actual date for closure of the protest period when determined,
including publication on the BLM's internet site. Instructions for filing protests are
contained in the Coachella Valley Plan cover sheet just inside the front cover, and are
included below under "Supplementary Information."
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ADD RESSES: Mailing address for filing a protest:
Regular mail---U .S. Department of the Interior, Director, Bureau of Land

Management (210), Attn : Brenda Willi ams, P.O. Box 66538, Washington, DC 20035.
Overn ight mail---U.S. Depa rtment of the Interior, Director, Bureau of Land

Management (210), Attn : Brenda Willi ams, Telephone (202) 452-5045, 1620 "L" Street
NW, Rm. 1075, Washington, DC 20036.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Jim Foote at (760) 251-4836 or
;foote@ca.blm.gov. Copies of the Coachella Valley Plan are being mailed to those who
received the DEIS or provided comments on the DEIS. The document is available for
review via the internetat http://www.ca.blm.gov/palmsprings and is also available in
hard copy at the following addresses and telephone numbers:

BLM, 690 West Garnet Ave., P.O. Box 581260, North Palm Springs, CA 92258;
(760) 251-4800

BLM, 6221 Box Springs Blvd. , Riverside, CA 92507; (909) 697-5200

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Following are the instructions from Title 43 Code
of Federal Regulations 1610.5-2 for filing protests:

(a) Any person who participates 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 address ing 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 writ ing 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 for the Department of
the Interior.

Dated: September 13, 2002
James G. Kenna
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Field Manager
BILLING CODE 4310-40-P

EIS Distribution List

A news release announcing the availability of the Proposed Plan Amendment and Final
EIS with instructions of how to obtain a copy (electronic or paper) was mailed to over
600 individuals, private interest groups and governmental agencies. This document is
also available for public viewing at the following internet site:
www.ca.blm.gov/palmsprings/. The following is a list of representatives and agencies
who were directly mailed copies of the Final EIS.

Federal

Senator Dianne Feinstein
Senator Barbara Boxer
Congresswoman Mary Bono
Congressman Jerry Lewis
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington D.C.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, San Francisco
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad Field Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Coachella Valley Refuge
U.S. Forest Service - San Bernardino National Forest
U.S. Forest Service - San Jacinto Ranger District
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation - Yuma Field Office
U.S. Border Patrol, Indio
U.S. Geological Survey, Sacramento
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Palm Springs
National Park Service - Joshua Tree National Park
Secretary, U.S. Department of Interior
Director, Bureau of Land Management

State of California

Office of the Governor
State Senator Jim Battin
Assemblyman David Kelley
Senate Natural Resources Committee
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District
California Department of Fish and Game, Long Beach
California Department of Parks and Recreation
University of California, Riverside - Deep Canyon Reserve
University of California, Riverside - Conservation Biology
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Winter Park Authority
Wildlife Conservation Board
Colorado River Board of California
Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy
State Clearinghouse

Indian Tribes

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians
Augustine Band of Mission Indians
Cabazon Band of Mission Indians
Cahuilla Band of Indians
Colorado River Indian Tribes
Fort Mojave Indian Tribe
Los Coyotes Band of Indians
Morongo Band of Mission Indians
Ramona Band of Mission Indians
Santa Rosa Band of Mission Indians
Torres-Martinez Band of Desert Cahuilla Indians
Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians

Local Jurisdictions

Coachella Valley Association of Governments
County of Riverside .
Sky Valley Community Council
Pinion Community Cour cil
City of Idyllwild
City of Desert Hot Springs
City of Palm Springs
City of Cathedral City
City of Rancho Mirage
City of Palm Desert
City of Indian Wells
City of La Quinta
City of Indio
-City of Coachella
Desert Water Agency
Coachella Valley Water District
Imperial Irrigation District
Metropolitan Water District
Center for Natural Lands Management
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APPENDIX B
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

Section 2.4.1 describes river segments on BLM-managed lands within the Coachella
Valley COCA planning area that have been determin ed eligible for designation as Wild
and Scenic Rivers in accordance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 (P.L. 90­
542). Section 3.1.3 describes the manner by which rivers are determin ed to be eligible.
Table B-1 summarizes eligibility assessments conducted for Whitewater Canyon,
Mission Creek (main channel, North Fork, South Fork, and West Fork), Big Morongo .
Canyon, Little Morongo Canyon, and Palm Canyon. Tentative classifications of eligible
river segments as wild, scenic, or recreational are based on the degree of access and
amount of development along the river area. Designated river segments are classified
and administered under one of the following, as defined in Section 2(b) of the Act:

Wild river areas: Those rivers, or sections of rivers, that are free of impoundments,
generally inaccessible except by trail (no roads), with watersheds or shorelines
essentially primitive, and having unpolluted waters.

Scenic river areas: Those rivers, or sections of rivers, that are free of impoundments,
having shorelines or watersheds largely primitive and shorelines largely undeveloped ,
but accessible in places by roads (i.e., roads may cross but generally not parallel the
river). These rivers are usually more developed than wild and less developed than
recreational. This classification mayor may not includ e scenery as an outstanding ly
remarkable value.

Recreational r iver areas: Those rivers or sections of rivers that are readily accessible
by road or railroad, may have some development along the shoreline, and may have
had some impoundment or diversion in the past. This classification, however, does not
imply that recreation is an outstandingly remarkable value, nor that the segment must
be managed or developed for recreational activities.

*****

Table B-2 provides more detailed information pertaining to the assessments of
eligibility. Table B-3 identifies measures that protect the free-flowing characteristics
and outstandingly remarkable values of the eligible river segments pending
determinations of suitability or non-suitability as Wild and Scenic Rivers. Protect ive
measures are generally applied to public lands within 1/4 mile of the eligible river
segment' s bank.
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Table B·1
Documentation of Eligibility

Eligibility Assessment for River Segments Ident ified for Possib le Inclus ion
as Components of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System

Free-F lowing Outstandingly 3/ Eligibility
Values Remarkab le Values Potential Classification Determination

River Name Yes NO a b c d e f g Wild Scenic Recreational Eligible Non-Eligible

Whitewater Canyon X X X X X X

Mission Creek X X X X X X
(main channel)

Mission Creek X X X X X
North fork

Mission Creek X X X X
South Fork

Mission Creek X X X X
West Fork

Big Morongo Canyon X X X

Little Morongo Canyon X X X

Palm Canyon X X X X X

3/ Outstandingly Remarkable Values: (a) Scenic; (b) Recreational; (c) Geological; (d) Fish and Wildlife; (e) Historical ; (f) Cultural; (9) Other Similar
Values
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TABLE B-2. ELIGIBILITY EVALUATION
, . .. . .:.': ,.. . . . . . ..

EVALUATION OF FREE-FLOWINGCHARACTER,OUTSTANDINGLYREMARKABLE VALUES,
. . ANDTENTATivE9LASSIFICATION .

Whitewater
Canyon

Free flowing

Outstandingly Remarkable Values
The BLM-managed segments of Whitewater Canyon provide habitat for federal and
state listed endangered species , and state spec ies of special concern (SSSC):

- Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus - federal and state
endangered)
- Arroyo southwestern toad (Buto microscaphus calitornicus - federal endangered)
- Least Bell's Vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus - federal and state endangered)
- Summer tanager (Piranga rubra cooperi - SSSC)
- Yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brews teri - SSSC)
- Yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens - SSSC)
- Gray Vireo (Vireo vicinior - SSSC)
- Crissal thrasher (Toxostoma crissa li - SSSC)

The canyon is home territory of the Wanakik lineage of Cahuilla Indians, is
considered to be an important collecting and gathering area for the Cahuilla, and
contains ceremonial sites and Native American sensitive areas.

Tentative Classification
The segments of Whitewater Canyon on BLM-managed lands within the San
Gorgonio Wilderness Additions (totaling 6.5 miles in length) are tentatively classified
as "wild" in accordance with Section 2(b) of the Act. The segments outside
wilderness are tentatively classified as "recreational"~they are readily accessible by
the general public via the paved Whitewater Canyon Road.

Ineligible Segment
The segment of Whitewater Canyon on BLM-managed lands between the
community of Bonnie Bell and the Colorado River Aquedu ct (about 0.1 mile in
length) does not contain any outstandingly remarkable values, hence it is ineligible
for designation as a Wild and Scenic River.
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EVALUATION OF FREE~FLOWING CHARACTER; OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE VALUES,
AND TENTATIVECLASSIFICATION

e-

Mission Creek Free flowing
- Main channel
- North Fork Outstandingly Remarkable Values
- South Fork The BLM-managed segments of Mission Creek provide habitat for federal and state
- West Fork listed endangered species, and state species of special concern (SSSC):

- Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus - federal and state
endangered)
- Least Bell's Vireo (Vireo beili' pusillus - federal and state endangered)
- Yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri - SSSC)
- Yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens - SSSC)
- Crissal thrasher (Toxostoma crissali - SSSC)

The Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail parallels segments of Mission Creek (main
channel) and the North Fork in the San Gorgonio Wilderness Additions. It is
regarded by the Pacific Crest Trail Association as "the jewel in the crown of
America's scenic trails," and spans 2,650 miles from Mexico to Canada through
three states.

Tentative Classification
The upper segments of Mission Creek on BLM-managed lands within the San
Gorgonio Wilderness Additions (totaling 3.1 miles in length), as well as the North
and South Forks (totaling 1.5 miles in length), are tentatively classified as "wild" in
accordance with Section 2(b) of the Act. The lower segments of Mission Creek
(both inside and outside wilderness), as well as the West Fork, are readily
access ible via dirt roads that parallel the river segments-in wilderness, use of the
roads by a private landowner has been authorized by the BLM. These segments
are tentatively classified as "recreational."

Big Morongo Not free flowing - The presence of a high-pressure gas pipeline along the canyon
Canyon bottom, in conjunction with potential major maintenance and/or repair activities that

could SUbstantially affect the free-flowing character of river segments on BLM-
managed lands, renders Big Morongo Canyon as ineligible for designation as a Wild
and Scenic River.

Outstandingly Remarkable Values
The BLM-managed segments of Big Morongo Canyon provide habitat for federal
and state listed endangered species, and state species of special concern (SSSC):

- Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus - federal and state
endangered)
- Least Bell's Vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus - federal and state endangered)
- Yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri - SSSC)
- Yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens - SSSC)

Big Morongo Canyon is not tentatively classified as "wild," "scenic: or "recreational"
given its ineligibility for designation.
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. . . . . - .. ... ' . . . . ... . . . .. . , .
EVALUATION OF FREE-FLOWING CHAR"J\CTER,OUJSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE VALUES,

.: .,. AND TENTATiVE CLASSIFI9ATI(j", ...... . .

Little Morongo
Canyon

Not free flowing - The presence of a popular motorized-vehicle touring route along
the canyon bottom (Kickapoo Trail) continually disrupts the free-flowing character of
Little Morongo Canyon, thereby rendering it as ineligible for designation as a Wild
and Scenic River. Illegal hill-climbing activities in the canyon have adversely
affec ted soil conditions and vegetative composition. The hill climb routes are being
reclaimed by the BLM.

Outstandingly Remarkable Values
The BLM-managed segments of Little Morongo Canyon provide habitat for federal
and state listed endangered species, a federal candidate species, and state species
of special concern (SSSC):

- Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax trelllli extimus - federal and state
endangered)
- Least Bell's Vireo (Vireo bellii pusil/us - federal and state endangered)
- Yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens - SSSC)
- Little San Bernardino Mountains Linanthus (Linanthus macu/atus - federal
candidate)

Little Morongo Canyon is not tentatively classified as "wild: "scenic," or
"recreational" given its ineligibility for designation.
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. EVALUATiON OF .FREE.,FLOWING C.HJ;\RACTER, OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE VALUES,
. ANDTENTATIVECLASSIFICATION . . ..

Palm Canyon Free flowing

Outstandingly Remarkable Values
The BLM-managed segments of Palm Canyon provide habitat for federal and state
listed endangered species , and state species of special concern (SSSC):

- Southwes tern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax trail/ii extimus - federal and state
endangered)
- Least Bell' s Vireo (Vireo bellii pusiJIus - federal and state endangered)
- Summer tanager (Piranga rubra cooperi - SSSC)
- Yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri- SSSC)
- Yellow-breasted chat (lcteria virens - SSSC)
- Gray Vireo (Vireo vicinior - SSSC)
- Southern yellow bat (Lasiurus ega (xanthinus) - federal and state endangered)
- Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis - federal endangered,
SSSC)

Palm Canyon contains several archaeological sites significant in Cahuilla oral
history. A prehistoric trail follows the canyon.

Tentative Classification
The segment of Palm Canyon on BLM-managed lands is tentatively classified as
"scenic." Although existing vehicle routes provide access to and parallel the river
segment, these routes are temporarily closed pending completion of the Coachella
Valley CDCA Plan Amendment, and would remain closed under the Amendment,
though available for administrative purposes such as law enforcement, search and
rescue, and fire control. General public access via motorized-vehicle would be
prohibited .
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TABLE B-3. PROTECTIVE MEASURES

LOCATION OF ELIGIBLE
..RIVERSEGIVIENTSAND .

APPLlCABt.E ·MANAGEMENT
GUIDA NCE

WILDERNESS
Management of the San
Gorgonio Wilderness Additions
in accordance with the
Wilderness Act of 1964 and the
California Desert Protection Act
of 1994 would protect the free­
flowin g characteristics and
outstandingly remarkable
values of eligible river segments
therein.

NATIONAL MONUMENT
Management of the Santa Rosa
and San Jacinto Mountains
National Monument in
accordance with its establishing
legislation and BLM interim
management policy for National
Monuments pending completion
of the required planning process
would protect the free-flowing
characteristics and
outstandingly remarkable
values of eligible river segments
therein.

PRC>TECTIVE MEASURES PENDING DETERMINATIONS OF
. . .SUITABILITY OR NON-SUITABILITY ·

Wilderness Management (partial listing of use restrictions)
- Subject to valid existing rights, federal lands are withdrawn from all
forms of appropriation under the mining laws.
- New rights-of-way will not be granted.
- Casual motorized vehicle and mechanized equipment use is
prohibited.
- Facilities and improvements such as trails, bridges, signs, and
campsites may be provided only where they are the minimum
necessary to protect the wilderness resource.
- New trails may be constructed only if they are needed to preserve
wilderness values and resources.
- Establishment of new water-regulating structures is subject to
approval by the President.
- To the extent possible, wildlife species are allowed to maintain a
natural balance with their habitat and with each other.

Interim Management of th e National Monument
- Subject to valid existing rights, federal lands are withdrawn from all
forms of entry, appropriation, or disposal under the public lands
laws; from location, entry, and patent under the public land mining
laws; and from operation of the mineral leasing and geothermal
leasing laws and the mineral material laws. However, lands may be
exchanged with the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians to
support the existing coope rative agreement with the BLM.
- Pending completion of the management plan, federal lands are
managed substantially consistent with current uses occurring on
such lands and under the general guidelines and authorities of
existing management plans.
- Vehicle access by the genera l public to Palm Canyon is
temporarily prohibited pending completion of the Coachella Valley
CDCA Plan Amendment. Under all alternatives of the plan
amendment, this closure would continue. Routes access ing the
eligible river segment would be available only for administrative
purposes such as law enforcement, search and rescue, and fire
control.
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LOCATION OF EI.JGIBLE PROTECTIVE·MEASlJ~~~,~E:Nf$ING DEl'I:Rr}l INATIONS OF
RIVERSEGMENTS AND SUITABILlTY OR NQN;.SUITABILlTY ···.

APPLlCABl.EMANAGEMENT
GUIDANCE . .. .. .

OTHER CDCA Plan Guidance for Multiple-Use Class " L" (Limited Use)
Management of public lands areas and Coachella Valley Amendments to the Plan
outside designated wilderness - Public lands designated as Class L are managed to provide for
and the Santa Rosa and San generally lower-intensity, carefully controlled multiple use of
Jacinto Mountains National resources, while ensuring that sensitive values are not significantly
Monument in accordance with diminished.
the Californ ia Desert - Motorized-vehicle use will be allowed on existing routes of travel
Conservation Area Plan and the until designation of routes is accomplished. The Coac hella Valley
Coachella Valley COCA Plan COCA Plan Amendment would continue an existing closure to
Amendment, upon approval, general public access along the eligible segment of Mission Creek.
would protect the free-flowing - Management of public lands in accordance habitat conservation
characteristics and objectives and regional land health standards identified in the COCA
outstandingly remarkable Plan Amendment would protect wildlife habitats, native species,
values of eligible river riparian stream function, and water quality .
segments.
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Appendix C
Air Quality

I. AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

In accordance with the Clean Air Act as Amended (1990), the U.S, Environmenta l
Protection Age ncy has developed National Ambient Air Quality Standards that are used
to classify areas as to whether they are in attainment or not of the air quality standards.
Areas that are classified as non-attainment areas, such as the Coachella Valley, are
required to prepare and implement a State Implementation Plan that identifies and
quantifies sources of emissions and provides a strategy to reduce emissions. In the
Coachella Valley, there are a variety of natural and man-made fugitive dust sources that
generate PM10 emissions. .

In 2002, a State Implementation Plan for the Coachella Valley has been prepared which
identifies sources of PM10, including revised construction-related emissions data from
year 2000, and control measures to reduce emissions. There also are a set of rules
(400 series) designed to limit area and point source particulate emissions and fugitive
dust in the Coachella Valley. Under the Clean Air Act conformity rules (CM 176(c) and
40 CFR part 51 supbart W) , activities on BLM-managed lands in a non-attainment area
must conform to the applicable State Implementation Plan. The BLM proposes to
implement the following air quality management strategy to do its part in facilitating
compliance with the 2002 Coachella Valley PM10 State Implementation Plan.

A. Reduce the unpaved route network .

The BLM strategy includes a reduction in the extent of the unpaved routes of travel
network . This will be accomplished, in part, through the closure of routes that are
redundant with other routes in a given area. Existing routes which are in conflict with
the conservation goals and strategies of the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP) will also be closed or subject to seasonal closure.

B. Direct off-highway vehicle use away from sensitive receptors.

This management strategy consists of two related parts. One is to continue providing
opportunities for off-highway vehicle use downwind of sensitive receptors in the
Coachella Valley, such as in the Drop 31 area (located in the south east end of the
Coachella Valley) . Current off-highway vehicle use occurs on existing routes within the
Coachella Valley. The BLM proposes to collaborate with the appropriate County and
State agencies to establish an off-highway vehicle recreation area ("open area") east of
Dillon Road and north of Interstate-10.

The second part of this management strategy addresses unauthorized off-highway
vehicle use in closed and "limited use" areas, notably those upwind of sensitive
receptors. BLM would post signs and enforce vehicle restrictions. BLM would also
seek to develop a volunteer patrol program to provide more on-the ground presence,
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and to report off-highway vehicle intrusions in restricted areas to BLM law enforcement
rangers.

C. Install Sand Fencing.

The BLM would install sand fencing where fencing can assist in reducing PM10
emissions upwind of sensitive receptors and maintain habitat for sand dependent
species.

D. Authorized uses comply with State Implementation Plan.

All authorized uses with the potential to generate fugitive dust and PM10 shall be
conditioned through the application of terms and conditions developed based on
mitigation, management and control measures set forth in the State Implementation
Program for PM10 in effect at the time of approval. Proposed projects with the potential
to exceed National Ambient Air Quality Standards shall include in the environmental
analysis, a dust control plan prepared in coordination with the South Coast Air Quality
Management District.

II. COACHELLA VALLEY PM10 STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has developed a revised
and updated set of PM10 control measures designed to bring the Coachella Valley into
compliance with federal PM10 standards. These proposed control measures are
embodied in the draft 2002 Coachella Valley PM10 State Implementation Plan (SIP)
and are summarized below.

Changes to the proposed contro l measures cited in the 2002 Coachella Valley PM10
SIP, may occur as a result of the most stringent measures (MSM) analyses, but are not
expected to substantially change the conclusions regarding the environmental impacts
analyzed. The draft 2002 Coachella Valley PM10 SIP also identifies specific
enforceable SIP commitments. The contro l measures are proposed to be adopted as
expeditiously as possible, but no later than the adoption dates outlined in the following
table.

Table C-1: Summary of 2002 Coachella Valley PM10 SIP Control Measures

·······.;•.,~:;:Jik.•·.,•.••······I'..•••.·:••; o:;1;. ·.· !~W.~~1~,I:::r,)! :: ·,:'.·••: "·····" 'Trl~~&~S,~~;" '.~.•:':'
-:-.:: .. •. ,·.•; · '~2~1:&~••·.·.';;',.···:;.·.· .....•

'.
.'

' . ' ..' .;:, .'

CV BACM 1 Construction Local Jurisdictions Prior to October 1, 2003

AQMD Reculations Prior to January 1, 2004

CV BACM 2 Disturbed Vacant Lands Local Jurisdictions Prior to October 1, 2003
BLM
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Control Source Implementing Adopti on
Measure Cateqorv Aqencv Sch edule

CVBACM 3 Unpaved Roads l ocal Jurisdictions Prior to October 1, 2003
Bl M

Unpaved Parkinq l ots l ocal Juri sdictions Prior to October 1, 2003

CVBACM 4 Paved Roads l ocal Juri sdictions Prior to October 1, 2003

AQMD Requ lations Prior to January 1, 2004

CV BACM 5 Aqrlculture AQMD Rec ulations Prior to Januarv 1, 2004

A. CV BACM 1 - Further Control of Emissions from Construction Activities

CONTROL MEASURE SUMMARY

Source Category: Cons truction Activities

Control Methods: W atering, chemica l stabilization, wind fencing, re-
vegetation, track-out control

Implementing Ag ency: l ocal governments! AQMD

1. Description of Source Category

Background. Construction activities are a fugitive dust source that may have a
substantial temporary impact on local air quality. Emission sources during construction
activities includ e land clearing, drilling and blasting, ground excavation, cut and fill
activities, and windblown emissions from disturbed surfaces. Vehicular travel on
disturbed surfaces and material tracked from unpaved surfaces onto paved public roads
can also contribute to construction activity emissions. Construction activity fugitive dust
emissions can vary significantly from day to day depending on the level/type of activity
and wind conditions.'

. Regulatory History. In the Coachella Valley, construction projects are subject to dust
control ordinances that require applicants to obtain local juri sdiction approval of a dust
control plan (plan) prior to issuance of a grading permit. The ordinance requires that the
plan must include sufficient detail to demonstrate compliance with AQMD Rule 403. In
addition, AQMD Rules 403/403.1 serve as backstop regulations for Coachella Valley
construction activity emissions. A summary of local jurisdiction dust control ordinance
and AQMD Rule 403/403.1 requirements for construction activities is included in
Chapter 4.

1 u.s. Environmental Protection Agency, Compilation of Emission Factors (AP-42), Chapter 13 - Miscellaneous
Sources, January 1995.
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2. Proposed Method of Control

Local Jurisdiction Dust Contro l Ordinances. In order to facilitate enforcement activities
at construction sites under local jurisdiction control, a revised model ordinance is
proposed to be adopted by all Coachella Valley local jurisdictions. In addition to the
dust control plan submittal requirements, the revised dust control ordinance is proposed
to include the following upgrades to enhance construction site compliance
determinations.

• All fugitive dust sources will be required to implement Coachella Valley Best
Available Control Measures (CV BACM).

• Dust control plans required prior to issuance of building permits for projects with
more than 5,000 square feet of disturbed soils unless a dust control plan has
already been issued to the builder/developer through a grading permit. The plan
must have the required elements described in the Coachella Valley Dust Control
Handbook (which will be deve loped concurrently with the revised dust control
ordinance).

• Site-specific dust mitigation plan required for construction activities greater than
or equal to 10 acres (must be forwarded to AQMD after local approval). AQMD
staff will compile this information for compliance purposes and not issue a
separate approval.

• Construction activities greater than or equal to 10 acres must notify local
jurisdiction/AQMD at least 24-hours prior to initiating earth-movement activities.

• Construction activities greater than or equal to 10 acres must notify local
jurisdiction/AQMD within 10 days of project completion.

• Construction site signage required for projects requiring issuance of grading
permit or build ing permit for a site with greater than or equal to 5,000 square feet
(approximately 0.1 acre) of disturbed soils, activities that import or export more
than 100 cubic yards of material, or trenching activities greater than 100 feet in
length. AQMD staff proposes to scale the signage requirements based on
project site acreage (i.e., smaller/fewer signs required for sites with between
5,000 square feet to five acres with larger signage required for sites with more
than five acres). Based on guidance contained in Clark County and Maricopa
County regulations, sites with more than ten acres would be required to install
four-foot by eight-foot signs with the following information provided in three-inch
lettering: project name, permittee name, phone number of person(s) responsible
for dust control, AQMD phone number, dust control permit (plan) number, and
project acreage. .

• Dust control monitor (responsible person) required for sites with greater than or
equal to 50 acres of actively disturbed soils. Monitor(s) must be hired by property
owner or developer, have dust contro l as primary responsibility, and have the
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authority to initiate dust control measures.

Work Practice Requirements. Under existing dust control ordinance requirements,
activ ities that submit a dust control plan are required to provide sufficient detail to
demonstrate compliance with AQMD Rule 403. In order to provide more direct
quldance, the AQMD proposes that specific work practices be incorporated into the
revised dust contro l ordinance. These work practice requirements are based on the
most stringent requirements contained in Clark and Maricopa County regulations and
are intended to ensure a baseline level of control regardless if a plan has been
submitted. Specific dust control work practices include the following.

• Earth-moving operations on sites with greater than one acre of disturbed
surfaces are required to operate a water application system (i.e., water truck)
while conducting earth-moving operations if watering is the selected contro l
measure.

• Short-term stabilization (maintaining soils in a damp condition, surface crust, or
chemical stabilizer diluted to not less than 1/20 of the concentration required to
maintain a stabilized surface for a period of six months) required for after­
hours/weekends.

• . Long-term stabilization techniques required within 10 days for areas where
construction activities are not scheduled for 30 days.

• Track-out control device (washed gravel pad at least 30 feet wide, 50 feet long,
and six inches deep, paving starting from the point of intersection with a paved
public roadway and extending for a centerline distance of at least 100 feet and a
width of at least 20 feet, grizzly or wheel wash system) required for construction
projects greater than or equal to five acres or those that import/export greater
than or equal to 100 cubic yards per day. Regardless of project size or track-out
control device selected, material tracked-out onto a paved public road must be
removed at anytime it extends more than 50 feet from a site entrance and at the
conclusion of the workday.

Local GovernmentlAQMD Agreements. To ensure a uniform approach to development
and approval of dust control plans, all jurisdictions are proposed to be required to adopt
the Coachella Valley Dust Control Handbook in conjunction with the revised dust control
ordinance. The Coachella Valley Dust Control Handbook will be an enforceable
upgrade to the Coachella Valley Dust Control Plan Review Guidance document
approved by the Coache lla Valley Association of Governments (CVAG) in March of
2001. The intent of the Coachella Valley Dust Control Handbook is to specify the
procedures for preparation and approval of a dust control plan, similar to the Handbooks
prepared by Maricopa and Clark Counties. Elements of the Coachella Valley Dust
Control Handbook are to include:

• Project applicant forms
• Project description forms (acreage, phasing, water sources)
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• Requirements for site mapping (site location/boundaries and all access points)
• Forms for notifying local jurisdictions/AQMD of project initiation/completion
• Standards (dimensions, lettering, location, etc.) for construction site signage
• List of Coachella Valley Best Available Control Measures (CV BACM) for fugitive

dust sources
• Forms to describe the CV BACM to be implemented on-site (routine dust control

measures in sufficient detail to facilitate compliance determinations and a
description of the contingency control measures to be implemented if the routine
measures are ineffective)

• Estimates of daily throughput
• Detailed description of track-out contro l system (gravel pad, wheel washer, etc.)

and procedures for removal of material that extends more than 50 feet from any
site access point

• Identification of dust control monitor (responsible person) for sites with greater
than or equal to 50 acres of actively disturbed soils.

• Checklist for local govemment plan reviewers
• Sample record keeping form

Finally, the AQMD is proposing to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MQU)
with either CVAG or each local jurisdiction to specify responsibilities and commitments
(permitting fees, enforcement staffing, penalty procedures, etc.) associated with the
revised dust control ordinance provisions.

AQMD Regulations. Construction/earth-movement activities that are not required to
obtain grading/building permits from local jurisdictions (School Districts, Flood Control
Maintenance, Caltrans, etc.) are currently subject to AQMD Rules 403/403.1. Under the
planned dust control program upgrades, the AQMD proposes to revise these
regulations to require:

• Implementation of CV BACM instead of Reasonably Available Control Measures
(RACM) that are currently required. These CV BACM would be required of all
Coachella Valley fugitive dust sources.

• An AQMD-approved dust control plan (plan) for any source not under local
jurisdiction control with greater than or equal to one acre of disturbed surfaces , or
those that import/export greater than or equal to 100 cubic yards per day, or
trenching activities greater than 100 feet in length.

• An AQMD-approved plan must follow the Coachella Valley Dust Control
Handbook procedures summarized above. For routine maintenance activities
(Le., road shoulder/flood contro l channel maintenance), one AQMD-approved
plan can be developed and approved for multiple sites provided that suffic ient
information is provided to describe dust control efforts.

3. Emission Reductions

All of the control options listed above represent existing technologies that are presently
available to construction site managers. For more traditional air pollution sources, such
as point sources, emissions reductions are calculated by multiplying the baseline
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emissions by the effectiveness of a given control technology (e.g., selective catalytic
reduction). For non-traditional air pollution sources, such as fugitive dust, emissions
reductions calculations are more difficult because the level of control necessary to
comply will vary greatly due to site-specific conditions. For example, a construction site
in a wind-protected cove area of the desert may need to apply less water to a grading
project when compared to a site located in the Coachella Valley blowsand zone.
Moreover, many of the proposed rule requirements allow various contro l options.
Accordingly, it is not possible to quantify precise emissions reductions from

. implementation of the proposed revised dust control ordinance/AQMD rule
requirements. A study conducted by the Midwest Research Institute that monitored
PM10 emissions both with and without an extensive watering program, however,
determined that an effective watering program can reduce PM10 emissions by 60 to 90
percent/

4. Rule Compliance ITest Methodsl Record keeping

The following test methods/performance standards are proposed for the locally-adopted
dust control ordinances and AQMD regulations: visible plume length limit (e.g. , 100­
300 feet), 20 percent opacity for active operations, silt loading not to exceed 0.33
ounces/square foot or silt content not to exceed 6 percent for haul roads, and drop
ball/threshold friction velocity for disturbed surface areas. Self-inspection records (daily
inspection of damp or crusted soils, track-out conditions, water usage) must be
prepared and retained for three years after project completion and must be made
available to the local jurisdiction/AQMD upon request. The Coachella Valley Dust
Control Handbook will contain sample record keeping forms. Activities that use
chemical dust suppressants will be required to maintain records indicating type of
product applied, vendor name, and the method, frequency, concentration, and quantity
of application.

5. Cost Effectiveness

In 1997, AQMD adopted amendments to Rule 403.3 Among other requirements, these
amendments upgraded the existing Reasonable Available Control Measure
implementation requirement to require Best Available Control Measures implementation
for all fugitive dust sources in the South Coast Air Basin. The cost-effectiveness of
these upgrades were estimated at $197 per ton of PM10 reduced. .

2 Midwest Research Institute, Improvement of Specific Emission Factors, March 29, 1996

3 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Revised Final StaffReport for Proposed Amended Rule 403

(Fugitive Dust) and Proposed Rule 1186 (pM 10 Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads, and Livestock

Operations), February 14, 1997.
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6. Implementing Agency

Local jurisdictions have the authority to require and enforce conditions of approval (Le.,
plan conditions) prior to issuance of building/grading permits. Additionally, Health and
Safety Code Section 40449 states that there are no limitations on cities or counties to
adopt any ordinance that is more stringent than and not in conflict with AQMD
regulations. Under this Health and Safety Code Section, AQMD also has the authority
to enforce locally-adopted ordinance provisions and conditions of approval placed on
construction projects. The AQMD has the authority to adopt and enforce rules and
regulations to achieve and maintain the National Ambient Air Quality Standards under
Health and Safety Code Section 40413.

B. CV BACM 2 - Disturbed Vacant Lands

CONTROL MEASURE SUMMARY

Source Category: Disturbed Vacant Lands

Control Methods: Chemical stabilization, wind fencing,
access restriction, re-vegetation

Implementing Agency: Local governments/ AQMD / BLM

1. Description of Source Category

Background. Fugitive dust emissions can be generated by wind erosion of vacant lands
and areas that have been disturbed by man-made activities. In the Coachella Valley, a
unique situation exists where approximately 20,000 acres of vacant land have been
preserved to protect the federally threatened Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard. These
animals rely on sand migration for foraging and habitat and thus, the control of fugitive
dust from wind erosion is prohibited in these areas. Accordingly, the proposed
disturbed vacant land controls target areas subject to man-made disturbances (l.e., off­
road vehicle use, inactive construction sites, etc.). As mentioned in Chapter 2,
exclusion of certain air quality data is allowed under the U.S. EPA Natural Events Policy
if it can be documented that emissions are attributable to a natural source such as the
Coachella Valley Preserve.

Regulatory History. The dust contro l ordinance currently requires owners of
unimproved property to discourage off-road motor vehicle use through signage and/or
fencing as deemed necessary by local jurisdiction. In addition, AQMD Rules 403/403.1
serve as backstop regulations for the dust control ordinance.

2. Proposed Method of Control

In order to facilitate enforcement activities on disturbed vacant lands, a revised dust
control ordinance is proposed for adoption by all Coachella Valley local jurisdictions.
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The revised dust control ordinance is proposed to include the following upgrades to
further reduce emissions from disturbed surface areas.

• Owners/operators of vacant lands greater than or equal to 5,000 square feet that
have a cumulative area of more than or equal to 500 square feet that are
disturbed by motor vehicles and/or off-road motor vehicles are required to
prevent trespass by installing barriers. If access restriction is not feasible,
owners/operators may choose to uniformly apply and maintain washed gravel or
chemical/organic dust suppressants to all disturbed areas at a level sufficient to
prevent wind driven fugitive dust. These treatments shall be required within 30
days of initial discovery by either the local jurisdiction or the AQMD and must be
maintained in a condition that to meet the applicable performance standards.

• Owners/operators of disturbed vacant lands greater than or equal to 0.5 acre are
required to establish vegetative ground cover, stabilize with chemical dust
suppressants or washed gravel, or implement and maintain an alternative U.S.
EPA-approved control measure at a level suffic ient to prevent wind driven fugitive
dust. These treatments shall be required within 30 days of initial discovery by
either the local jurisdiction or the AQMD and must be maintained in a condition to
meet the applicable performance standards.

• Owner/operators of vacant lands where weed abatement is conducted by disking
or blading shall be required to apply water before and during weed abatement
activities and stabilize the site with vegetative ground cover, chemical dust
suppressants, washed gravel, or implement and maintain an alternative U.S.
EPA-approved control measure at a level sufficie nt to prevent wind driven fugitive
dust.

3. Emission Reductions

All of the control options listed above represent existing technologies that are presently
available to owner/operators of disturbed vacant lands. As with the proposed controls
for construction activities, there are a range of compliance options for reducing PM10
emissions from disturbed vacant lands. Accordingly, it is difficult to estimate the percent
reduction from this source category. For reference, the AQMD 1990 Coachella Valley
PM10 State Implementation Plan (1990 CV SIP) estimated that vacant land control
measures (vegetative cover, chemical stabilization, and wind fencing) would reduce
emissions by 28 percent."

4. Rule Compliancel Test Methodsl Record keeping

The following test methods/performance standards are proposed for the locally-adopted

4 South Coast Air Quality Management District, State Implementation Plan for PMI0 in the Coachella Valley,

November 1990.
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dust control ordinances: wind driven fugitive dust (defined as visible emissions from any
disturbed surface area generated from wind action alone), drop ball, vegetative cover,
rock test and/or threshold friction velocity.

To proact ively address potential wind erosion emissions from disturbed vacant lands,
owners of disturbed vacant lands that are subject to the revised dust control ordinance
provisions are required to notify the City (County) of the location of subject vacant lands
and owner contact information within 90 days of ordinance adoption.

Owner/operators of disturbed vacant lands will be required to compile records of
evidence that documents compliance with the ordinance requirements. Said records of
evidence may include, but shall not be limited to, name and contact person of all firms
contracted with for dust suppression, listing of all dust control implements used on-site,
and proof (invoices from dust suppressant and dust control implement vendors) of dust
suppressant application. The records must be retained for three years and made
available to the City (County) and AQMD upon request.

5. Cost Effectiveness

Cost-effectiveness calculations for controlling emissions from disturbed vacant lands
were calculated in the 1990 CV SIP as follows: stabilizing blowsand areas with chemical
stabilizers - $810/ton PM10 reduced, snow fence windbreaks - $281/ton PM10 reduced,
tree wind breaks - $409/ton PM10 reduced, and vegetative planting $532/ton PM10
reduced.

6. Implementing Agency

Under general police powers, local jurisdictions have the authority to impose
requirements and enforce ordinance requirements on owners of disturbed vacant lands.
Additionally, Health and Safety Code Section 40449 states that there are no limitations
on cities or counties to adopt any ordinance that is more stringent than and not in
conflict with AQMD regulations. This Health and Safety Code Section also provides the
AQMD with the authority to enforce locally-adopted ordinance provisions and conditions
of approval placed on construction projects.

C. CV BACM 3 - Unpaved Roads and Unpaved Parking Lots

CONTROL MEASURE SUMMARY

Source Category: Unpaved Roads and Unpaved Parking Lots

Control Methods: Paving, chemical stab ilization, access restriction, re-
vegetation

Implementing Agency: Local governments/ AQMD / BLM
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1. Description of Source Category

Background. Continued growth and development in the Coachella Valley has resulted
in conversion of many unpaved surfaces to paved areas. Additionally, unpaved roads
and unpaved parking lots are typically not permitted in new land use developments. In
spite of this, existing vehicular travel on and windblown emissions from unpaved roads
and unpaved parking lots continue to generate significant amounts of fugitive dust and
the accompanying PM10 emissions.

Regulatory History. The existing model ordinance requires that owners of public or
private unpaved roads with between 20 and 150 average daily traffic (ADT) levels must
take measures (signage or speed control devices) to reduce vehicular speeds to 15
miles per hour. Owners of public or private unpaved roads with more than 150 ADT are
required to pave the roadway or submit a Fugitive Dust Mitigation Plan that specifies the
methodes) to reduce fugitive dust emissions within six months of ordinance adoption. In
addition , AQMD Rule 403 serves as a backstop regulation for the dust control
ordinance.

2. Proposed Method of Control

In order to improve enforcement determinations for unpaved roads and parking lots, a
revised model ordinance is proposed to be adopted by all Coachella Valley local
jurisdictions. The revised dust contro l ordinance is proposed to include the following
upgrades to further reduce emissions from unpaved roads and unpaved parking lots.

Unpaved Roads.

• Upon dust control ordinance adoption, new unpaved roads or alleys are
prohibited as public thoroughfares after July 1, 2002 unless chemical dust
suppressants are applied and maintained according to the applicable
standards/test methods.

• Owner/operators of public or private unpaved roads with between 20 and 150
average daily traffic (ADT) levels must take measures (signage or speed control
devices) to reduce vehicular speeds to 15 miles per hour (existing model
ordinance requirement).

• Owner/operators of public or private unpaved public roads, including alleys,
constructed prior to July 1, 2002, that have ADT levels of 150 or more, are
required to pave, apply and maintain chemical dust suppressants according to
the applicable rule standards/test methods in accordance with the following
schedule-1/3 of qualifying unpaved roads within one year of ordinance adoption

'J with the remainder treated within two years of ordinance adoption.
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Unpaved Parking Lots. Upon dust control ordinance adoption, new unpaved parking
lots are prohibited unless treated with chemical dust suppressants or stabilized with
chemical dust suppressants in travel lanes and two inches of uniformly applied washed
gravel in parking areas and maintained in accordance with the applicable standards/test
methods.

Owners/operators of an existing unpaved parking lot larger than 5,000 square feet are
required to pave, apply chemical dust suppressants, or apply washed gravel, according
to the applicable rule standards/test methods within six months of ordinance adoption.
Owners/operators of unpaved parking lots that are used no more than 35 days a year
are required to implement control measures [apply dust suppressants or apply washed
gravel] according to the applicable rule standards/test methods on days when more
than 10 vehicles enter and park.

3. Emission Reductions

All of the control options listed above represent existing technologies that are presently
available to owner/operators of unpaved roads and unpaved parking lots. Because the
proposed control measure allows the implementation of a variety of control options it is
difficult to estimate the accompanying emission reductions. The 1997 AQMD staff
report for Rule 1186 (applicable to unpaved roads within the South Coast Air Basin)
included the following emission reduction percentages for the various control options
paving unpaved roads - 94 percent reduction, chemical stabilization - 75 percent
reduction, and 15 mile per hour speed limits - 50 percent reouction."

4. Rule Compliancel Test Methodsl Record keeping

The following test methods/performance standards are proposed for the locally-adopted
dust control ordinances: visible plume length limit of 100 - 300 feet, 20 percent opacity
standard, a 6 percent silt content standard and a 0.33 ounces per square foot silt
loading standard (for unpaved roads), an eight percent silt content standard and a 0.33
ounces per square foot silt loading standard (for unpaved parking lots) , and/or gravel
applied uniformly and maintained to a depth of two inches.

5 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Revised Final StaffReport for Proposed Amended Rule 403

(Fugitive Dust) and Proposed Rule 1186 (pMlO Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads, and Livestock
Operations), February 14, 1997.

Page C-12



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix C - Air Quality

To proactively address potential emissions from unpaved roads and unpaved parking
lots owner/operators must report unpaved road locations and ADT estimates and
parking lot size to the applicable jurisdiction within six months of ordinance adoption.
Local jurisdictions will then be required to prepare annual reports that describe the total
unpaved road miles within their jurisdictional boundaries and the miles paved or treated
in compliance with the revised dust control ordinance requirements until all applicable
roads are in compliance. The annual reports must also include an inventory of unpaved
parking lots within the jurisdiction and describe the control actions implemented to
demonstrate compliance with the ordinance requirements. If chemical dust
suppressants are used as an alternative to paving, then the annual report shall include
the date, amount and proposed frequency of chemical dust suppressant application,
and the manufacturer's dust suppressant product information sheet that identifies the
name of the dust suppressant and application instructions. These records must be
retained for three years and made available to the local jurisdiction/AQMD upon
request.

5. Cost Effectiveness

Costs for unpaved road treatments were estimated in the 1997 AQMD Rule 1186 staff
report as follows: paving - $350,000 per mile, chemical stabilization - $16,107 per mile,
and speed limit reduction: $200 per sign with four signs required per mile for a total of
$800 per mile. The overall cost-effectiveness of AQMD Rule 1186 unpaved road
treatment requirements was estimated at $958 per ton of PM10 reduced."

6. Implementing Agency

Under general police powers, local jurisdictions have the authority to impose dust
control ordinance requirements on owner/operators of unpaved roads and parking lots
and enforce the accompanying dust control ordinance provisions. Additionally, Health
and Safety Code Section 40449 states that there are no limitations on cities or counties
to adopt any ordinance that is more stringent than and not in conflict with AQMD
regulations. This Health and Safety Code Section also provides AQMDwith. the
authority to enforce locally-adopted ordinance provisions.

6 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Revised Final StaffReport for Proposed Amended Rule 403

(Fugitive Dust) and Proposed Rule 1186 (PMI0 Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads, and Livestock

Operations), February 14,1997.
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III. AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

The Coachella Valley and Western Morongo Basin portions of the CDCA planning area
are in "non-attainment" for PM10 (particulate matter 10 microns or smaller) and ozone.
Section 176 (c) of the Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) and
regulations under 40 CFR part 51 subpart W requires federal agencies to make a
determination that a proposed action is or will be in conformity with applicable
implementation plans meant to bring an area into compliance. The exceedances for
ozone are primarily due to ozone's production and importation outside the plan area
and, therefore, efforts to control ozone in those areas in conjunction with existing
industrial rules will reduce ozone in the planning area. Within the plan area, however,
PM10 is primarily associated with local conditions and activities. Two separate State
Implementation Plans (SIPs) have been adopted, which direct actions to be taken to
bring the respective areas into compliance with federal PM10 standards.

MORONGO BASIN PM10 PLAN CONFORMITY ANALYSIS

PM10 violations throughout the Mojave Desert Air Basin are primarily attributed to heavy
fugitive dust sources in and around urbanized areas and dust generated from large­
scale high wind events," Major dust sources in urbanized areas include unpaved road
travel, off-highway vehicle use, wind erosion of unpaved roads and disturbed soils, and
construction and demolition activity. In an effort to bring the region into compliance with
federal PM10 standards, the MDAQMD adopted a "Federal Particulate Matter Attainment
Plan" in 1995, which sets forth a control strategy plan for the entire District. The
strategy is aimed at reducing fugitive dust emissions from unpaved road travel,
construction/demolition activities, disturbed areas, and industrial activities. All
development in the District must comply with the provisions of this Plan and other
applicable MOAQMD emissions requirements.

With the implementation of the "air quality management strategy" and appropriate
mitigation for any emission producing projects, in the preferred alternative of the
Coachella Valley COCA Plan Amendment, there will be an overall reduction in air
emissions within the Western Morongo Basin subarea from BLM managed lands.
Therefore, cumulatively, activities on the BLM lands will be in conformance with the
current Morongo Desert Air Basin's "Federal Particulate Matter Attainment Plan".

7 "Mojave Desert Planning Area Federal Particulate Matter (PM IO) Attainment Plan," Mojave Desert Air

Quality Management Plan, July 31, 1995.
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COACHELLA VALLEY PM10 PLAN CONFORMITY ANALYSIS

The air quality conformity analysis is a process that evaluates a variety of criteria,
including specia l and jurisdictional applicability, current SIP and its status and rules and
provisions, and other issues. Each of these steps is described and addressed below.
The South Coast Air Quality Management District has drafted the 2002 CVSIP, which
detai ls the control measures necessary to attain the PM10 standards again. This
analysis addresses conformance of the CDCA Plan Amendment with the 2002 CVSIP
and its more stringent standards.

1. Spatial and Jurisdict ional Applicability

The Coachella Valley encompasses approximately 2,500 square miles and is located in
the central portion of Riverside County known as the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB). The
2002 CVSIP focuses on the Coachella Valley as defined by Banning Pass to the north,
by the Riversidellmperial County boundary lines to the south, by the San Jacinto
Mountains to the west, and by the San Bernardino Mountains to the east. Elevation
ranges from 500 feet above sea level to 150 feet below sea level. On private and state­
regulated lands, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has
responsibility for assuring compliance with applicable state and federal air quality
regulations. The U.S. EPA is directly involved in assuring that SCAQMD and affected
jurisdictions take appropriate actions to "attain" federal standards. Lands under federal
control are required to demonstrate compliance with applicable attainment plans,
including the Coachella Valley SIP.

2. Coachella Valley 2002 State Implementation Plan

In November 1990, areas in the United States that were previously designated as
federa l nonattainment areas for PM10, including the Coache lla Valley, were initia lly
designated as "moderate" PM10 nonattainment areas. The Coachella Valley PM10 SIP
(CVSIP) was adopted in November, 1990 and incorporated "reasonably available
control measures" (RACM). The 90-CVSIP identified candidate control measures and
demonstrated attainment of the NAAQS for PM10 by the year 1995, one year after the
statutory limit for moderate nonattainment areas .

Unable to meet regulatory standards, the Coachella Valley was redesignated as
"serious" effective February 8, 1993. In response, the SCAQMD prepared a SIP
revision (94-CVSIP) that identified candidate Best Available Contro l Measures (BACM)
for implementation prior to February 8,1997. Compliance seemed to have been
achieved in the period from 1993 through 1995. The 1996 CVSIP demonstrated
attainment of the PM10 standards. From 1999 through 2001, PM10 dust levels rose
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sufficiently to exceed the annual average PM10 standard. Based upon the
exceedances during this period, coupled with very low rainfall, the Coachella Valley was
determined to be on non-attainment of federal PM10 standards.

The following table provides information regarding exceedances of Standards PM10

Standards

Coachella Valley Air Quality Trends
Exceedances of PM1Q Standards

Maximum No. (%) Samples Annual Average
Monitoring Concentration Exceeding 24-hr. Standards (\Jg/m3

)

Station Year (lJg/m3/24hours) Federal1 State2 AAM3 AGM4

Palm Springs 1990 83 0(0.0%) 9 (15.3%) 34.5 30.5
1991 197 1 (1.8%) 14 (25.0%) 42.9 36.6
1992 175 1 (1.7%) 4 (6.7%) 29.6 24.3
1993 58 0(0.0%) 1 (1.7%) 27.0 23.6
1994 97 0(0.0%) 23 (38.3%) 48.7 45.3

1995
A

199 1 (1.6%) 27 (44.3%) 52.0 47.2
1996 130 0(0.0%) 2 (3.3%) 29.3 25.2

1997a) 63 0(0.0%) 1 (1.8%) 26.4 23.6
1998 72 0(0.0%) 3 (5.2%) 26.4 23.8
1999 104 0(0.0%) 3 (5.0%) 28.8 26.1
2000 44 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 24.4 22.7

Indio 1990 520 4 (6.8%) 41 (69.5%) 79.3 64.9
1991 340 3 (5.1%) 37 (62.7%) 69.0 59.8
1992 117 0(0.0%) 18 (30.5%) 43.4 39.2
1993 125 0(0.0%) 25 (41.0%) 46.4 40.6
1994 97 0(0.0%) 23 (38.3%) 48.7 45.3

1995
A

199 1(1.6%) 27 (44.3%) 52.0 47.2
1996* 117 0(0.0%) 29 (50.0%) 50.8 46.1

1997a)* 144 0(0.0%) 23 (42.6%) 49.1 44.2
1998 114 0(0.0%) 32 (40.0%) 48.1 43.8

. 1999 119 0(0.0%) 30 (54.0%) 52.7 49.8
2000* 114 0(0.0%) 52(50.0%) 51.9 48.4

1 => 150 J,Jg/m3 in 24 hour period
2 => 50 IJg/m3 in 24 hour period
3 Federal Annual Average Standard = AAM > 50IJg/m3
4 State Annual Average Standard =AGM > 30J,Jg/m3

A Includes high-wind natural event days
a) Less than 12 full months of data; may not be representative.
* Data for samples collected on high-wind days were excluded in accordance with
EPA's Natural Events Policy.
Source: Annual air quality site monitoring reports, prepared by South Coast Air Quality
Management District.
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Under Title I of the CAA, EPA sets limits on how much of a particular pollutant can be
present in the air for any given location within the United States. EPA, states, and local
governments are required under the CAA to implement measures to prevent and control
air pollution, with significant responsibility resting with the states. The major mechanism
used to attain the standards in individual areas is a SIP.

The 2002 Coachella Valley State Implementation Plan (CVSIP) updates the previous
Coachella Valley plans to address the recent rise in PM10 levels above the standard
and forestall a notice of failure to attain. Its elements include the following:

~ Air quality summary from 1997-2001 , including natural events;

~ Emissions inventory update;

~ Most Stringent Measures (MSM) analysis and Proposed Control Strategy;

~ Attainment demonstration;

~ Natural Events Action Plan status and update; and

~ Request for Extension of 2001 PM10 attainment deadline.

The following table is a summary of the control strategies in the 2002 CVSIP.

watering, chemical stabilization, wind
fencing, revegetation, track-out

Summary of 2002 CVSIP Control Strategies

TITLE ·

Construction ActivitiesBACM-1

BACM-2 Disturbed Vacant Lands chemical stabilization, wind fencing, access
restriction, revegetation

BACM-3 Unpaved Roads and
Unpaved Parking Lots

paving, chemical stabilization, access
restriction, revegetation

BACM-4 Paved Road Dust minimal track-out, stabilization of unpaved
road shoulders, clean streets management

BACM-5 Control of Emissions from
Agricultural Activities

requirements to implement agricultural
handbook conservation practices
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3. Air Quality Impact Analysis for the Proposed CDCA Plan Amendment

The proposed Coachella Valley COCA Plan Amendment addresses a variety of plan
elements , including an Air Quality Management Strategy, Land Health Standards,
Visual Resource Management Classification, Fire Management, Habitat Conservation
Objectives, Multi ple Use Classifica tion, Wild and Scenic River Eligibility, Special Area
Designations, Land Tenure Exchange & Sale Crite ria, Land Tenure Acqui sition Crite ria,
Management of Acquired Land s, Communication Sites & Utilities, Sand and Gravel
Mining, Livestock Grazing, Wild Horse and Burro Program, Motorized Vehicle Area
Designations, Motorized Vehicle Route Des ignations, Special Recreation Management
Area designation , Stoppinq/Parkinq/Vehicle Camping, Bighorn Sheep Recovery
Strategy, and Hiking/Biking/Equestrian Trails.

Air Quality Management Strategy. The proposed Coachella Valley COCA Plan
Am endment includes an air quality management strategy designed to reduce PM10
emissions from the BLM-managed public lands, especially upwind of sensitive
receptors. The motorized-vehicle route network currently available for use by the
general publi c would be reduced by 36% (excluding the NECO Plan overlap area),
closing redundant routes and routes not consistent with habitat co nse rvation objectives,
and closing all informal off- highway vehicle "free-play" areas upwind of sensitive
receptors (Le., residents of the Coachella Valley). Installation of new communication
sites, wind parks, and sand and grave l mining operations would be restricted to
designated areas. Where feasible, BLM would install sand fencing to reduce the
amount of sand flow and PM10 emissions off of the public land s.

Of the vari ous plan elements set forth above , those with the potential to exceed National
Ambient Air Quality Standards include: (1) Communication Sites and Uti lities, (2) Sand
and Gravel Mining, (3) Motorized Vehi cle Area Designations, and (4) Motorized Vehicle
Access Route designations. Potential impacts associated with these plan elements ,
how potential impacts are mitigated and how BLM actions comply with CVSIP
provisions and rules are discussed for each plan element below.

Communication Sites and Utilities, Sand and Grave l Mining: Potential PM10 generation
associated with proposed amendments to these COCA Plan elements are limited . The
issuance of new or renewed rights of way for windparks, communication sites and
utilities would be required to be consistent with the BLM's habitat conservation
objectives, land health standa rds and air quality management strategy, as well as the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards and current State Implementation Plan. Most
potentially viable windpark lands in the Plan area have already been developed. Any
requests for new communication towers would be restricted to existing communication
sites.
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Existing sand and gravel operations of BLM lands within the CDCA planning area are
already subject to a variety of requirements to control blowing sand and the emission of
fugitive dust. Under the proposed Coachella Valley CDCA Plan Amendment, saleable
mineral materials would be restricted to those identified by the California Division of
Mines and Geology as mineral resource zones (MRZs). Proposed new sand and gravel
mines would be required to demonstrate compatibility with BLM's habitat conservation
objectives, land health standards and air quality management strategy, as well as the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards and current State Implementation Plan, before
new rights-of-way would be issued.

Potential areas of PM10 impact include the construction, maintenance and use of roads,
initial site disturbance for facilities (turbines, powerlines, substations, antennas, etc.).
New construction activities would be required to comply with the 2002 CVSIP rules and
provisions, including the following:

• All fugitive dust sources will be required to implement Coachella Valley Best Available
Control Measures (CV BACM).

• Dust control plans required prior to issuance of building permits for projects with more
than 5,000 square feet of disturbed soils unless a dust control plan has already been
issued to the builder/developer through a grading permit. The plan must have the
required elements described in the Coachella Valley Dust Control Handbook (which
will be developed concurrently with the BLM's revised dust control ordinance).

• Site-specific dust mitigation plan required for construction activities greater than or
equal to 10 acres (must be forwarded to AQMD after local approval). AQMD staff will
compile this information for compliance purposes and not issue a separate approval.

• Project on BLM lands would be required to obtain an AQMD approved dust control
plan.

• Construction activities greater than or equal to 10 acres must notify local
jurisdiction/AQMD within 10 days of project completion.

• Construction site signage required for projects with greater than or equal to 5,000
square feet (approxim ately 0.1 acre) of disturbed soils, activities that import or export
more than 100 cubic yards of material, or trenching activities greater than 100 feet in
length . Sites with more than ten acres would be required to install four-foot by eight­
foot signs with the following information provided in three-inch lettering: project name,
permittee name, phone number of person(s) responsible for dust control , AQMD
phone number, dust control permit (plan) number, and project acreage.

• Dust control monitor (responsible person) required for sites with greater than or equal
to 50 acres of actively disturbed soils. Monitor(s) must be hired by property owner or
developer, have dust control as primary responsibility, and have the authority to
initiate dust control measures.
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Under existing dust control ordinance requirements, activities that submit a dust control
plan are required to provide sufficient detail to demonstrate compliance with AQMD
Rule 403. Specific dust control work practices include the following.

• Earth-moving operations on sites with greater than one acre of disturbed surfaces are
required to operate a water application system (Le., water truck) while conducting
earth-moving operations if watering is the selected control measure.

• Short-term stabilization (maintaining soils in a damp condition, surface crust, or
chemical stabilizer diluted to not less than 1/20 of the concentration required to
maintain a stabilized surface for a period of six months) required for after­
hours/weekends.

• Long-term stabilization techniques required within 10 days for areas where
construction activities are not scheduled for 30 days.

Track-out control device (washed gravel pad at least 30 feet wide, 50 feet long, and six
inches deep, paving starting from the point of intersection with a paved public roadway
and extending for a centerline distance of at least 100 feet and a width of at least 20
feet, grizzly or wheel wash system) required for construction projects greater than or
equal to five acres or those that import/export greater than or equal to 100 cubic yards
per day. Regardless of project size or track-out control device selected, material
tracked-out onto a paved public road must be removed at anytime it extends more than
25 feet from a site entrance and at the conclusion of the work day.

Motorized Vehicle Area Designations: Potential PM10 emissions associated with the
Proposed Plan for motorized vehicle area designations are limited by the air quality
management strategy incorporated into the Coachella Valley CDCA Plan Amendment.
Under the Proposed Plan, all historically used "free-play" areas upwind of sensitive
receptors would be closed (2,253 acres) to off-highway vehicles. Off-highway vehicle
use would continue to occur on designated routes , including the Drop 31 area. Any
valley-wide reductions in PM10 emissions upwind of sensitive receptors will depend on
the extent to which displaced off-highway vehicle enthusiasts use non-federal land
instead of public land, or travel farther to "open" public land areas.

The off-highway veh icle users themselves would be exposed to PM10 emissions on any
route where off-highway vehicles are used, the relative amount depending on the
velocity of the vehicle and prevailing wind speeds. As part of the overall management
strategy, mitigation measures will be included to reduce PM10 emissions, such as
temporary closure of high-use areas on high wind days (as defined by the South Coast
Air Quality Management District), setting speed limits, establishing cattle guards to
reduce "track out" onto paved roads, install fencing and signs to discourage trespass
into wilderness and onto private lands, setting a carrying capacity if the specific sites
become enormously popular, and assuring compliance with the approved PM10 State
Implementation Plan. Based upon current knowledge and understanding of motorized
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vehicle use and its potential to contribute to PM10 emissions, the proposed CDCA Plan
Amendment will result in reduced PM10 emissions from the public lands, especially for
sensitive receptors in the Coachella Valley.

Motorized Vehicle Access Route Designations: Potential PM10 emissions associated
with the Proposed Plan for routes of travel are limited by the air quality management
strategy incorporated into the Coachella Valley CDCA Plan Amendment. Under the
Proposed Plan, the motorized-vehicle route network currently available for use by the
general public would be reduced by 36% (excludin g the NECO Plan overlap area),
closing redundant routes and routes not consistent with habitat conservation objectives,
and closing all informal off-highway vehicle "free-play" areas upwind of sensitive
receptors (l.e., residents of the Coachella Valley). The relative amount of PM10
emissions generated by motorized vehicles on the remaining 47 miles of routes
available to the general public would depend on the average daily trips, the velocity of
the vehicles and prevailing wind speeds.

The ongoing use of these areas has the potential to emit or create conditions for fugitive
dust. The average level of use on these routes of travel has been estimated for high
and low-activity periods: 5 average daily trips (ADT) on weekdays and during all days in
the summer, and 25 ADT on weekends and during hunting season. Based upon current
knowledge and understanding of this use and its potential to contribute to PM10
emissions, the proposed CDCA Plan Amendment would not result in significant PM10
air quality impacts, and would result in an overall reduction of PM10 emissions from the
public lands. In an effort to help the Coachella Valley reach "attainment" status for
PM10, route management would include provisions to comply with the approved PM10
State Implementation Plan, such as (1) signage, (2) establishing cattle guards to reduce
"track out" onto paved roads, (3) 15 mile per hour speed limits on unpaved roads with
20 to 150 average daily traffic levels, and (4) temporary closures on high wind days (as
defined by the South Coast Air Quality Management District) .

FINALCONFORMITY DETERMINATION

The BLM's proposed Coachella Valley CDCA Plan Amendment and alternatives have
been analyzed under Section 176 of the Clean Air Act, as required by 40 CFR 93.158.
The Proposed Plan incorporates an air quality management strategy which applies
measures to reduce PM10 emissions from the public lands upwind of sensitive
receptors, and contributes to the goals set forth in the 2002 Coachella Valley PM10
State Implementation Plan. The proposed COCA Plan Amendment has been
determined to be in conformance with the applicable State Implementation Plans for the
purpose of attaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.
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APPENDIX D
MOTORIZED-VEHICLE ACCESS

- BACKGROUND -
CALIFORNIA DESERT CONSERVATION AREA PLAN, AS AMENDED

Other than those who are simply crossing it, most users of the desert travel some of the
time on its network of maintained gravel and dirt roads, ways, trails, and accessible
desert washes. There are many of these "routes of travel" in the California Desert
Conservation Area (COCA) .

According to one study, the COCA has 15,000 miles of paved and maintained roads,
21,000 miles of unmaintained dirt roads, and 7,000 miles of vehicle-accessible washes.
However, these routes are not evenly distributed, and desert topography and vegetation
do not prevent, and sometimes encourage , cross-country travel in motorized vehicles.
Desert soils and vegetation retain the marks of this kind of travel for many years, except
in a few places where occasional rains, windstorms, and flash floods erase them. Thus,
one vehicle traveling cross-country can create a new route of travel. The proliferation of
roads and trails in the COCA has resulted in a serious problem in some areas and
provides the most difficult management issue for BLM and the public.

Many of the Desert 's loveliest and most fragile resources can only be enjoyed by use of
vehicle access routes, but these resources are quickly destroyed if vehicles travel
everywhere. Most people who go to the desert revel in its spaciousness and the feeling
of solitude and freedom it provides. However, growing numbers of vehicles and
uncontroll ed expansion of this network of roads and trails may damage this solitude, and
heavy-handed regulations to control this traffic would certainly affec t the sense of
freedom.

The question of managing access to the desert is especially sensitive. Vehicle access is
confused with the use of vehicles for play. Public comments make it clear that motorized­
vehicle access and off-highway vehicle play need to be clearly separated and managed
differently.

While the Bureau is respon sible for vehicle use on public lands, much of the control of
vehicle travel in the desert is the responsibility of the user, whether the goal is
recreational or commercial. The Bureau of Land Management does not and will not have
the funds or staff to oversee vehicle use throughout the desert at all times. Therefore,
rules for vehicle use must be fair, understandable, easy to follow, and reasonable if they
are to be publicly accepted. Only commitment by the public, the owners of these lands,
will insure success of rules and guidelines.

from California Desert Conservation Area
Management Plan (1980), as amended
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Issuance of Executive Orders and Development of Regulations
The increased popularity and widespread use of off-highway vehicles (OHVs) on federal
lands in the 1960s and early 1970s prompted the development of a unified federal
policy for such use. Executive Order 11644 ("Use of Off-Road Vehicles on the Public
Lands") was issued on February 9, 1972 (87 F.R. 2877), to establish policies and
provide for procedures to control and direct the use of OHVs on federal lands so as to
(1) protect the resources of those lands, (2) promote the safety of all users of those
lands, and (3) minimize conflicts among the various uses of those lands. The order
directs the agency heads responsible for managing the federal lands to issue
regulations ·governing the designation of areas where OHVs may and may not be used.
Under the order, OHV use can be restricted or prohibited to minimize (1) damage to the
soil, watersheds, vegetation , or other resources of the federal lands; (2) harm to wildlife
or wildlife habitats; and (3) conflicts between the use of OHVs and other types of
recreation. It also requires the federal agencies to issue OHV use regulations, inform
the public of the lands' designation for OHV use through signs and maps, enforce OHV
use regulations, and monitor the effects of OHV use on the land.

Executive Order 11989 ("Off-Road Vehicles on Public Lands") was issued on May 24,
1977 (42 F.R. 26959), and contains three amendments to the previous order. While
these amendments lift restrictions on the use of military and emergency vehicles on
public lands during emergencies, they otherwise strengthen protection of the lands by
authorizing agency heads to (1) close areas or trails to OHVs causing considerable
adverse effects and (2) designate lands as closed to OHVs unless the lands or trails are
specifica lly designated as open to them.

The BLM developed regulations (Title 43 of the Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]
8340) in response to the executive orders. These regulations require the agency to
designate areas where OHVs may be used and to manage the use of OHVs on public
lands through the resource management planning process, which allows for public
participation. The regulations also require the BLM to monitor the use of OHVs, identify
any adverse effects of their use, and take appropriate steps to counteract such effects.

Development of the COCA Management Plan
Recognizing that resources of the California desert can and should "provide present and .
future use and enjoyment, particularly outdoor recreation uses, including the use, where
appropriate, of off-road recreational vehicles," Congress, through Section 601 of the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), directed the Secretary of
the Interior to prepare and implement a comprehensive, long-range plan for the
management, use, development, and protection of the public lands within the California
Desert Conservation Area. In response, the Bureau of Land Management prepared the
COCA Management Plan (1980), an element of which addresses motorized-vehicle
access.
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Consistent with Executive Orders No. 11644 and No. 11989, all public lands in the
California desert were designated as "open," "limited," or "closed" through the COCA
Plan. Subsequent to designation of areas for motorized-vehicle use, the Plan required
on-the-ground route designation to occur within Multiple-Use Class (MUC) "L" (Limited),
while existing routes of travel could be utilized in Multiple-Use Classes "I" (Intensive),
"M" (Moderate) and "C" (Controlled), with MUC "C" being managed commensurate with
MUC "L" guidelines until Congress designated these areas as wilderness. ("Existing

. routes of travel" were defined as routes existing before December 31, 1978 [the date of
full aerial photo coverage of the COCA].")
Route designation criteria for MUC "L" were identified in the COCA Plan as follows:

(1) Is the route new or existing?
(2) Does the route provide access for resource use or enjoyment?
(3) Are there alternate access opportunities?
(4) Does the route cause considerable adverse impacts?
(5) Are there alternate access routes which do not cause considerable

adverse impacts?

1982 Amendment to the CDCA Management Plan
Subsequent to approval of the COCA Plan in 1980, environmental organizations filed
action in U.S. District Court, C.D. California, challenging its route designation criteria. In
response, the BLM amended the COCA Plan's Motorized-Vehicle Access element
(1982 Plan Amendment Three, approved May 17,1 983) to conform with 43 CFR
8342.1. Route approval would be based on the following criteria:

(1) Areas and trail shall be located to minimize damage to soil, watershed,
vegetation, air, or other resources of the public lands, and to prevent
impairment of wilderness suitability.

(2) Areas and trails shall be located to minimize harassment of wildlife or
significant disruption of wildlife habitats. Special attention will be given to
protect endangered or threatened species and their habitats.

(3) Areas and trails shall be located to minimize conflicts between off-road
vehicle use and other existing or proposed recreational uses of the same
or neighboring public lands, and to ensure the compatibility of such uses
with existing conditions in populated areas, taking into account noise and
other factors .

(4) Areas and trails shall not be located in officially designated wilderness
areas or primitive areas. Areas and trails shall be located in natural areas
only if the authorized officer determines that vehicle use in such locations
will not adversely affect their natural, esthetic, scenic, or other values for
which such areas are established.
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MUC guidelines for motorized-vehicle access
The 1982 amendment modified or reiterated prescriptions relative to motorized-vehicle
access, includ ing changes to the MUC guidelines established through the 1980 Plan.
These guidelines are described below.

MUC "C": Vehicle use on lands preliminarily recommended as suitable for
wild erness, but not yet so designated by Congress, will be managed under
guidelines described for Multiple-Use Class "L."

MUC "L": Vehicle access will be directed toward use of approved (dopen" or
"limited") routes of travel. Routes not approved in MUC "L" areas will be
reviewed and, afte r opportunity for public comment, those routes deemed to
conflict with management objectives or to cause unacceptable resource damage
will be given priority for closure through obliteration, barricading, or signing. All
remaining routes of travel in these areas will be monitored for either inclusion as
approved routes, or for closure to resolve specific problems.

MUC "M": Access will be on "existing" routes unless it is determined that use on
specif ic routes must be furth er limited. An "existing" route is one established
before approval of the Desert Plan in 1980, with a minimum width of two feet,
showing significa nt surface evidence of prior vehicle use or, for washes, history
of prior use.

MUC "1": Unless it is determined that further limitations are necessary, those
areas not designated "open" will be limited to use of "existing" routes.

ACECs: In ACECs where vehicle use is allowed, vehicle access will be
managed under the guidelines for MUC "L."

Undesignated Areas: In areas not assigned to a Multiple-Use Class, the route
approval process will be applied as needed to resolve specific problems and to
establish a cohesive program.

Washes. sand dunes. and dry lakes
The 1982 COCA Plan amendment also addressed motorized-vehicle access on
washes, sand dunes, and dry lakes:

Washes
Vehicle access using desert washes will be governed by the area
designation for the vicinity in which the wash is located. In areas
designated "closed," vehicle access in desert washes will be prohibited. In
areas designated "open," vehicle access in desert washes will be
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permitted. In all "limited" areas, vehicle use in desert washes will be
controlled in the same manner as for routes of travel in MUC "L," "M," and
"I ."

In the context of motorized-vehicle access , the term "wash" is defined as a
watercourse, either dry or with running or standing water, which by its
physical nature-width, soil, slope, topography, vegetative cover, etc.­
permits the passage of motorized vehicles (Appendix VI, CDCA Plan).
The implication of this definition is that washes can be considered as
routes of travelonly if wash banks are not compromised (primarily a
function of width), soil stability is not adversely affected, and vegetation is
not destroyed consequent to the passage of vehicles. If access to a wash .
by motorized vehicles results in vegetative destruction, disturbance to the
integrity of wash banks, or an unacceptable degree of soil erosion- the
destruction of natural features-the wash is not considered to be a route
of travel.

Sand Dunes and Dry Lakes
Due to the unique geography of these areas, "routes of travel" cannot be
readily delineated. Therefore, significant sand dunes and dry lakes within
the California desert are designated either "open" or "closed" to vehicular
travel regardless of the Multiple-Use Class in which the dune system or
dry lake is located. The management objective for each dune system or
dry lake will dictate the area's vehicle use designation.

Route designation definitions
The 1982 amendment defined route designations in the following manner:

Open Route
Access on the route by motorized vehicles is allowed.

Limited Route
Access on the route is limited to use by motorized vehicles in one or more
of the following ways and limited with respect to:

1) number of vehicles allowed
2) types of vehicles allowed
3) time or season of vehicle use
4) permitted or licensed vehicle use only
5) establishment of speed limits

The same exceptions to motorized-vehicle use of closed routes also apply
to limited routes (see below, "Closed Route").

Closed Route .
Access on the route by motorized vehicles is prohibited except: (1) fire,
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military, emergency or law enforcement vehicles when used for
emergency purposes; (2) combat or combat support vehicles when used
for national defense purposes; (3) vehicles whose use is expressly
authorized by an agency head under a permit, lease, or contract; and (4)
vehicles used for official purposes by employees, agents, or designated
representatives of the Federal Government or one of its contractors.

Except in Congressionally-designated wilderness areas, "open," "limited," and "closed"
route designations may be made in each of the Multiple-Use Classes, in Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs), and in unclassified lands.

Implementation of the COCA Management Plan
From 1973 to approva l of the COCA Plan in 1980, BLM managed access under the
Interim Critical Management Program (ICMP). An integra l part of that program was the
release of a series of 22 maps covering the entire COCA. These maps illustrated the
ICMP designations and delineated a network of access routes compiled from existing
maps, public input, and field review.

With approva l of the COCA Plan, the new OHV area designations became effective,
and the ICMP maps and designations became invalid. However, until implementation of
the COCA Plan's Motorized-Vehicle Access Element, as amended, is complete, existing
routes of travel may be used in all MUC "L" and "M" areas, in unclassified lands, and in
those MUC "I" areas not designated "open" to motorized-vehicle access. In some
areas, certain routes were closed underlCMP guidelines; these will remain closed. As
implementation proceeds, some old limitations (including closures) may be revoked and
others added.

COACHELLA VALLEY COCA PLAN AMENDMENT
Section 2.4. 17 describes alternatives for route designations in the Coachella Valley
COCA planning area, excluding the NECO overlap area. Table 0-2 identifies all
existing routes closed under previous COCA Plan amendments. These routes wou ld
remain closed under the Coachella Valley Plan. Table D-3 identifies routes not
available for public access per rights-of-way, Federal Register Notices, or activity plans
(e.g., Coachella Valley Preserve Plan, 11/95), or access precluded by other parties.
These routes would be closed under all alternatives of the Coachella Valley Plan. Table
0-4 identifies proposed designations of the remaining routes on an alternative by
alternative, route by route basis, and references by an assigned number the specific
U.S. Geological Survey (U.S.G.S.) 1:24,000 scale map on which the route can be
located. Table 0-1 relates this number to the name of the U.S.G.S. map along with the
U.S.G.S. map code. Large-scale maps depicting the routes addressed are available for
review in the BLM Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office (North Palm Springs) and the
BLM California Oesert District Office (Riverside).

Page 0 -6



Coachella Valley California Desert Conserva tion Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix 0 - Motorized-Vehicle Access

TABLE D-1. MAP REFERENCES
-

U:S.G.S . 1:24,000 map name.Map number referenced in U$.G.S. map code
..; Tables 0 -2, 0-3 and 0-4

1 Morongo Valley 34116A5

2 Yucca Valley South 34116A4

3 WhiteWater 33116H6

4 Desert Hot Springs 33116H5

5 Seven Palms Valley 33116H4

6 East Deception Canyon 33116H3

7 Palm Springs 33116G5

8 Cathedral City 33116G4

9 Myoma 33116G3

10 West Berdoo Canyon 33116G2

11 Palm View Peak 33116F5

12 Rancho Mirage 33116F4

13 La Quinta 33116F3

14 Indio 33116F2

15 Thermal Canyon 33116F1

16 Toro Peak 33116E4

17 Martinez Mountain 33116E3

18 Valerie 33116E2

19 Mecca 33116E1

20 Rabbit Peak 3311602

21 Oasis 331160 1

22 Mortmar 33115E8

23 Orocopia Canyon 33115E7

24 Salton 3311508

25 Durmid 331150 7

26 Frink NW 3311506
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TABLE 0-2. EXISTING ROUTE DESIGNATIONS ON BLM LANDS THROUGH PRIOR COCA PLAN
AMENDMENTS

Gated access route to Big Morongo Canyon
Preserve / ACEC. Closed under COCA Plan
Amendmen t and Record of Decision (ROD),
4/98.

1 CV003 4.3 4.3 Gated access route in Big Morongo Canyon
located in Big Morongo Canyon Preserve /
ACEC. Closed under COCA Plan Amendment
and ROD, 4/98.

1 CV004 0.2 0.2 Midway Canyon route in'Big Morongo Canyon
Preserve / ACEC. Closed under COCA Plan
Amendment and ROD, 4/98.

5 CV036 1.1 1.1 Multi-jurisdictional route in Big Morongo
Canyon Preserve / ACEC. Closed under
COCA Plan Amendment and ROD, 4/98.

5 CV037 0.3 0.3 Gated access route in Big Morongo Canyon
Preserve / ACEC. Closed under COCA Plan
Amendment and ROD, 4/98.

23 CV101 1.1 1.1 Multi-jurisdictional route; majority of route in
Dos Palmas Preserve / ACEC. Closed under
COCA Plan Amendment and ROD 4/98.

23 CV102 1.5 1.5 MUlti-jurisdictional route within Dos Palmas
Preserve / ACEC. Closed under COCA Plan
Amendment and ROD 4/98.

23 CV103 0.7 0.7 Multi-jurisdictional Palmas Spring Rd.;
segment within Dos Palmas Preserve / ACEC
closed under COCA Plan Amendment and
ROD 4/98.

23 CV105 0.9 0.9 Multi-jurisdictional route within Dos Palmas
Preserve / ACEC. Closed under COCA Plan
Amendment and ROD 4/98.

23 CV106 0.9 0.9 MUlti-jurisdictional route within Dos Palmas
Preserve / ACEC. Closed under COCA Plan
Amendment and ROD 4/98.

23 CV107 0.3 0.3 MUlti-jurisdictional route within Dos Palmas
Preserve / ACEC. Closed under COCA Plan
Amendment and ROD 4/98.

23 CV108 0.2 0.2 MUlti-jurisdictional route within Dos Palmas
Preserve / ACEC. Closed under COCA Plan
Amendment and ROD 4/98.

23 CV109 0.6 0.6 Multi-jurisdictional route traversing corner of
Dos Palmas Preserve / ACEC. Closed under
COCA Plan Amendment and ROD 4/98.

23 CV111 2.4 2.4 Complex of routes on public lands in Dos
Palmas Preserve / ACEC. Closed under
COCA Plan Amendment and ROD 4/98.



TABLE 0-2. EXISTING ROUTE DESIGNATIONS ON BLM LANDS THROUGH PRIOR COCA PLAN
AMEND MENTS

Multi-jurisdictiona l powerline route in Dos
Palmas Preserve / ACEC. Closed under
COCA Plan Amendm ent and ROD 4/98.

25 CV109 0.6 0.6 MUlti-jurisdict ional route traversing corner of
Dos Palmas Preserve / ACEC. Closed under
COCA Plan Amendment and ROD 4/98.

25 CV112 1.4 1.4 Section line route bounding public and non-
public lands; provides access to Dos Palmas
Preserve / ACEC. Closed segment within
Preserve / ACEC. Closed under COCA Plan
Amendment and ROD 4/98.

25 CV115 1.8 1.8 Route mostly within Dos Palmas Preserve /
ACEC. Closed under COCA Plan Amendment
and ROD 4/98.

25 CV120 1.0 1.0 Multi-jurisdictional route providing access to
Oasis Springs along Salt Creek; southern
segment in Dos Palmas Preserve / ACEC.
Closed under COCA Plan Amendment and
ROD 4/98.

25 CV121 1.3 1.3 MUlti-jurisdictional route paralleling railroad
tracks in Dos Palmas Preserve / ACEC; RR
tracks proceed to Eagle Mtn. Closed under
COCA Plan Amendment and ROD 4/98.

25 CV122 1.8 1.8 Multi-jurisdictional route paralleling railroad
tracks in Dos Palmas Preserve / ACEC; RR
tracks proceed to Eagle Mtn. Closed under
COCA Plan Amendment and ROD 4/98.

25 CV123 0.2 0.2 Multi-jurisdictional spur route off CV121 in Dos
Palmas Preserve / ACEC. Closed under
COCA Plan Amendment and ROD 4/98.

25 CV134 0.5 0.5 Spur route off CV122 in Dos Palmas Preserve
I ACEC. Closed under COCA Plan
Amendment and ROD 4/98.

25 CV126 0.4 0.4 Multi-jurisdictional route providing access to
Oasis Springs along Salt Creek. Closed under
COCA Plan Amendment and ROD 4/98.



TABLE 0-3. ROUTES NOT AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC ACCESS PER RIGHTS-OF-WAY, FEDERAL REGISTER
NOTICES, OR ACTIVITY PLANS (BLM LANDS), OR ACCESS PRECLUDED BY OTHER PARTIES; PROPOSED
CLOSED UNDER ALL ALTERNATIVES

1 CV029 0.2 0.2 Gated access route to private property.

3 CV006 1.5 1.5 Gated access route to windfarm; gated by right
of-way holder.

3 CV007 0.1 0.1 Cottonwood Canyon; gated to contro l
motorized access into San Gorgonio
Wilderness.

3 CV008 8.1 8.1 Gated complex of routes to and within
windfarm; gated by right-of-way holder.

3 CV009 5.3 5.3 Gated complex of routes to and within
windfarm; gated by right-of-way holder.

3 CV010 0.2 0.2 Access precluded by Wh itewater Trout Farm.

3 CV024 0.4 0.4 Gated access route to Desert Water Agency
(DWA) facilities in Snow Creek; gated by
DWA.

4 CV031 0.9 0.9 Multi-jurisdictional route along Colorado River
Aqueduct; gated by right-of-way holder.
Segment southwest of gate closed to genera l
public.

4 CV032 0.2 0.2 Multi-jurisdictional Painted Hill Trail providing
access to Colorado River Aqueduct; gated by
right-of-way holder. Segment north of gate
closed to general public.

4 CV034 0.8 0.8 Gated access route paralleling railroad tracks;
gated by right-of-way holder. Provides access
to windfarm area.

4 CV133 0.3 0.3 No legal access to route. Locked gate / fence
at south end on Hwy. 111; railroad tracks block
access on north end.

5 CV042 0;5 0.5 Multi-jurisdictional route within Willow Hole
Unit of Coachella Valley Preserve / ACEC.
Closed under activity plan Record of Decision
ROD . 11/95.

5 CV044 0.4 0.4 Multi-jurisdictional route within Willow Hole
Unit of Coachella Valley Preserve / ACEC.
Closed under activity plan Record of Decision
ROD , 11/95.

8 CV055 1.1 1.1 Dunn Road, gated. Except for northern 0.5
mile segment, access is controlled on both
ends b other a

8 CV056 1.0 1.0 Gated route on Riverside County Flood Control
District levee.

9 CV057 2.5 2.5 Route in Coachella Valley Preserve / ACEC.
Closed under activity plan ROD, 11/95.

9 CV058 1.0 1.0 Route in Coache lla Valley Preserve / ACEC.
Closed under activity plan ROD, 11/95.



TABLE D-3. ROUTES NOT AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC ACCESS PER RIGHTS-OF-WAY, FEDERAL REGISTER
NOTICES, OR ACTIVITY PLANS (BLM LANDS) , OR ACCESS PRECLUDED BY OTHER PARTIES; PROPOSED
CLOSED UNDER ALL ALTERNATi;c:IV;,.;E;:.;S~===::=-==

9 0.8 0.8 Route in Coachella Valley Preserve / ACEC.
Closed under activity plan ROD, 11/95.

9 CV061 0.6 0.6 Route in Coache lla Valley Preserve / ACEC.
Closed under activity plan ROD, 11/95.

9 CV062 1.8 1.8 Route in Coache lla Valley Preserve / ACEC.
Closed under activity plan ROD, 11/95.

9 CV063 0.3 0.3 Route in Coachella Valley Preserve / ACEC.
Closed under activity plan ROD, 11/95.

9 CV064 0.9 0.9 Route in Coache lla Valley Preserve / ACEC.
Closed under activity plan ROD, 11/95.

11 c von 0.7 0.7 Multi-jurisdictional route in Dry Wash;
accessed via Dunn Road (CV055); see notes
for CV055, Ma #8.

11 CV078 0.8 0.8 Multi-jurisdictional route in Palm Canyon;
accessed via Dunn Road (CV055) and Dry
Wash (CVOn); see notes for CV055, Map # 8.

11 CV079 1.2 1.2 Multi-jurisdictional route in Palm Canyon;
accessed via Dunn Road (CV055) and Dry
Wash (CVOn); see notes for CV055, Map # 8.

12 CV055 6.3 6.3 Dunn Road, gated. Except for northern 0.5
mile segment, access is controlled on both
ends bother a

12 cvon 1.4 1.4 Dry Was h route; accessed via Dunn Road
(CV055); see notes for CV055, Map # 12.

12 CV080 2.0 2.0 Connecting route between Dunn Road
(CV055) and Dry Wash (CVOn); no longer
used. See map notes for CV055, map # 12.

12 CV081 0.5 0.5 Multi-jurisdictional spur route off Dunn Road
(CV055); see map notes for CV055, Map # 12.

12 CV082 1.0 1.0 Route connecting Potrero Spring and Dunn
Road (CV055); see notes for CV055, Map #
12.

12 CV083 0.1 0.1 MUlti-jurisdictional gated route. Route gated by
other party;public lands are located at the end
of the route.

12 CV084 0.3 0.3 MUlti-jurisdictional gated route. Route gated by
other party;provides access to Carrizo Canyon
Ecolo ical Reserve.

12 CV088 0.1 0.1 Route gated by other party; provides access to
southern end of Carrizo Canyon.

13 CV085 0.3 0.3 Multi-jurisdictional gated route south of La
Quinta Cove; gated by other party.



TABLE 0-3. ROUTES NOT AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC ACCESS PER RIGHTS-OF-WAY, FEDERAL REGISTER
NOTICES, OR ACT IVITY PLANS (BLM LANDS), OR ACCESS PRECLUDED BY OTHER PARTIES; PROPOSED
CLOSED UNDER ALL ALTERNATIVES

13

16

16

CV086

CV088

CV089

0.3

0.2

0.5

0.2

0.5

Multi-jurisdictional loop route at law
enforcement agency shooting range north of
Lake Cahuilla County Park.

MUlti-jurisdictional gated route; gated by other
party.

Multi-jurisdictional gated route; gated by other
party.



TABLE 0 -4. DESIGNATION PROPOSALS FOR ROUTES ON PUBLIC LANDS (EXCLUD ING ROUTES AND ROUT E SEGMENTS IDENTIFIED IN
TABL ES 0 -2 AND 0 -3)

Canyon House Road: access route
to private property crossin g public
lands.

1 1 CV004 I 0.2 I',,··...;~O·2" ">1I ~' ',-'0; "';>",}.··I 0.2 I 1 .L : ':" " '·L~>. :~: ':f.I f" :" 'O;2 ;; : 'i:, 1 0.2 I IMidway Canyon: Multi-jurisd ictional':"- ~J I"t 'I. ,. , ~ : ~, .l.if;; ~' -' - '-1 ; \'~'--"
', . ,..'L ~ :;r. • ..;..1 ' :C......... ·. L .C•..; '. ' ...,..

route in Section 14.

CV005 Kickapoo Trai l in Little Morongo
Canyon of Big Morongo Canyon
Preserve / ACEC. Open under
COCA Plan Amendment, Record of
Decision (ROD) 4/98.

CV029 I 0.1 litijOR1~,~ilj~~if::jJ:ti~1 0.1 I I ;;i:oi~ ~{ifil ~:;;i[;' .:'<h.1 0.1 I IAccess route to private property ;
route east of gate is open under all
alternatives.

2 I CV005 I 2.8 1 ~f;:~~~;?i~2f8~~~·_I -gf:,~~t~t~;~~1 2.8 I 1~:W}~,··;-~).~~~~I$:~:'· ; '2 ;8'_~;',?il~<· 1 2.8 I IKickapoo Trail in Little Morongo
Canyon of Big Morongo Canyon
Preserve / ACEC. Open under
COCA Plan Amendment, ROD 4/98.

3 I CV011 I 1.8 I;H~~;~~:~1 '~8.K~~:~: 1 i.~~~~~~~~t~Ej~; 1 1.8 I I~~~tY~:_f;~1;~ '8)::'i)2 1 :ttii~5:~r:~}?· :; : '~' , '.,I 1.8 I [Multi-jurisdictional comp lex of routes
adjacent to Whitewater Canyon
Road; closure of public land
segments would not be manageable.

3 I CV012 I 2.2 1 ,i:';;:Ri2:2~i:1\~lI3~:i'Y!~jF;,~"t~~1 I 2.2 IDW:,c.c,;H}}:.fJ.HI 2 ~2\ i: ' 1 2.2 I IComplex of access routes to and
within windfarm and mine site.
Proposed closed to protect property
and for public safety.



TABLE 0-4. DESIGNATION PROPOSALS FOR ROUTES ON PUBLIC LANDS (EXCLUDING ROUTES AND ROUTE SEGMENTS IDENTIFIED IN
TABLES 0-2 AND 0-3)

Complex of access routes to and
within mine site. Proposed closed to
protect property and for public
safet .

3 1.5 ::''-1:1';5' ~ . Complex of access routes to and
within Whitewater Hill windfarm.
Proposed closed to protect property
and for public safety .

3 I CV015 I 1.1 I:+t~l1 !X!:,f F1'rif4&iii!1?i; 1 1.1 I 1(;>Y;,tfff;::'s,:1,f,~?f'1 ';1:" •. I 1.1 I IMulti-jur isdictional powerl ine route in
rugged terrain ; closure of public land
segment (Alt. C) would disrupt
connectivity for general public use.

n CV016 I 0.9 1 ~~id:9 ~;~;; I~w;J.~ffit~~?6rt l I 0.9
, ...... , .. ' 1

0.9 I IMulti-jurisdictional parallel route tot:'~*~jl[?.d~;;:'~}~;:·:' :~t.&WO ~9<f';'~
CV017 ; route is redundant.

3 I CV017 I 0.7 1~~~1bil~~~~ I :':~~~~;~~!{1~;~.~l l I 0.7 1 " :~'\;; 'lhy,i" ·t'l'<'~ll'lO ,·t··· . I 0.7 I IMulti-jurisdictional utility line route.,It, · .• " _,.~t.,. , 't-.:-.'''''' _.' , • •.~.yt~...;u,_i', r:~::,t*S~tr:~.:-t ~::?·~;Sl f:t;z: .,':~~ _ ~-. , ~,:~~, ",

Closure of public land segments (Alt.
B and C) would disrupt conn ectivity
for general public use; route is
redundant of route to south on non-

-.._. -. ".' .. -. ... -'. . . " " .... ,.- ".~..,.
public lands.

3 ~~~#Io.'~'o;_:,:~:~tt:. Dead-end spur route off CV017;
entirely on public lands.

3 / CV019 I 0.6 F!;';~'~r6>~\'il ~~<r~;it ;1;;'~~1 0.6 I h:ii~;i~':~~Jfd :NAO;6;:,:, ·1 0.6 I IMult i-jurisdictional access route to]1;0:"",%.. :. .••.•.•~';;.\~. \\ .....li ;.:.: :.'~.r..;':!"•.""'.;:.;:

windfarm, as well as public and non-
public lands to the west; closure of
public land segm ent (Alt. C) would
disrupt connectivity for general public
use.



TABLE D-4. DESIGNATION PROPOSALS FOR ROUTES ON PUBLIC LANDS (EXCLUD ING ROUTES AND ROUTE SEGMENTS IDENTIFIED IN
TABLES D-2 AND D-3)

0.4

0.3

0.4

0.3

0.4

0.3

CV021

CV022

3

3

3 I CV023 I 0.1 1 "E$~O!1t~'£;~1JI~iHrL~wri~t:1 0.1 I 1 ,,~tti/o'~1~f~5~'; 1 .~~f~·~:~~J~~~/~~\{!:,r:'I 0.1 I IMulti-jurisdictional route adjacent to
Snow Creek Village.

3 I CV025 I 0.6 ,., •''''(jf6~1f.·'"I"1,!~',,:~»r.4'!'1 0.6 I I~:1ft~~'!;~~~fh:l G··~:i?; O·~6 ~ ~~~ ~J?I 0.6 I IMulti-jurisdictional route parallel tort:··r~A, • ,t ~ ,_. i,l::j. ~~i:~:ti.\y'd~},,~·

Snow Creek Road; closure of public
land segment (AIt. C) would be
difficult to manage.

3 I CV026 I 1.0 Ii:~1~::'~~1~';O~~jpfl: I; ~~ii~~;/:~g?1t~~~tl I 1.0 l i; ';'{;~::f) :, ( '; ji~~I ~~;k:1~0\ : ' ',I 1.0 I IMulti-jurisdictional route providing
access to the Windy Point area;
access point from Snow Creek Road
on public lands.

31 CV027 I 1.1 1~~~{1';;;1'~1~~~tx~~~ii;tii~1 I 1.1 1 :;~:mi~i~,,:i~};;I~Ai1 :1.;;:;<,I 1.1 I ILoop route entire ly on public lands
with terminal points intersecting
CV026.

3 / CV028 I 0.6 1~"'':>'()!6v~l~liM*!:-fl9:~~%1 I 0.6 l ,h~~~tY;~~~~;~~:~'1 ~~Lo;6;-~!:;~t: , I 0.6 I IMult i-jur isdict ional route providing,~ ,~~~~, • .,~.:_ ,, ~'if".;e'z ; r.~'ii~~i.~"'.}

access to Windy Point and western
sand dunes (not designated as an
OHV open area under Alts. B, C and
D) from CV026.

31 CV125 I 0.1 I~;'\;,1' 0~~1 :i:i;~ 1 ¥~I;;~~~wi'J.;i~1 0.1 I Ii:~tijji1~~ii; 1 it.9;r~\·t~,; ; :c I 0.1 I IMulti -jurisdictional route with short...~ :"_..f• .• , ..""" '.'f ~ , " , ~,• .•.1'.!""." ,,~'•• ~:;'~:"

segments on public lands.



TABLE D-4. DESIGNATION PROPOSALS FOR ROUTES ON PUBLIC LANDS (EXCLUDING ROUTES AND ROUTE SEGMENTS IDENTIFIED IN
TABLES D-2 AND D-3)

3 I CV131 I 0.7 1 (~~~O'i7:~tz~~I~:.~~i';~t~Jf~~~1 I 0.7 1 ~{~~:~~~f:tl~~f~'~; , 1 ~~;}~~~,0tl)?:>-;,I 0.7 I IAccess route to Windy Point.
Interim lawsuit closure area. Closed
under Alts. B & C to control access
to W indy Pt. Route not identified
in draft.

3 I CV132 I 0.3 1;B*1iOf3~(t~; 1~&.lit!ii1~'1tfi~1 I 0.3 l~r:f:~~~%4A%~~~~ I ;~~~.o i'31~;·:\.·;~· 1 0.3 I IMulti-jurisdictional route which
crosses public lands; redundant to
CV130 . Interim lawsuit closure area.
Route not identified in draft.

4 I CV004 I 0.1 l i~~$ofI.1ID5.~I~{~MJ~1 0.1 I l ~f~{i;£ff~~1~1~;J.ofj~~ri~, 1 0.1 I IMult i-jurisdictional route in Midway
Canyon.

4 I CV014 I 2.8 l[~t;~~2~8~·}Mf.li~i?f:•.~~1 I 2.8 r~~~'~t~t~ljf£k~1;2r8Y;ii-::£1 2.8 I [Comp lex of access routes to and
within Whitewater Hill windfarm.

4 I CV029 Mission Creek access route to
private lands and Mission Creek
Preserve. Clos ure location shown
incorrectl y in draft.

4 I CV030 I 0.3 1~\~.Oj3:1J~I~~(~~W~1 I 0.3 I'(J:'~~t¥~~~ I i§~~O ;3i;f,'?J I 0.3 I IMulti-jurisdictional route prOViding
access to CV013 complex of routes
within mine site. Proposed closed to
protect property and public safety.



TABLE D-4. DESIGNATION PROPOSALS FOR ROUTES ON PUBLIC LANDS (EXCLUDING ROUTES AND ROUTE SEGMENTS IDENTIFIED IN
TABL ES D-2 AND D-3)

4

4

4

4

5

5

5

CV032

CV033

CV035

CV125

CV038

CV039

CV040

0.2

0.3

0.2

0.8

1.2

0.7

0.4

0.2

0.3

0.2

0.8

1.2

0.4

0.7

0.2

0.3

0.2

0.8

1.2

0.7

0.4 Multi-jurisdictional Hacienda Drive
continuation; short segments on

ublic lands.



TABLE 0 -4. DESIGNATION PROPOSALS FOR ROUTES ON PUBLIC LANDS (EXCLUDING ROUT ES AND ROUT E SEGMENTS IDENTIFI ED IN
TABLES 0 -2 AND 0 -3)

Multi-jurisdictional route prov iding
access to home sites on non-pub lic
lands.

51 CV043 I 0.5 1~?ili.0 :5~H~ I ·:·o/~1;f~tt~~:1 0.5 I I "J~ :,;: ;.0'f5X(c:!.L:: ;, r~<? 1- -0.-5-+-1---IMulti-jurisdictional route along
southwest side of Willow Hole Unit of
Coachella Valley Preserve / ACEC;
short segments of overall route on
public lands.

5 I CV045 I 1.7 1 ~~)S(?1~'7/;tqi.lf;t,i~J¥?if;i;j§:~¥~1 I 1.7 1 i.~· :::':W!jg~~;rAH~iM :7:(;,;. 1 1.7 I IComplex of routes on public lands
(designa ted as an OHV open area
only under All. A).

5 I CV200 I 0.9 1 ~;:;'t,~d~9;1i:)(~ Ii~~~~1 0.9 I l ~t,fui·(;;;ST1t~1:~ r0:'t~O·;9 J·,: ·/) 1 0.9 I IMulti-jurisdictional route along
northern edge of CV045 complex of
routes; closure (All. C) would disrupt
connectivity for general public use
through this part of the Indio Hills.

6 I CV046 I 0.2 l~i!),{tij)12~~~W4;:~f~z~B.tt?;H 0.2 I U,·.; tOf2~:::i'~W'::::i~;;;X'·F;:{ 1 0.2 I IMult i-jurisd ictional route with very
short segment on public lands .

6 I CV047 I 0.4 1 it:1?:ROt4;:'.~JrN;A~;~i9:'~ld I 0.4 IG~>;L~::: if:;;1 1 6': ; ;:'0:4 ' ; 1 0.4 I ISpur route off CV046; entirely on
public lands; used to access target
shooting site.

8 I CV049 I 0.2 U';';ifo~2 :';"R;;Itr~'i/~;;:;~~il 0.1 I 0.1 1 \}{io t:1 ';:i;/ li~:(O ; 1<S ' I 0.2 I IMulti-jurisdictional route with very
short segments on public lands ;
segment east of Morongo Wash
closed under Alts . Band C.

8 I CV050 I 1.1 1~~'1~,(1F,~:W'~fl i{i9~~'w,;{~j;~n I 1.1 k :'l: : ,~}~Yf?~;:J:': S~~:·..1:1 /!:' :1 1.1 I IMUlti-jurisdictional route providing
access to south base of Flat Top
Mountain .



TABL E 0-4. DESIGNATION PROPOSALS FOR ROUTES ON PUBLIC LANDS (EXCLUDING ROUT ES AND ROUT E SEGMENTS IDENTIFIED IN

TABL ES 0 -2 AND 0 -3)

2.1

0.6

0.5

0.3

2.1

0.5

0.6

0.3

0.5

0.6

0.3

2.1

CV060

CV054

CV053

CV052

9

8

8

9 I CV067 I 1.5 1~~j~S$fJ)I~~x-!~~1 1.5 I 1 _~~~~~lf~{§l~~p;}B:!i~ 1 1.5 I IMulti-jurisdictional route in Coache lla
Valley Preserve / ACEC . Segments
of route in ACEC entirely on public
lands, though they constitute a small
portion of the overall route; closure
(Alt C.) would disrupt connectivity for
general public use.

9 I CV074 I 0.6 If§liLOr6::!.'~;ftl~l.4i.~'if£1 0.6 I I)Y:i~t91~~tF~:~7 1~!~~}~~ ~·~~~~t-~~::!I 0.6 I IMulti-jurisdictional route along major
powerline in Coachella Valley
Preserve / ACEC; small segment of
overa ll route on public lands.

8



TABLE 0-4. DESIGNATION PROPOSALS FOR ROUTES ON PUBLIC LANDS (EXCLUDING ROUTES AND ROUTE SEGMENTS IDENTIFIED IN
TABLES 0-2 AND 0-3)

"i-.

' ;','

'..-,/ .

1.4

0.40.4

1.4

0.4

1.4

CV066

CV067

10

10

10 I CV068 I 0.9 1~~B (j~9~}~H~}:t%'\~ri§~1 I 0.9 Itk~B~~~;~I~:::>~~~ '.O ;9}:" ~·.~it:I 0.9 I IMulti-ju risdictional route to
communications site; western
segment of route , includ ing
communications site, entirely on

ublic lands .
10 I CV070 I 0.2 Ir ,w;:'"0' 2 ': ~~ ) 1 :" i~-" ~; '·1 0.2 I 1 ';A'it'! 0~'2ts~;i l 'It:'-;fi~ ~l~,\C'i" "1 0.2 I IMulti-jurisdictional route; short?~~;;;.; l" · ;t~.;~ ~~:...~;~..~ :.tt~' 't.£.!

segment of route on public lands.

101 CV075 I 1.1 1 :;;ii':i~i~~~·;£,~; I; ·~;~ili~;~1 1.1 I I · ··········T " .... " 1
1.1 I IMulti-jurisdictional route along', ','j,tGi'! •• •. !J:'Jl" .,~:~\ -A. "' ~ I ~ ' ' ,'ii · } ~:~~iH~~~)~t~t~: ~.~;~;~J1 '-:~ 1 ;:1:~~~:i : .

pipeline; closure (Alt. C) would
disrupt connectivity for general public
use.



TABLE D-4. DESIGNATION PROPOSALS FOR ROUTES ON PUBLIC LANDS (EXCLUDING ROUTES AND ROUTE SEGMENTS IDENTIFIED IN
TABLES D-2AND D-3)

Multi-jurisdictional route partially
along transmission line. Closure of
segment in Sec. 2 (Alts. B and C)
would prec lude access to gravel pit
area; closure of all segments on
public lands (Alt. C) wou ld disrupt
connectivity of the segment in Sec,
12 for general public use.

15 , I CV087 I 2,7 1 1~~~2J!l~~~I~r~7t~1 2.7 I I'Nnt'&'7: " ''';:~I ''JY;F ''i';P':'' 'ii''i' i''' ' i' l 2.7 I IMulti-juri sdictional route along the
?~fl~:;;'~',,,.:. ~_ .~~~~ ~E~~~~t&1~(.:« :·::<

Coachella Cana l; segments on
public lands constitute a small
portion of the overa ll route,

17 I CV090 I 1.4 Itl~§~13~~:;~lt0ft.t.1ti~~~ 1 I 1.4 1 ,~1&~~:f.~~ 1~)E~1~~~,.~~~~.~;~: '1 1.4 I IMulti-jurisdictional route coincident
with Boo Hoff Trail along eastern
edge of Santa Rosa Wilderness;
southern portion on public lands,
Proposed seasonal closure (Alts. B
&C), to coincide with SRSJ Mtns.
Trails Mgmt. Plan. If no seasonal
closure of Boo Hoff Trail occurs at
this location, the route would be
designated open year-round.

17 I CV091 I 0.3 IMi?~w;OI3~M~I~(€i~E.l~f.;;' 1 0.3 I 1" .... 0 '3~" ' r " r" " "'."'''1 0.3 I IMulti-jurisdictional route; sma ll~:\~::~t '; " dt#,j~ii.:~i '!<;;; (:1iW:t~{.~/~::\ :~i}::
segments of route on public lands.

17 I CV092 I 0.3 I :N~,~~,tO~~3;[~~::I ~~~~if;1~fJwl.~~~il I 0.3 1 ;;~F i0;;ii~E0.:,I ;~:};g ;.~;· ; ; 'i, ;I 0.3 I IMulti-jurisdictional route; western
segment on public lands intersects
CV090 .

18 I CV093 I 2.0 le11~2iOl'~1;1;:~Jt'!.!,~Jif~~fl 2.0 I I~~:l;~~,~,~Q;'·~;,~ I~~,f~~~;~~;;~~:: ;~S:)~)::\:I 2.0 I IMUlti-jurisdictional route providing
access to Martinez Canyon.
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TABLE 0 -4 . DESIGNATION PROPOSALS FOR ROUTES ON PUBLIC LANDS (EXCLUDING ROUTES AND ROUTE SEGM ENTS IDENTIFIED IN

TABLES 0 -2 AND 0 -3)

Multi-jurisdictional rou te along the
Coachella Canal. Segments on
publ ic land s constitute a portion of
the overal l route ; segments occur
within Dos Palmas Preserve I AC EC.
Open to provide public access
connection to Bradshaw Tra il.

23 I CV097 I 0.4 l~ijiQJ4;~1~1l~'{§w~~1 0.4 I 1t~~i;~~1~i~~~:¥~\t lr~{;~{9 ·:1:;~~·~:. ::- 1 0.4 I IMulti-juri sdictional route; redundant.
Closure (Alt. C) wou ld iso late non-
public lands and be difficu lt to
implement given terrain and
proximity of informally established
complex of OHV routes .

23 I CV101 I 0.1 I '~'~OM~"'I~"~~~I I 0.1 l~r""i~~~f'®fiiIMtf;lQ~i1 ;: ' ; ':i-~;I 0.1 I IMulti -jurisdictional route leads to Dos
;$~?,~~" , _. ,~ ~ l,/J;.i . ijC~ ~_ - A~l: t,,::~tl7~' r'4.."1.'~~!r, ¥~._ ;o~l;:..;·...·~:~i:-us»

Palmas Preserve I ACEC (closed
area) and parallels CV096. Open in
draft, closed (Alts. B and C) per staff
review.

23 I CV102 I 1.4 1 :~~!1~tt~jr~f;f~ l~f:t:~t~s~1~1:;~'1 I 1.4 I~gJ:~t;S1:~~~:;~i:;· I~r~~~}~,;;~};:)~;i.~_~:'- 1 1.4 I IMulti-jurisdictional route paralleling
Coachella Canal and CV096. Open
in draft, closed (Alts. B and C) per
staff review.

23 I CV103 I 0.9 I tMi~PJltf~I~;?;;~~i~1;(1 0.9 I I:~~¥US~·~~~~~2:~~'~_ I-?;'~i~~~~·· 0.9 I IMulti -jurisdictional Dos Palmas
Spring Road .



TABL E D·4, DESIGNATION PROPOSALS FOR ROUT ES ON PUBLIC LANDS (EXCLUDING ROUT ES AND ROUT E SEGMENTS IDENTI FIED IN
TABL ES D-2 AND D-3)

;};;,: :\?;~T:<X'.i;;::t!i!;:..·.';~~~:~;i:;5:::;';:
Multi-jurisdictional route primarily on
non-public lands; closure (Alt. C)
would isolate non-public lands and
be difficult to implement given terrain
and proximity of informally
established comp lex of OHV routes ,

23 I CV110 Multi-jurisdictional route para lleling
Coache lla Canal; public land
segment constitutes a port ion of the
overall route,

24 Multi-jurisdictional powerline route;
closure of public land segm ent (Alt.
C) would disrupt connectivity for
general public use,

24 I CV112 I 0.4 l~of4t}~I~~;1~JWI 0.4 I l¥ltlEo:4~i~l~f~~?~JM~1~ii'dt:i,1 0.4 I [Section line route bounding public
and non-public lands; provides
access to Dos Palmas Preserve /
ACEC,

24 I CV113 I 0,1 li;~j01:1e~~BI :~~:~)~~#i 1 0.1 I I;:'~0::'O':1sLi;iIi;zi:;'~·· :i*:~ ' ., 0.1 I IWestern extension of route providing.:,•.:". .;~ " ' , '._ .y .,. '(.•.._ ~~ J~'.;.<~",l. '
access to Dos Palmas Preserve /
ACEC.

25 I CV098 I 0.6 l : i" .I;.%O~6~';oT;lt~~Nfi')M."5~1 0.6 I k~l'0.~1i':~~~';:/i I/~,*o'.61;.,:I 0.6 I IMulti-jur isdictional powerline route;,',,- ! ~:.j:. , :. _ ...:':'.;~ 'P.'J~ tJt:'~ . -.. .__.;

closure of public land segment
outside Dos Palmas Preserve /
ACEC (AIt. C) would disrupt
connectivity for general public use.



TABLE D-4. DESIGNATION PROPOSALS FOR ROUTES ON PUBLIC LANDS (EXCLUDING ROUTES AND ROUTE SEGMENTS IDENTIFIED IN

TABLES D-2 AND D-3)

Section line route bounding public
and non-public lands; provides
access to Dos Palmas Preserve /
ACEC.

25 I CV113 I 0.5 1 ~~7$Q;§~ffr~~Wj~1:~1 0.5 I l'fBl:';.~.~~:'~~ ~;}/ti;'~~; 1 · ~::?:;":·~~qi~;.~~. · :i 'J::\, 1 0.5 I ISection line route bounding public
and non-pub lic lands; closure (Alt. C)
consistent with closure of CV098, an
intersecting route.

25 I CV114 I 0.4 I.Qo;4f~lm~j~)'f~1 0.4 I l~t;,t~P- ~',!~! ;i~I$~::\!~~~:ij:~ e l 0.4 I ISection line route bounding public
and non-pub lic lands; provides
access to landing strip on non-public
lands.

25 I CV116 I 0.2 1 ~~~Q~2'~~;I~~:k~~1 I 0.2 IK%.i!~~£'W;$k;I~~Qi~~ij!r l 0.2 I ISpur route on public lands;
redundant.

25 I CV117 I 0.3 Itln;rQf;f1?i~;~I~l:~1fl~~~1 0.3 I I ~ " ~"t\\" " '-" ~' r -" 0'3:1/ ' I 0.3 I IQuarter section line route bounding''i:~' '''fHi~·~··?-i~~·~~,: ~~'i+"~ "". ;- _ , ~,w~.
",,;,.'~ :li·~;.'i;~*Z ' .,~}:'" .:J#"~,., tJ~~ ;~ , ,,W'!-~:~{

public and non-public lands; closure
(Alt. C) consistent with closure of
CV098 and CV113 , which are
connected by CV117 .

25 I CV118 I 0.2 1 ·~w;:a;~~~~J~I !f11~~li~tj l I 0.2 r~f'!" '.i'.~;" ,, '7~'" 1"';'''0 '2''''':' \ 0.2 I IRedundant route connecting CV098-.:-~GJI(~;:~~:~t ;~$;:~:1 'ix~ :~:~' , .,,;'_, .-.~;_~/- ..,.
and CV114.

25 I CV120 I 0.8 1 - ;f~fffQ~~,~}1~1~~~rtfh~J~~ql I 0.8 I k~'0f !~;~i~1i::~::L~t;Ql~ f ,/ 1 0.8 I IMulti-jur isdictiona l route providing
access to Oasis Springs along Salt
Creek; southern segment only in
Dos Palmas Preserve / ACEC (see
Tab le 0 -1).
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26 CV126 0.2

73.0 47.4

. 0.2

25 .6

0.2

73.0

MUlti-jurisdictional route providing
access to Oasis Spring s along Salt
Creek . Public land segment outside
Dos Palmas Preserve / ACEC ;
closure (Alts. 8 and C) would
preclude access to Oasis Springs .

Multi-jurisdictional route providing
access to Oasis Spr ings along Salt
Creek . Public land segment outside
Dos Palmas Preserve / ACEC;
closure (Alts . 8 and C) would
preclude access to Oasis Springs .

TOTALMI L.ES ·
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APPENDIX E
SPECIES ACCOUNTS

Arroyo Toad - Bufo microscaphus californicus
Status: Federal - Endangered

State - None

Distribution, Abundance, and Trends.
The arroyo toad is endemic to California and Baja. Historically it occurred from the upper
Salinas River in San Luis Obispo County south along the coast to the Rio Santo Domingo
system in Baja California, Mexico. There are records from six desert side drainages. The
species has disappeared from 76% of its historic range as of 1994 (Jennings and Hayes
1994a). The northern, central, and eastern potions of the range have lost all of their
populations. It is currently known from only a few scattered locations within its historic
range. About 40% of the known extant populations occur in areas owned or managed by
the U.S. Forest Service (Brown 1993). The arroyo toad has highly specialized habitat
requirements. Arroyo toad breeding sites are known to be streams of second to sixth order
with overflow pools, depending somewhat on latitude (Sweet 1992, Griffin 1999). The
streams and pools should be free of predatory fish. Adults breed in pools that have little
woody vegetation along the margins and are shallow, sand, or gravel-based. The current
velocity is generally low. The breeding pools occur near juvenile and adult habitat. This
habitat is a shoreline or central bar and stable sandy terraces. The juveniles prefer areas
that provide shelter either through drying algal mats or small damp refuges or depressions.
The sand terraces have an over story of scattered shrubs and trees such as mulefat,
California sycamore, Fremont cottonwood, or coast live oak. There is an absence of
vegetation at ground level (Brown 1993, Jennings and Hayes 1994a). Arroyo toads have
been found up to 1.08 km from water (Griffin 1999).

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley CDCA Plan Amendment Area
Whitewater River, Riverside County - This critical habitat subunit includes portions of the
Whitewater River and adjacent uplands, from near Red Dome downstream to one-quarter
mile south of Interstate 10. The unit encompasses approximately 5,900 ac., of which about
56 percent is BLM land and 44 percent is private land. BLM parcels. Six BLM parcels are
near (101, 52, 26, 2, and 2 ac.) or below (86 ac.) the mouth of the Whitewater Canyon .
Three larger parcels (1758,1329,52 ac.) extend up the canyon and include portions of the
riverbed. The current status of arroyo toads in this subunit is poorly known, but recent
sightings have occurred, and high-quality habitat still exists in the area. The range of the
arroyo toad on BLM-managed lands within the planning area, based on modeled habitat, is
1, 260 acres. This land is within the San Gorgonio and the Whitewater Area of Critical
Environmental Concern and thus is in conservation status.

Patten and Myers (1992) found a small population of Arroyo toads in the Whitewater River,
3-5 kilometers (2-3 miles) north of Interstate 10 at an elevation of about 420 meters (1,380
feet). The extent of breeding habitat for Arroyo Toads in the Whitewater River is unknown.
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Threats and Limiting factors. Arroyo toad breeding habitat is created and maintained by
the fluctuating hydrological, geological, and ecological processes operating in riparian
ecosystems and the adjacent uplands within a Mediterranean climate. These riparian/wash
habitats as well as adjacent upland habitats are essential for the species' survival. Periodic
and unpredictable flooding that reworks stream channels and channel sediments and alters
pool location and form, coupled with upper terrace stabilization by vegetation, is required to
keep a stream segment suitable for all life stages of the arroyo toad. There are many
threats to this species throughout its range, all of which could potentially be a problem to
the Whitewater population. Human activities that affect water quality, influence the timing
and amount of non-flood flows or frequency and intensity of floods, affect riparian plant
communities, or alter sedimentation dynamics can reduce or eliminate the suitability of
stream channels for arroyo toad breeding habitat. The development and alteration of
streamside gravel bars and terraces is probably the main factor in the loss of habitat
(Jennings and Hayes 1994a). Degradation or loss of surrounding uplands reduces and
eliminates foraging and over-wintering habitat. This species is especially vulnerable to
predation by exotic fishes and bullfrogs. Exotic plants can also adversely impact the

.habitat. The streamside bank and terrace habitat is popular for human uses such as
camping, wading, ORV use, and suction dredge mining. The extent of impacts from human
uses such as camping and wading is unknown. Livestock grazing can affect arroyo toads
directly and indirectly through impacts on habitat features.

Burrowing Owl
Speotyto cunicularia
Status: Federal - Species of Concern

State - Species of Concern

Distribution. Abund ance and Trends. The Burrowing Owl has a broad distribution that
includes open country throughout the Midwest and western United States, Texas and
southern Florida, parts of centra l Canada, and into Mexico and the drier regions of Central
and South America. In Southern California, it is known from lowlands over much of the
region, particularly in agricultural areas. This species is greatly reduced in numbers
throughout its range (DeSarite 1991, 1992).

Within the Plan area, burrowing owls are scattered in low numbers on open terrain
throughout the lowlands. They occur in open desert areas, in fallow fields, along irrigation
dikes and levees, wherever burrows (generally dug by ground squirrels) are available away
from intense human activity. They can occur adjacent to residential development, as
evidenced by regular observations of these owls in sandy substrates along Washington
Avenue in Bermuda Dunes (prior to development of empty lots) (C. Barrows pers. comm.),
and around the Palm Springs Airport (Cornett, pers. comm .).
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Burrowing owls are notably common in Imperial County along roads and levees in the
agricultural areas. They may occur along roads and levees in agricultural areas at the
eastern end of the Coachella Valley, within the Plan area. However, our efforts to locate
reliable records for burrowing owls in these agricultural areas met with limited success.
Biologists from the California Department of Fish and Game (Keeney, pers. comm.) and
Coachella Valley Water District who routinely visit the agricultural drains and associated
levees around the Salton Sea reported only one burrowing owl observation (Thiery, pers.
comm.).

An influx of wintering burrowing owls may occur in the Coachella Valley. The known
location information for this species does not allow a determination of wintering birds as the
month of observation is not consistently reported; four of the known locations report only
the year of observation. Of the 40 known locations, four are listed as observations during
the winter months (December to February). The remaining known locations are from
observations in the spring and summer months, which probably indicate resident birds,
potentially on breeding territories.

Burrowing owls occupy burrows dug by others, primarily ground squirrels. If left
undisturbed, they will use the same burrow year after year for nesting. A clutch of 7 to 9
eggs is laid between March and July. Both parents take part in incubation for about 28
days. The young emerge from the nest and spend daylight hours at the burrow entrance
with one or both adults. Their distress call is a low rattle, said to be a mimic of a
rattlesnake. The burrows selected by these owls are typically abandoned rodent burrows,
however, they also commonly use old pipes, culverts or other debris that simulates a hole
in the ground.

Though their occurrence, distribution, and habitat preferences in the Coachella Valley are
not well documented, burrowing owls are well studied elsewhere. Aspects of their biology
that have been well documented include their food habits (Maser et al. 1971, Brown et al.
1986, Green et al. 1993) and their nesting requirements (Gleason and Johnson 1985,
MacCracken et al. 1985, Rich 1986).

Burrowing owls follow a crepuscular habit, being most active during the early morning and
evening hours. They are often observed perched on fence posts or utility wires. They
typically live 8 years or more. Their diet is predominantly large insects and small rodents,
but they will also take small birds, reptiles, amphibians, fish, scorpions, and other available
prey. One study found that during the breeding season they feed on both vertebrates
(mainly rodents) and invertebrates (mainly beetles) (Belthoff et aI 1995). This study also
noted that factors that provide for recruitment of young into the breeding population,
including post-fledging behavior, dispersal and survival of young burrowing owls, are
important to reversing population declines in this species .

The number of burrowing owl pairs that occur in the Plan area is not known. The relative
. population size and distribution of burrowing owls is highly variable, depending on local
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conditions of burrow and food availability. In a summary of the relative distribution and
abundance of burrowing owls in California, DeSante et al. (1996) report that burrowing owls
often move their breeding locations over short (less than two to three km) distances from
year to year, but do not appear to move over large distances. They designated "breeding
groups" according to the following standard, "any location of known or presumed breeding
burrowing owls found to lie within 3.0 km of any other location in continuous breeding
habitat, or within 2.0 km of any other location from which it was separated by non-breeding
habitat, was considered to be part of the same breeding group ... most owl pairs were
found to lie either well within 2 km or well over 3 km of each other." Further research
would be necessary to determine if this standard applies to burrowing owls in the Coachella
Valley.

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley COCA Plan Amendment Area
Burrowing owls occur on BLM-managed lands in the Coachella Valley, particularly areas
adjacent to agricultural fields and along unpaved roads. Precise distribution is not known.

Threats and Limiting Factors The most significant factor to the continued persistence of
burrowing owl is habitat destruction. Their ground-nesting habit leaves them susceptible to
predation by domestic cats and dogs. Individuals may be killed on roadways while foraging
at night. Some studies indicate that road mortality may be a significant factor for this
species; vehicle collisions caused three of five known mortalit ies in one study (Konrad and
Gilmer 1984) and 37% of known mortality in another (Haug and Oliphant 1987). In
agricultural areas, levees and irrigation dikes where rodent burrows are present can
provide suitable nest sites. In these areas, burrowing owls may be threatened by
disturbance as a result of maintenance activities along dikes and levees and by poisoning
from pesticide use or rodent poisoning campaigns. Off-road vehicle use is a threat to the
habitat of this species because their burrows can be crushed and their nest sites disturbed
or destroyed. Illegal trash dumping has also been observed to impact burrowing owls
(Corey personal communication).

California black rail
Lateral/us jamaicensis
USFWS: No status
CDFG: Threatened

Distribution. Abundance, and Trends. Historically, black rails occurred along the Pacific
coast from Bahia San Quintin in Baja California to San Diego, Los Angeles and north to
San Francisco. Inland, these rails occurred from the delta of the Colorado River north to the
centra l valley of California and on to eastern Oregon marshlands. Today the coastal and
inland wet lands are greatly reduced from their historic range. A desert strong hold for this
species appears to be along the lower Colorado River where over a hundred birds have
been observed repeatedly during censuses in recent years. Black rails are known to occur
within the Salt Creek watershed of the Dos Palmas region, both in the wetlands in the Dos
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Palmas Springs area at and at the mouth of Salt Creek. No accurate numbers are
available. There is also a record from the Whitewater delta area at the north end of the
Salton Sea. Appropri ate management of both Dos Palmas and the Whitewater delta could
expand existing habitat for this species.

Black rails are birds of dense coastal and inland marsh habitat. Based on radio telemetry
data gathered on the lower Colorado River, black rails selected habitat dominated by
California bulrush, Scirpus californicus and three square bulrush S. americanus. They
either avoided cattails Typha domingensis or utilized cattail habitat in proportion to its
availability. However, nests were often constructed of cattail leaf blades, even though
cattails were rarely the dominant vegetation type surrounding the nest. Preferred habitat
sites had a shallow water depth of <2.5 em, with 25% of the substrate covered in water.
They preferred areas closer to the shoreline than would have been expected in random
distribution.

Home range size along the lower Colorado River varied from 0.43 to 0.55 ha., depending
on sex and time of year. The birds are resident year-round. The home range sizes
described above are three to four times smaller than those described for the eastern black
rail, and may result from more stable water levels than found in tidal habitats. The rails
were found to be entirely diurnal in their activity.

Black rails are omnivorous, eating both invertebrates and bulrush seeds. Predators include
house cats, short-eared owls, northern harriers, great blue herons and great egrets.

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley CDCA Plan Amendment Area
Black rails are known to occur at the Dos Palmas ACEC, north of the Salton Sea in eastern
Riverside County. Although there is approximately 1125 acres of potential black rail habitat
in the Coachella Valley, only 257 acres is BLM land.

Threats and Limiting Factors
Threats to black rails include water diversions that reduce marsh habitat, including the
lining of the earthen Coachella Canal above Dos Palmas. The Coachella Canal Lining
Project includes mitigation measures for lost habitat and water at Dos Palmas and rail
habitat will be conserved and maintained at Dos Palmas. Habitat modification for flood
control at the Whitewater River delta, tamarisk infestations which degrade and dry up
marsh habitat, and predation from exotic bullfrogs all impact black rails.
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Casey's June Beetle
Dinacoma caseyi
Status: None

Distribution, Abund ance and Trends. Casey's June beetle has an extremely limited
distribution that includes the alluvial plains bordering the San Jacinto and Santa Rosa
Mountains along the southern edge of the Coachella Valley. At present it is known from
only two specific locations in the south Palm Springs area. One location is at the junction
of South Palm Canyon Drive and Bogert Trail, on private land. A second location is within
the Smoke Tree Ranch development, south of Highway 111 and east of Sunrise Road.
Potential habitat has been described in this vicinity on land within the Agua Caliente Indian
Reservation but the species has not been detected there in recent surveys.

Based on descriptions of historic range and early collections, this species is presumed to
have occurred from Palm Springs, possibly as far west as Snow Creek, to the vicinity of
Indian Wells. All of the historic and extant localities occur on alluvial fans where dissipated
flows deposit finer silts and sands (Hovore 1997). The known population at Bogert Trail
occurs on the Carsitas gravelly sand, 0 to 9% slopes, (CdC) soil type as mapped by the
Soil Conservation Service. Hovore (1997) has proposed that Carsitas gravelly sand on 9 to
30% (CdE) slopes may also be suitable. These soils are gravelly sands, often with a
noticeable "crypto-biotic crust," of nitrogen-fixing blue-green algae and fungi. These soils
tend to occur along the base of the mountains in areas most extensively used for
agriculture and urban development, so that very little potential habitat may still exist.

The Casey's June beetle emerges and "swarms" in mid-to-late spring (usually late May
through June). They generally fly on warm nights when temperatures at dusk are 70° F,
when daytime temperatures range from 90° to 100° F. The males fly swiftly over the
ground from dusk to shortly afte r dark in search of flightless females. A larval food plant
may be cheesebush, Hymenoclea salsola, as females have been collected immediately
below this plant.

Surveys during the spring and early summer months of 1997 through 1999 have failed to
.detect additional known occurrences of the Casey's June beetle. Surveys conducted in
1999 for the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (for their separate MSHCP covering
reservations lands) failed to detect any individuals of this species. Efforts will continue to
coordinate with the surveys and Agua Caliente planning effort. Other locations where
potentially suitable habitat may still occur, such as the mouth of Deep Canyon and Dead
Indian Canyon, require additional survey under appropriate climatic conditions.

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley COCA Plan Amendment Area
There are no known occurrences of Casey's June Beetle in the planning area on BLM land.
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Coachella Valley Fringe-toed lizard
Uma inornata
Status: Federal- Threatened

State - Endangered

Distribution , abundance, and trends. The Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard is restricted to
the Coachella Valley and was found historically from near Cabazon at the northwestern
extreme to near Thermal at the southeastern extreme. It is associated with a substrate of
aeolian sand to which is has developed morphological and behavioral adaptations (Heifetz
1941, Stebbins 1944, Norris 1958). It occurs wherever there are large patches of the
appropriate substrate (England and Nelson 1976, LaPre and Cornett 1981, Turner et al.
1981, England 1983, Barrows 1997). As development of the Coachella Valley progressed,
fringe-toed lizard habitat declined from about 171,000 acres historically (HCP 1985) to 63,
360 acres in 1980 (Federal Register 1980) to 27, 206 acres estimated by GIS modeling in
2000 (Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities
Conservation Plan).

Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard abundance, calculated as density, was estimated at
several sites considered representative of habitat in the Coachella Valley by Turner et al.
1981 and 1983. These estimates , made from surveys in only one year, ranged from 4 to
18 per acre in unstabilized habitat. However, a long-term demographic study by Muth and
Fisher (in prep) revealed density variations among years from 7 to 60 per acre at one site.
Availability of food resources appears to be causal to these fluctuations in density, as
reproduction and mortality are correlated with annual rainfall.

The Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard is omnivorous and diet changes as a function of
food availability. During normal to wet years it eats primarily flowers and plant dwelling
arthropods. During dry periods the diet shifts to primarily leaves and ants (Durtsche 1987,
1995). The dietary content differs also between breeding and non-breeding seasons for
males, but does not differ significantly for females (Durtsche 1992).

. Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizards differ sexually in their spatial use of habitat. Males
have a significantly larger home range size than do females. On average, the home range
for males is 1,070 square meters and 437 square meters for females (Horchar 1992

Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizards are active from March to mid-November (and
sometimes December when the weather is accommodating), although adults are primarily
active from April to October with a peak in May-June (Mayhew 1965). Springtime activity is
triggered when subsurface temperatures exceed the minimum voluntary temperature at - 5
cm where the lizards hibernate, and end when these temperatures drop below minimum
voluntary in the fall (Cowles 1941 , Brattstrom 1965, Muth and Fisher 1991). Daily activity is
also associated with temperature. Mayhew (1964) found them active when their body
temperatures ranged from 25.8-44.0 degrees C. They must have access to cool
temperatures to survive midday temperatures during the hottest months. Muth and Fisher
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(1991) found that surface temperatures in the shade and subsurface temperatures at - 5
cm in the sun exceeded the critical thermal maximum for the species (Brattstrom 1965).
Fringe-toed lizards must burrow 5 cm in the shade or much deeper in direct sun to escape
extreme heat. Not all individuals are active on any given day, despite appropriate
temperatures. Muth (1987) and Muth and Fisher (1991 and unpublished data) found that
on average, only 20% of a marked population was active each day, with much individual
variation. Although Fisher and Muth watched the lizards excavate relatively deep burrows
in the sun on the hottest days, Pough (1970) states that fringe-toed lizards do no bury
deeper than 3-4 cm "even under near-fatal heat stress" .

Breeding occurs from late April into August and eggs are laid from May into September
(Mayhew 1965). This prolonged breeding season, along with distinct size classes among
hatchlings, the simultaneous presence of enlarged eggs in both oviduct and ovary, and the
recurrence of breeding color in individual females suggests that they lay multiple clutches
per year when food resources are abundant (Mayhew 1965, Muth and Fisher, unpublished
data). Young of the year hatch the first week of August at Whitewater Floodplain Preserve
(Muth and Fisher, unpublished data) but a week or two earlier at the Coachella Valley
Preserve where temperatures are higher. Growth rate is positively correlated with annua l
rainfall and young reach adult size one to three years after hatching. Fewer females breed
during dry years and they lay fewer egg clutches (Muth and Fisher unpublished data).

Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizards are known to live eight years in the wild but annual
survivorship is about 35%. Size, sex, or age related differences in mortality are not
detectable (Muth and Fisher 1991). Known predators include larger conspecifics, leopard
lizards (Gambelia wislizenil), coachwhip snakes (Masticophis flagellum), sidewinders
(Crotalus cerastes), loggerhead shrikes (Lanius ludovicianus) , American kestrels (Falco
sparverius). Coyotes (Canis latrans) , kit foxes (Vulpes macrotis) , Palm Springs ground
squirrels (Spermophilus tereticaudus spp. Chlorus) , red-tailed hawks (Buteo jamaicensis),
prairie falcons (Falco mexicanus), greater road runners (Geococcyx californianus), and
burrowing owls (Speotyto cunicularia) utilize fringe-toed .lizard habitat and are known to eat
lizards.

Trepanier and Murphey (2001) analyzed nine populations of Coachella Valley fringe-toed
lizards using mitochondrial DNA and found them to be nearly identical. They found the
species to be most similar to its nearby congener, the Colorado Desert fringe-toed lizard,
confirming earlier analyses of anatomical characters (Norris 1958, de Querioz 1989) and
display behavior (Carpenter 1963). However, genetic differences among the nine
populations are considerably less than genetic differences among populations of the
Colorado Desert fringe-toed lizard, indicating a relatively recent genetic isolation.

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley COCA Plan Amend ment Area
The population is rapidly declining due to ongoing loss of habitat, especially in the area
south of Interstate 10 near La Quinta, Palm Desert, Rancho Mirage and Cathedral City.
Remaining habitat is dwindling and heavily fragmented. Fifty-seven percent (57%) of the
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170,880 acres of historic habitat described in the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP 1980)
has been lost to human development (Johnson, pers. com.). Some authorities contend
that the amount of historic habitat is substantially less than this figure (Barrows, pers.
com.), in which case the percentage of historic habitat lost is much greater. This
discrepancy may be due to the absence of aerial photographs from the 19th century. On
BLM-managed lands within the Coachella Valley, 2, 557.1 acres of suitable habitat has
been modeled, 2, 312,8 acres of which are designated critical habitat. The majority of
these acres occur within the Coachella Valley Preserve system and BLM ACECs and thus
are protected. The BLM lands at Windy Point are proposed for protection under the
preferred alternative in the DEIS.

The portion of the population south of Interstate 10 and east of Palm Drive can be expected
to go extinct within the next 10 years as habitat is converted to human use. There are no
BLM-managed lands in this area south of 1-10. Remaining populations will occur only on
the Coachella Valley Preserve's three units, on the Valley's wind farms, and from Windy
Point to Fingal's Finger. Wind farms under BLM right-of-way grants are protected from
public entry. EXisting wind parks are operating under existing Biological Opinions. Future
projects would be subject to Section 7 consultation. Population monitoring on the
Coachella Preserve indicates a stable population in this area. A total of 27,205 acres of
suitable habitat has been modeled for the fringe-toed lizard; 2, 557 acres occur on BLM­
managed lands, primarily in the Windy Point area and the Coachella Valley Preserve.

Threats and limiting factors. Primary threats are loss or degradation of habitat and the
processes that drive that habitat. Habitat is lost when urban, agricultural and other types of
development replace suitable with unsuitable habitat. Habitat is degraded by off-highway
vehicle (OHV) abuse, illegal dumping, and invasion by exotic weeds, etc. Floodwaters
transport sediment downstream from its source to where it is gradually sorted and the sand
is then transported by wind to form dunes. To maintain the habitat, floodwaters must not
be blocked or redirected from the sorting area. There must also be no barriers blocking the
movement of wind and its sand load between the sorting area and the habitat. These
barriers impound sand and cause shielding effects, which, eventually, will "extend to the
downwind end of the region because of the unidirectional sand movement pattern" (HCP
1985).

In the Coachella Valley, edge effects are related to urban development adjacent to habitat.
Roads, feral pets, collecting, etc. increase mortality of fringe-toed lizards, especially around
the perimeter of a habitat patch. The size of the perimeter is relative to the total area - thus
the larger the perimeter the larger the area affected by adjacent development.
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Coachella Valley Giant Sand treader Cricket
Macrobaenetes va/gum
Status: Federal - Species of Concern (No official status)

State - None

Distribution, Abundance and Trends. The Coachella Valley giant sand treader cricket
occurs exclusively in the active sand hummocks and dunes in the Coachella Valley. They
are most abundant in the active dunes and ephemeral sand fields at the west end of the
Coachella Valley, west of Palm Drive at least to Snow Creek Road, adjacent to the
Whitewater River and San Gorgonio River washes. Suitable habitat also occurs within the
Whitewater River Floodplain Preserve and at the Coachella Valley Preserve, on the main
dunes and the Simone dunes. Despite the low numbers reported below from pit-trap
samples at the Thousand Palms Preserve, burrows of these crickets are commonly
observed in the more active portions of the aeolian sands in the southern dunes (C.
Barrows, 1998). The distinctive cone-shaped excavation tailings of this species' diurnal
burrows can be easily identified and used to confirm this species occurrence at a given
location (C. Barrows, 1998); these distinctive excavations were common on the Simone
Dune at the Thousand Palms Preserve, and at the Snow Creek and Windy Point locations.
They were not as common at Willow Hole, and were not observed at a La Quinta site and
at the east end of the Indio Hills. The east end of the Indio Hills also includes suitable active
blowsand habitat, but this species has not been observed there; their apparent absence at
this location may relate to moisture regimes where they occur in lower numbers in the drier
eastern portion of the Plan area.

Perennial shrubs including creosote bush, burrobush, honey mesquite, Mormon tea, desert
willow, and sandpaper bush dominate the preferred habitat of this species in windblown
environments. Stabilized sand areas appear to be avoided. Evidence for their affiliation with
active, unshielded sand habitats again comes from trapping results reported by Barrows
(1998). Cameron Barrows reports that after more than 900 trap nights, using pitfall traps
and drift fences, no sand treader crickets were captured on a stabilized and previously
disturbed sand area of the Thousand Palms Preserve.

The historic range of this species is entirely within the Plan area, from Fingal's Finger east
to the sand dune areas in the vicinity of Indio. Tinkh am (1962) describes them as occurring
on "sand dune ridges to two miles west of Indio"; this description would include portions of
the Big Dune area. Information on the occurrence of this species in the remnants of the Big
Dune, from Palm Springs east to La Quinta and Indio, is limited as most of the land is
privately owned and has not been accessible for surveys. The species distribution model
indicates that potential habitat occurs on the Big Dune, however, the active blowsand areas
apparently preferred by the Coachella giant sand treader cricket will not persist in the
absence of an intact sand transport corridor. The occupied range for this species has been
greatly reduced as a result of development and sand stabilization.
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The giant sand treader cricket has its primary period of activity during the spring. They are
nocturnal, coming to the surface to forage on detritus blown over the dunes, or to look for
mates. During the day they concea l themselves in self-dug burrows from five to twenty
meters deep in the sand. These burrows are often associated with the roots of perennial
shrubs or under boards, rocks, and other hiding places. The life history of these insects is
not well known . The adult and juvenile instars disappear during the warm months of the
year, perhap s spending the summer in the egg stage. Activity of small juvenile instars
begins in the late fall through early winter. By mid to late spring the adults have
disappeared.

Occurrence within the Coachella- Valley COCA Plan Amendment Area
Habitat for the giant sand treader cricket overlaps with the Coachella Valley fringe-toed
lizard.

Threats and limiting factors
The most significant limiting factor for this species is the availability of the aeolian sand
ecosystem and the sand sources and corridors that maintain it. Threats to this species
include cumulative habitat loss and degradation of the existing habitat as a result of
development, in particular where sand transport processes are disturbed. Off-road vehicle
activity is a threat because shallow burrows can be crushed and the sand compacted.
Non-native species such as Saharan mustard (Brassica tournefortii) and Russian thistle
(Salsola tragus) can significantly stabilize active sand habitats and may decrease habitat
availability and habitat quality for these crickets.

Coachella Valley Grasshopper
Spaniacris deserlicola
Status: Federal - None

State - None

Distribution, Abundance and Trends. The Coachella Valley Grasshopper is a rare
grasshopper that uses Tiquilia palmeri as a food plant. It also occasionally uses Tiquilia
plicata which grows in sandy flats and washes (Hawks 1995). According to Tinkham (1975)
Tiquilia palmeri may be the preferred host because it provides green foliage all summer
long and occurs in edaphic conditions which provide greater protection for the eggs. Hawks
(1995) indicates that all life stages of this species are associated with Tiquilia palmeri. This
grasshopper is typically associated with the lower fringes of rocky bajadas, particularly
where the soil is partly of rock, sand, and clay (Tinkham 1975), low sandy ridges, and
sandy alluvial fans, if the host plant is present.

Known sites where this species has been observed outside the Plan area include the
vicinity of Rice in San Bernardino County where Tinkham (1975) reported finding a female
on Tiquilia plicete, on a "rather level sweep of sand well covered with sand mat." He also
reported a large colony on a low sand ridge about a mile east of Plaster City in Imperial

Page E - 11



Coachella Valley California Desert Conserva tion Area Plan Amendment - FEIS
Appendix E - Species Accounts

County; this colony was extirpated by 1961 after construction of a highway department
borrow pit (Tinkham 1975). This grasshopper also occurs in the Borrego Springs area and
in the 1960s, several specimens were collected near stabilized sand dunes southeast of
San Luis Rio Colorado in Sonora, Mexico. A number of other known colonies have been
extirpated as reported by Tinkham (1975) near Dale Lake, 25 miles east of 29 Palms, in the
vicinity of Smoke Tree Ranch in Palm Springs, and west of Thousand Palms. Within the
Plan area, colonies of this species have been recorded along the alluvial slopes of the Indio
Hills, from Washington Street to Willow Hole, including the southern slopes of Edom Hill
(Hawks 1995), on the Coachella Valley Preserve, and at scattered locations north of
Ramon Road and west of the Coachella Valley Preserve, near Thousand Palms. Writing in
the Independent Science Advisors Review (Noss et al. 2001), suggests that it may now be
restricted to sites north of 1-10, including portions of the Thousand Palms Preserve and
Willow Hole areas.

The distribution of this species in the eastern and southern parts of the Plan area needs
furth er verification. As noted below, Matt McDonald from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
collected some specimens that appeared to be this species from Dos Palmas and near the
Salton Sea; input from experts on this species ultimate ly suggested they were not. Greg
Ballmer (Noss et al. 2001) suggests that if the historical populations in Imperial County are
extirpated, the remaining populations in the Coachella Valley are of greater significance.

This insect is not well known and it has not been widely surveyed throughout its potential
range. Its food plant, Tiquilia palmeri, is distributed throughout the lower elevations of the
Colorado Desert; it is not common though and tends to occur in small isolated clusters in
sandy soils. It is likely that the Coachella Valley grasshopper may be found throughout the
area of distribution of T. palmeri.

A distinctive characteristic of this grasshopper species is the activity period of the adults
which occurs in the hottest months of the year, during mid-day, and at the lowest elevations
within the Coachella Valley. Adults can tolerate soil temperatures of at least 60° C. In areas
where Tiquilia palmeri (and apparently sometimes Tiquilia plicata) occurs, nymphs may be
found during the spring months. The adults are much easier to detect and are active from
late June through August. At this time of year, Tiquilia plicata is one of the few plants with
green foliage available.

Occurrence with in the Coachella Valley CDCA Plan Amendment Area
This species is known to occur within the Thousand Palms Preserve, the east end of the
Indio Hills, and Willow Hole areas.

Threats and limiting factors
Within the known habitat of this species, the primary threats are sand and gravel mining
and urbanizations. This species is vulnerable to development as its colonies occur at low
elevation sites in the Coachella .Valley. The Coachella Valley grasshopper may also be
vulnerable to being crushed by passing cars on roads because Tiquilia palmeri often grows
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well along road margins. This species is apparently limited to areas where the host plant
occurs.

Coachella Valley Jerusalem Cricket
Stenope/matus cahuilaensis
Status: Federal- Species of Concern

State - None

Distribution, Abund ance and Trends. The Coachella Valley Jerusalem Cricket is known
from the Snow Creek area from Fingal's Finger east to Windy Point, and remnants of sand
dune habitat around the Palm Springs Airport . They occur in sandy to somewhat gravelly
sandy soils and have been called an obligate sand species. They do not necessarily
require active blow sand habitat but have been found in loose wind blown drift sands,
dunes, and sand in vacant lots if native vegetation exists. They have been found
associated with the roots of members of the sunflower family, including Ambrosia sp. and
Encelia sp. (Weissman and Ballmer, pers. comm.).

According to Hawks (1995) these Jerusalem crickets require high humidity and most
observations have been following winter and spring storms while the soil substrate remains
moist. They are most often located beneath surface debris during the cooler and wetter
months of the year. During the summer months they spend daylight hours in deep burrows
in the ground; they may rarely be encountered at the surface during the night (Hawks
1995). Because these Jerusalem crickets have been observed more widely at the western
edge of the Coachella Valley, and because of their affi liation with cool, moist conditions, it
has been suggested that they may be limited in distribution by temperature and moisture
regimes (Tinkham 1968, Hawks 1995).

The Coachella Valley Jerusalem cricket feeds at night on roots, tubers, and detritus; they
have also been occasionally observed feeding on dead animals and may be cannibali stic.
Male and female Jerusalem crickets drum their abdomens against the bottom of their
burrows or the ground to attract one another. Small clusters of their relatively large eggs
are laid by the female in soil pockets. Their complete life cycle may extend three years or
more.

Tinkham first described this species in 1968 from collections made in 1962 and after. The
type locality of the species is described as "undulating dunes piled up at the northern base
of the San Jacinto Mountains," reached by traveling south from the old Palm Springs Depot
(10 miles west of Palm Springs). This location is likely at or near the Snow Creek dunes
area. The known range also includes portions of what is now northern Palm Springs and
Cathedral City. Known locations where this species has been observed occur on some of
the lands owned by the BLM in the Windy Point area, and on lands recently purchased by
the BLM or by the Friends of the Desert Mountains along Snow Creek Road. In a 1995
survey for this Plan, Dave Hawks (1995) reported finding these crickets only in the vicinity
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of Fingal's Finger. Scientific Advisory Committee member Cameron Barrows has also
reported observing these crickets only in the Snow Creek area; this Jerusalem cricket has
not been detected on the Thousand Palms Preserve despite trapping efforts in this area (C.
Barrows, pers. comm.). They have not been found in the vicinity of the Whitewater
Floodplain Preserve and Hawks (1995) suggests that suitable habitat does not exist in this
area. The easternmost known location is in the vicinity of Thousand Palms, near Bob Hope
Drive and Interstate 10; this location may not longer be extant as the area is increasingly
developed; Greg Ballmer suggests this record is probably an outlier. The lack of
observations of this species east of Windy Point are very limited and suggest that they may
not occur in significant numbers in the central Coachella Valley. Greg Ballmer suggests in
the ISA review (Noss et al. 2001) that a predicted climatic shift toward warmer and drier
conditions would emphasize the importance of protecting habitat for this species at the
western end of its range (he suggests especially along the Whitewater River wash from
Palms Springs westward to Fingal's Finger.

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley CDCA Plan Amendment Area
The known range also includes portions of what is now northern Palm Springs and
Cathedral City. Known locations where this species has been observed occur on some of
the lands owned by the BLM in the Windy Point area. The lack of observations of this
species east of Windy Point are very limited and suggest that they may not occur in
significant numbers in the central Coachella Valley. There are 23, 017 acres of modeled
suitable habitat in the Coachella Valley for this species; 3,381 acres is on BLM":managed
lands.

Threats and limiting factors
The most significant threats to the Coachella Valley Jerusalem cricket are habitat
fragmentation and off-road vehicle use within their habitat. Off road vehicles damage their
habitat by crushing underground burrows and eliminating native vegetation. Conversely,
clean up and removal of surface debris may not benefit this species as they use debris
piles. This species is apparently limited to sand dunes and sand fields at the west end of
the Plan area where the temperature/moisture gradients are within their tolerance levels.
Greg Ballmer in his report on a trapping survey for the Coachella Valley Jerusalem cricket
(1993) has suggested that average annual precipitation and floral community components
may be used to predict the occurrence of this species. He suggests that dunes east of
Ramon Road (Bob Hope Drive?), at the Coachella Valley Preserve, and in Indian Wells/La
Quinta (mostly extirpated) appear to be drier than sites where S. cahuilaensis was found,
as evidenced by the comparative lack of winter/spring annuals and herbaceous perennials.
He describes observations of sand near Windy Point that was wet to a depth of several
inches following winter storms, while sand at Washington Street would be damp, at most, to
a depth of one to two inches. .
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Coachella Valley Milkvetch
Astragalus lentiginousus coachellae
Status : Federal - Endangered

State - None

Distribution, abundance, and trends. The Coachella Valley milkvetch occurs in dunes and
sandy flats, along the disturbed margins of sandy washes, and in sandy soils along
roadsides where they occur adjacent to existing sand dunes. Within the sand dunes and
sand fields, this milkvetch tends to occur in the coarser sands at the margins of the dunes,
not in the most active blowsand areas. This species is strongly affi liated with sandy
substrates and may occur in localized pockets where sand has been deposited by wind or
by active washes. It may also occur in sandy substrates in creosote bush scrub, not
directly associated with sand dune habitats. In the Plan area, populations are known from
the Snow Creek area, on the Whitewater Floodplain Preserve, the Edom Hill-Willow Hole
Preserve/ACEC, and the Coachella Valley Preserve. Other concentrations of the species
occur along Gene Autry Trail near the airport in Palm Springs, on and around Flat Top
Mountain, along Varner Road at the base of Edom Hill, and in scattered locations in the
southern parts of Desert Hot Springs. Though suitable habitat appears to be present in the
Indio and La Quinta areas, this species has not been recorded there. Within the plan area,
the easternmost known location for the Coachella Valley milkvetch that is still extant is on
the Thousand Palms Preserve. Information on the distribution of the species has been
compiled from a variety of sources, including biological surveys completed in the spring and
summer of 1995 (Sanders, 1995, Barrows, 1995), data from the Natural Diversity Data
Base (NDDB 1994), environmental assessment documents, annual monitoring data for the
Coachella Valley Preserve (C. Barrows 1987-1995) and previous surveys (Barrows 1987).

This federally-listed endangered species is an erect winter annual, or short-lived perennial,
which blooms from February to May, producing pink to deep magenta-colored flowers. It is
distinguished in part from the other milkvetches by its strongly inflated, two-chambered,
mottled pods. These pods, when dried, fall to the ground and are blown along the dunes.
In good years, hundreds to thousands of individuals have been described in a population,
but often reports are of less than 20 plants. Specific data on population size and dynamics
are not available for this species. The factors controlling population size through effects on
seed germination, seedling establishment, and plant longevity have not been studied, but
presumably involve moisture availability and soil and air temperatures (Sanders 1995).

The Coachella Valley milkvetch was first described by Rupert Barneby in Shreve and
Wiggins (1964) based on a collection made by Alice Eastwood in 1913 near Palm Springs,
Riverside County. Extensive dune systems, now much reduced, at the base of the Santa
Rosa Mountains, in what are now the cities of Palm Springs, Cathedral City, Rancho
Mirage, Palm Desert, Indian Wells, and La Quinta provided suitable habitat for the
Coachella Valley Milkvetch.
This species is known from locations from One Horse Spring near Cabazon to the sand
dunes off Washington Avenue, north and west of Indio, in a longitudinal west to east range
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of approximately 33 miles. The distribution of this species is restricted to the Coachella
Valley in Riverside County, between Cabazon and Indio, with the exception of six outlying
occurrences within a 5-mile area along Rice Road in the Chuckwalla Valley north of Desert
Center (BLM 2000). These Desert Center "outliers", most recently observed in March
1998, are not within the plan area. While the overall range (east to west) of this species
may not be significantly reduced from the historical distribution, the number of known
locations has declined dramatically (Barrows 1987).

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley COCA Plan Amendment Area
Of forty-nine extant observations of the Coachella Valley milkvetch (Coachella Valley
Multiple Species HCP database), only 6 of those occurred on BLM-managed lands. Three
of these observations were made within existing Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
(ACECs) and three on unclassified land within the Coachella Valley. A model of the
potential distribution of this species has been prepared for use in the Coachella Valley
Multiple Species HCP. This model shows suitable habitat extending as far as northeast of
Indio and into La Quinta. Suitable habitat also is found east of Highway 62 south of Dillon
Road. No observations of the Coachella Valley milkvetch have been made in these two
areas. There are 5,059.6 acres of suitable habitat on BLM-managed lands within the
planning area. The majority of these fall within existing ACECs such as the Coachella
Valley Preserve, Edom Hill, and the Whitewater Floodplain Preserve/ACEC. These lands
are already within protective status. The modeled habitat at Windy Point would be
protected under the proposed preferred alternative in the attached DEIS.

Threats and limiting factors. The primary threat to this species is habitat destruction due to
continuing urban development, including the direct effects of habitat conversion. Other
impacts to the species are from increased human activity, including off-road vehicle use,
trampling, and the introduction of non-native plants, including Russian thistle (Sa/sola
tragus) and Saharan mustard (Brassica tournefortii). Development of wind energy parks
has impacted this species, although the plants can persist associated with wind parks as
long as disturbance to the species' sandy habitat is minimized. Many of the sand dune
areas where this milkvetch occurs have been developed, been stabilized .by adjacent
development, or fragmented by urbanization. Each of the impacts described above relates
to the sand dune ecosystem and the interference with the windblown sand transport
system. These ecosystems require a source of new sand to be maintained over long
periods of time and a wind corridor to maintain dune dynamics. Though Coachella Valley
milkvetch does not necessarily occupy active blow sand dune habitats, the species does
appear to be dependent on sand dune ecosystems.

The annual variation in population size that has been observed in this species, associated
with drought conditions and the occurrence of seasonal rainfall, is also of concern. The
small size of populations in drought years could leave this milkvetch vulnerable to extinction
from stochastic events. The number of individuals of this species in known locations can
vary dramatically from year to year, depending upon available soil moisture and other
factors. For example, during the course of a biological survey for the Army Corps of
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Engineers at the Cabazon Windp ark site in May 1979, 209 individuals were observed
(Wright and LaPre 1979); a survey of this same area in May 1987, a dry year, only six were
observed (Barrows 1987).

Desert Bighorn Sheep (outside the Peninsular Ranges)
Ovis Canadensis nelsoni
Status: Federal - Sensitive

State - None

Distribution, abundance and trends
Desert bighorn sheep occur in the Little San Bernardino Mountain s on the Big Morongo
Canyon Preserve, in the Mecca Hills, and the Orocopia Mountains. This BLM sensitive
species is also fully protected under state law. Desert bighorn sheep have declined across
the southwest since the early 1900's (Buechner 1960). Bighorn sheep typically utilize
habitat that is steep, rugged, and open, habitat that provides escape routes from predators,
forage, and water during the hot summer months. Bighorn sheep habitat tends to be
patchily distributed and connected by movement corridors with high visibility and nearby
escape terrain (Risenhoover et al. 1988).

The Little San Bernardino Mountains are located in central Riverside County and are
bordered on the south by the Coachella Valley, and include parts of Big Morongo Canyon
Preserve and Joshua Tree National Park. Sixty-one sheep in 16 separate groups were
observed during surveys conducted in the western portion of the Little San Bernardino
Mountains in September 2001. The largest concentrations of sheep were observed near
known water sources in Little Morongo and Long Canyons. No sheep and little trailing was
observed in the lower portions of these canyons.

The Orocopia Mountains are located east of Indio in south-central Riverside County. This
area is bordered by the Coachella Canal on the west and southwest, the Bradshaw Trail on
the south, and 1-10 on the north. Gas Line Road is the eastern boundary and the western
border of the adjacent Chuckwalla Mountains. The Orocopia Mountains run into the Mecca
Hills to the west. Bighorn sheep surveys in the Orocopia Mountains indicate that the
population is stable at 60-80 animals (CDFG files). However, dependence upon water from
the Coachella Canal has caused some concern among CDFG biologists. The need for
guzzlers in the Orocopia Mountains has long been discussed. There are a number of
existing guzzlers in the Orocopia Mountains, some specifica lly for bighorn sheep and some
for gallinaceous birds. This sub-population of the Sonoran metapopulation has been
identified as a transplant source population by the California Department of Fish and Game.
No transplants have occurred recently.
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Desert Pupfish
Cyprinodon macularius macularius
Status: Federal- Endangered

State - Endangered

Distribution, abundance and trends. Historically, desert pupfish occurred in the lower
Colorado River in Arizona and California, from Needles downstream to the Gulf of Mexico
and into the delta in Sonora and Baja. In California, pupfish inhabited springs, seeps, and
slow-moving streams in the Salton Sink Basin, and backwaters and sloughs alonq the
Colorado River. Desert pupfish also occurred in the Gila River Basin in Arizona and
Sonora, including the Gila, Santa Cruz, San Pedro, and Salt Rivers; the Rio Sonoyta of
Arizona and Sonora; Pureto Penasco, Sonora; and Laguna Salada basin of Baja California.
The Quitobaquito pupfish, found only in Quitobaquito Spring, Arizona, was recognized as a
subspecies of desert pupfish; however, a recent phylogenetic study supports the
recognition of this pupfish (as well as pupfish from .the Rio Sonotya) as the species
Cyprinodon eremus Miller and Fuiman (Echelle 1999).

In the Salton Sink, desert pupfish populations are the remnants of those that inhabited
ancient Lake Cahuilla. Four to five hundred years ago, the Colorado River was diverted
away from the lake and into the Gulf of California, leaving pupfish isolated in springs. After
the Salton Sink was flooded in the early 1900s by diversion of the Colorado River, desert
pupfish colonized the Salton Seas. The Salton Sea, its tributary streams, irrigation drains,
and shoreline pools, supported large pupfish populations until the populations began
declining in the mid to late 1960s. A 1991 California Department of Fish and Game survey
(Nichol et al. 1991) found pupfish in a majority of irrigation drains, some shoreline pools
and several tributaries of the Salton Sea. Currently, California desert pupfish populations
are restricted to portions of San Felipe Creek and its associated wetland, San Sebastian
Marsh (Imperial County) , portions of Salt Creek (Riverside County), some shoreline pools
and irrigation drains along the Salton Sea (imperial and Riverside Counties), and various
artificial refugia (Riverside and San Diego counties).

Adequate water quantity and quality must be maintained in desert streams, springs,
irrigation drains, and shoreline pools. Surface and groundwater from upper Salt Creek
Canyon and other canyons in the Orocopia and Chocolate Mountains may contribute to the
groundwater system. Seepage from the Coachella Canyon also contributes to the
groundwater in the Salt Creek drainage system. Ground water pumping, channel erosion,
water diversion, contaminants, and other threats must be reduced.

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley COCA Plan Amendment Area
Dos Palmas ACEC- In the Plan area, pupfish are found in upper and lower Salt Creek, the
mouth of Salt Creek (Sutton 2000), several irrigation drains emptying into the Salton Sea,
some shoreline pools, and several refugia: Dos Palmas ACEC, the Coachella Valley
Preserve; Oasis Springs Ecological Reserve; the Living Desert; and Salton Sea State
Recreation Area. The Plan area contains a substantial portion of the remaining pupfish

Page E -18



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment - FEIS
Appendix E - Species Accounts

habitat, including one of only two natural tributary streams, most of the refugia, and some of
the shoreline pools and irrigation drains. A small, but stable, population exists in Salt
Creek. The majority of fish inhabit an upstream portion of the creek, but a few pupfish were
found at the mouth as recently as 1995 and again in 1999 (Sutton 1999). Surveys
conducted by the California Department of Fish and Game in 1997, 100 pupfish and 700
mosquito fish were captured in the upstream section of Salt Creek. Recent surveys
conducted by the Department of Fish and Game found pupfish in approximately 30% of the
irrigation drains emptying into the Salton Sea, significantly fewer than in 1991. This is likely
the result of substantial increase in tilapia numbers during this time. Pupfish seem to be
doing better along the west end of the Sea, where habitat is more suitable. Along the east
end of the Sea, the substrate in many of the drains consists almost entirely of tilapia nests
and very little aquatic vegetation remains in these drains.

Threats and limiting factors. The major threat to desert pupfish is the presence of exotic
fish species, particularly tilapia (Tilapia spp), sailfin molly (Poecilia latipinna), and
mosquitofish (Gambusia affinis) in habitats occupied by pupfish. These and other
introduced fish species affect pupfish populations through predation, competition, and
behavioral interference. In addition, the non-native bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana) is a serious
predator of pupfish. Introduced plant species such as salt cedar (Tamarisk) also pose a
threat to pupfi sh populations. Evapotranspiration by salt cedar may result in a lack of water
at crucial times, especia lly in smaller habitat patches where water supply is limited. Salt
Creek is particularly vulnerable to the effects of salt cedar. Other threats within the
planning area include groundwater pumping, dewatering, water diversion, drain
maintenance activities, off-road vehicle use, contaminants, the lining of the Coachella
Canal, and fluctuations of the Salton Sea. The pupfish requires shallow, slow-moving clear
water with a moderate amount of aquatic vegetation and soft substrate. On Bl.lvl-rnanaqed
lands within the Dos Palmas ACEC, pupfish ponds are behind locked gates and the area is
patrolled daily by an on-site caretaker. It is unlikely that illegal OHV activity impacts desert
pupfish at Dos Palmas.

Desert slender salamander
Batrachoseps aridus
Status : Federal - Endangered

State - Endangered

Distribution, Abund ance, and Trends. B. aridus is known from only two canyons in the
Santa Rosa Mountains, the entire occupiable habitat comprising perhaps several acres. In
addition to the population at Hidden Palms Oasis, an additional population of slender
salamanders was found in the vicinity of Guadalupe Creek, in a canyon separated from
Hidden Palms by 4.5 miles of continuous desert (Duncan and Esque 1986). Comparative
genetic analysis of the two populations has not been completed but prellrninaryresults
have confirmed that Guadalupe Creek is a disjunct population of B. aridus (K. Nicol, pers.
comm .).
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There is no indication that the geographic range of the species has declined historically.
The current range has probably changed little since shortly after the last pluvial period,
about 10 million years ago. The habitat of B. aridus is a steep-walled desert canyon with
permanent water seeping from fractured bedrock. The species uses cracks in the bedrock
and sheet-like limestone deposits for shelter from desiccation and temperature extremes.
The combination of permanent water, shade, and availability of retreat sites appears
important to the distribution of the species. The area receives only 8 inches of rainfall
annually (M. Fisher, pers. comm.), and the dry hillsides adjace nt to the seeps are
uninhabitable by the salamander.

Perennial plants in the canyon from where the species is known include desert fan palm,
Washingtonia filifera; southern maidenhair fern, Adiantum capillus-veneris; narrow-leaved
willow, Salix exigua; squaw waterweed, Baccharis sergi/oides; honey mesquite, Prosopis
glandulosa; and sugarbush, Rhus ovata (Zabriskie 1980). Common perennial plants on the
hillsides surrounding the canyon include desert agave, Agave deserti; big galleta grass,
Pleuraphis (Hi/aria) rigida; desert apricot, Prunus schottii; desert tea, Ephedra aspera;
Santa Rosa sage, Salvia eremostachya; buckhorn cholla, Opuntia acanthocarpa; California
barrel cactus, Ferocactus cylindraceus (acanthodes); creosote Larrea tridentata; Jojoba,
Simmondsia chinensis; and catclaw acacia, Acacia greggii. (Zabriskie 1980, Hickman
1993).

Little is known specifica lly about the natural history of B. aridus. Most sightings have been
in the period from late February to early April. Information from the California Department of
Fish and Game indicates that they are active year round and that there does not seem to
be any seasonal preference. Like its congeners, B. aridus lacks an aquatic larval stage;
instead, eggs are laid in moist soil and hatch as fully developed young. Other species of
Batrachoseps eat primarily small arthropods.

Threats and limiting factors
The major threats to the species involve degradation of habitat. Although the area is closed
to public access, it is still susceptible to damage by vandals and illegal collectors. In
addition, the water that feeds the seep comes from the northwest near Asbestos Mountain.
This recharge area includes undeveloped BLM, USFWS and CDFG land as well as
portions of the communities of Pinyon Crest, Royal Carrizo, and Chapman Ranch (Denver
1990). Water use by these communities may significantly decrease water available to the
salamander. Also, water quality may degrade as nitrates and nitrites enter the water from
septic systems. Invasion of the habitat by exotic plants 'such as tamarisk is another
potential threat.
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Desert Tortoise
Gopherus agassizii
Status: Federal- Threatened

State - Threatened

Distribution, Abund ance, and Trends. The desert tortoise is widely distributed through an
exceptionally broad array of habitats that span 1,100 kilometers from northern Sinaloa
State, Mexico where it occupies deciduous forest, across the Sonoran (including the
Colorado Desert Subdivision in California) and Mojave Deserts, to the edge of the Colorado
Plateau in arid southwestern Utah (Ernst et aI., 1994; Germano, 1994). Populations north
and west of the Colorado River were listed as threatened in April 1990 under the Federal
ESA. The species is listed by California as a threatened species, and it is the official State
reptile. In California, the tortoise is naturally absent from most areas west of the Salton Sea
(Luckenbach, 1982) . Thus, the Imperial Valley and portions of the southern Coachella
Valley do not support native populations of tortoises. Tortoises, however, are found
naturally along the northern, eastern and western rim of the Coachella Valley in the footh ills
of the Little San Bernardino Mountains, the Painted and Whitewater Hills (in the latter they
are common), and the San Jacinto and northern Santa Rosa Mountains.

Range wide, occupied habitats include desert alluvial fans, washes, canyon bottoms, rocky
hillsides, and other steep terrain. In the Whitewater Hills and environs tortoise burrows
were found on slopes averaging 17.7° and ranging from 0-45° (Lovich and Daniels,
unpublished). Areas with gravelly or coarse sandy soil are preferred, but tortoises can be
found in boulder piles in some areas near the Coachella Valley. Desert tortoises have been
recorded at elevations of at least 1,070 m in some portions of their range. Elevational
records for desert tortoises in the Whitewater Hills and the Painted Hills average 735 m and

. range from 661-817 m (based on 150 records of 27 specimens in 1997). The particular
habitat types utilized vary geographically with a preference for rocky slopes in the eastern
part of the range (Schamberger and Turner, 1986; Barrett, 1990) . However, it is important
to emphasize that tortoises can occupy a surprising range of habitat types.

The spatial distribution of desert tortoises in relation to plant communities is not random
(Baxter, 1988). High diversity plant ecotones and communities, and possibly soil
characteristics, are important features in determining tortoise densities (Wilson and Stager,
1992). This may explain the relatively high density of tortoises in the Whitewater Hills as the
area is situated in a transition zone between plant communities from the San Bernardino
Mountains, the Mojave and Colorado Deserts, and coastal assemblages. The clustered
nature of torto ise burrows in the western Coachella Valley environs is consistent with the
observations of others throughout the range of the tortoise: desert tortoises frequently
exhibit a contagious distribution, with clusters of individuals in some areas and large
intervening areas of what appears to be suitable habitat without tortoises. Home ranges of

. tortoises vary from about 1-642 acres with males typically having larger home ranges than
females. In southern Nevada males had an average home range of 80 acres while females
used 37 acres (data summarized by Luckenbach, 1982).
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In the western Coachella Valley the nesting season extends from April through at least
July. Of 10 females radio-tracked and x-rayed at weekly intervals from early April through
July, 1997 in the Whitewater Hills, 9 produced 72 eggs in 16 clutches. Seven produced
second clutches and one tortoise produced a third clutch. Clutch sizes ranged from 1-8
(including a single female with 1 egg in the Painted Hills) with the first clutch averaging 4.33
eggs and the second clutch averaging 5.0 eggs (Lovich, unpubli shed). In contrast, during
the same time period, only 1 of 8 females tracked and x-rayed in Joshua Tree National
Park produced eggs; a single clutch of 5. The difference is attributed to the fact that winter
rain produced high biomass of annuals in the Whitewater Hills, whereas tortoises in the
Park are in the second year of drought conditions.

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley COCA Plan Amendment Area
The Plan area represents a small, but perhaps biologically significant portion of the
tortoise's overall range. Tortoises in the foothills of the southeastern San Bernardino
Mountains (especially in the Whitewater Hills) represent the western-most reproductively
active population of tortoises in the Colorado Desert ecosystem. The western-most records
of tortoises in the San Gorgonio Pass are represented by a series of eight active burrows
(with scat at four) found by Jeffrey Lovich on July 7, 1997 in T3S, R3E, NW % Sec 5.
Significant geographic variation in ecology, morphology, allozymes, plasma proteins
markers, gene sequences and mitochondrial DNA has been noted among populations of
tortoise range wide (Weinstein and Berry, 1987; Rainboth et aI., 1989; Lamb et aI., 1989;
Glenn et aI., 1990; Lamb and Lydeard , 1994; Morafka et aI., 1994), but no published
comparisons have included tortoises from the Coachella Valley. Within the planning area,
there is a total of 216,21504 acres of potentially suitable desert tortoise habitat. Of this, 59,
910.5 acres are designated critical habitat. These recovery units are in the overlap area of
the Northern and Eastern Colorado Desert Plan (NECO).

Threats and Limiting Factors. Coyotes (Canis latrans), bobcats (Lynx rufus), ravens
(Corvus corax), golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos), and Gila monsters (Heloderma
suspectum) [which do not occur in the Plan area] are known predators of either eggs,
juveniles or adults (Hensley, 1950; Barrow, 1979; Luckenbach, 1982; Barrett and
Humphrey, 1986), and ring-tailed cats (Bassariscus), badgers (Taxidea), skunks (Mephitis,
Spilogale), kit foxes (Vulpes), domestic dogs (Canis familiaris), large hawks (Buteo), owls
(Athene), roadrunners (Geococcyx) , bullsnakes (Pituophis), and coachwhip snakes
(Masticophis) are suspected predators (Ernst and Barbour, 1972; Luckenbach, 1982; H.
Avery, pers. comm.). The presence of a high density of local ravens (Corvu s corax) has a
detrimental affect on populations of G. agassiz;; through predation on young tortoises
(Boarman, 1993).

Desert tortoise habitat can be lost to urbanization and other human-related activities,
including off-highway-vehicle use, overgrazing of domestic livestock, and construction of
roads and utility corridors. Secondary contributions to degradation include the proliferation
of exotic plant species and a higher frequency of anthropogenic fire. Effects of these
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impacts include alteration or destruction of macro- and microvegetation elements,
establishment of climax plant communities, destruction of soil stabilizers, soil compaction,
erosion, and pollution (Lovich, 1992). Off-road vehicle (ORV) use may contribute to
declines of tortoise populations directly by crushing individuals (above or below ground), or
by collapsing burrows. Vehicle activity may also destroy vegetation used by tortoises for
food or cover, making habitat unsuitable for sustaining their populations.

Certain key tortoise food plants may comprise over 40% of the cattle diet, and, since cattle
are larger and more mobile than tortoises, these plants may be severely depleted with
heavy grazing (Berry, 1978; Coombs, 1979). The Whitewater Grazing Allotment managed
by the BLM overlaps significant tortoise habitat in the Whitewater and Painted Hills. Cattle
have been observed to step on burrows and cause their collapse in the area, including
burrows occupied by tortoises or used as nest sites. Recent research by Hal Avery of the
U.S. Geological Survey demonstrates conclusively, for the first time, that cattle can out­
compete tortoises for key forage species. Cattle grazing in the Whitewater Hills tortoise
habitat has also lead to visible increases in soil destruction and increased erosion in some
areas.

Disease has contributed to declines of some desert tortoise populations. Wild and captive
desert tortoises are afflicted with Upper Respiratory Tract Disease (URTD) in many areas
within the geographic range. Jacobson et al. (1991; 1995) isolated a species of
Mycoplasma, a small bacterium lacking a cell wall, as a potential pathogen causing URTD.
Introductions of infected captive tortoises into the desert may have caused the spread of
this potentially lethal disease in wild tortoise populations. No evidence of URTD has been .
observed in tortoises in the Whitewater Hills or the Painted Hills (Lovich). A new disease,
called shell disease, has recently been reported in tortoises. In extreme cases, the scutes
overlying the bony shell flake off, exposing skeletal tissue to desiccation and invasion by
pathogens (Jacobson et aI., 1994). Evidence of incipient shell disease on the lower shell of
tortoises in the Whitewater Hills has been observed (Lovich), but no cases of scute
exfoliation or mortality have been observed.

Jeff Lovich believes that fire is the biggest threat to the continued survival of tortoises in the
western Coachella Valley. He reports that the proliferation of exotic annual grasses and
forbs in the region has dramatically increased the frequency and extent of wildland fires in
.an ecosystem poorly adapted to perturbations of such periodicity or magnitude (Jeff Lovich,
pers. comm.). Other than direct mortality, habitat conversion of desert scrub and semi­
desert chaparral to exotic grasslands will diminish the prospects for long-term survival of
viable tortoise populations.
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Flat-tailed Horned Lizard
Phrynosoma mcallii
Status: Federal - Proposed

State - Species of Special Concern

Distribution, Abundance and Trends. The flat-tailed homed lizard is often associated with
sand flats and sand dunes, although it is rare on larger dunes. It also occurs far from
blowsand on concreted silt and gravel substrates (Beauchamp et a/. 1998; C. Barrows,
pers. comm.; Muth and Fisher 1992). In their comparisons of habitat types, Turner et a/.
.(1980) determined the "best" habitat consisted of hard packed sand or desert pavement
overlain with fine blowsand. The most common perennial plants associated with habitat for
this lizard are creosote bush, Larrea tridentata and white bursage, Ambrosia dumosa
(Turner et a/. 1980; Muth and Fisher 1992).

The flat-tailed homed lizard lives in low elevation desert characterized by extremely high
temperatures and low rainfall and humidity. The flat-tailed homed lizard has a higher
preferred body temperature than its congener the desert homed lizard, Phrynosoma
platyrhinos (Brattstrom 1965). This enables this lizard to exploit a hotter environment, but
at the same time may restrict it to that environment. Thus there is little overlap in the
geographic ranges of the two homed lizards found in the Coachella Valley (P. mcallii and P.
platyrhinos).

Like related species, flat-tailed homed lizards are myrmecophageous; they eat ants. Ants,
especially harvester ants, comprise about 98% of their diet. The proportion of ants in the
diet is substantially higher in the flat-tailed homed lizard than in any other homed lizard
(Pianka and Parker 1975, Turner and Medica 1982).

The flat-tailed homed lizard is relatively active for a desert lizard. A majority (54%) of the
day is spent in some kind of activity, including feeding, digging burrows, and running (Muth
and Fisher 1992). They eat ants they encounter while moving. They dig burrows to
escape hot midday temperatures, and for winter hibernation. Most of the remaining activity
involved running to locate food, suitable burrow sites, and mates. The mean home range
size is nearly 300,000 sq. ft. (over 6% acres), a large portion of which is covered daily.
When approached by a potential predator, a flat-tailed homed lizard usually stops running
and flattens its body against the ground. It relies on cryptic coloration to avoid predation
and will usually remain immobile until after the threat has passed. This behavior makes
the species difficult to locate in the field; in blowsand habitats, they may be located by
following tracks left in freshly deposited sand (C. Barrows, pers. comm.).

Adult flat-tailed homed lizards are obligatory hibernators (Mayhew 1965). They hibernate
from mid November to mid February in shallow burrows, although at least some juveniles
are active on warm days dUring the winter (C. Barrows, pers. comm.). Reproductive
activity begins in the spring and the first clutch of eggs hatches in late July. A second
cohort may hatch in September. One or both of these cohorts may be lacking if
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environmental conditions are severe. Females lay about five eggs per clutch, on average.
Young grow quickly and reach sexual maturity by one year of age.

About 50% of all individuals survive from one year to the next, with most mortalities in mid
summer. Population density estimates range from 0.5 (Muth and Fisher 1992) to 2.4
(Turner and Medica 1982) flat-tailed horned lizards per acre. The lower value may
underestimate the true density, and the higher value may overestimate it. In addition,
density may vary annually with changes in environmental conditions.

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley COCA Plan Amendment Area
Within the Plan area, the flat-tailed horned lizard occurs at low elevations in the valley.
Nearly all sightings in California and Arizona were below 800 feet (250 m) elevation
(Mayhew and Carlson 1986, Turner et al. 1980, M. Fisher, pers. comm.). This lizard is
found in two protected areas created by the Coachella Valley Fringe-toed Lizard Habitat
Conservation Plan: the Coachella Valley Preserve and the Whitewater River Floodplain
Preserve. The Coachella Valley Preserve and the Whitewater River Floodplain Preserve
consist of BLM land, private land, and other state and federal holdings. Another population
is known from an unprotected area at the east end of the Indio Hills on the north side of the
Coachella Canal at Avenue 38. A potential habitat corridor was identified between the east
end of the Indio Hills and the Coachella Valley Preserve. In a survey conducted to evaluate
the suitability of this corridor in 1999 it was concluded that the corridor is not presently
suitable for P. mcallii based on vegetation and substrate (Hays, LaPointe and Wright 1999).
The Plan area represents the northernmost and westernmost limits of flat-tailed homed
lizard geographic range. The populations in the Coachella Valley are isolated from all other
flat-tailed homed lizard populations by agricultural, urban development and by the Salton
Sea. As a group, the Coachella Valley population can be viewed as a distinct vertebrate
population pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act and as such is a candidate for
future listing action. To date, no analyses have been completed to determine if this distinct
p opulation differs genetically from the more southeastern populations. The historic range
of this species included suitable habitat in southeastern California, southwestern Arizona,
northwestern Sonora, Mexico, and northeastern Baja California, Mexico. In California, they
occurred in the Lower Colorado River Basin and the Salton Basin (Coachella and Imperial
Valleys) from Palm Springs south-southeast to the Mexican border; an area of about 3,462
square miles. Historically there were about 694 square miles in the Coachella Valley Plan
area of Riverside County. Currently, less than 50% of the historic habitat in California
remains (Turner et al. 1980). Models developed for the Coachella Valley Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan and Natural Communities Plan indicate that there are 3,037
acres of potential habitat for flat-tailed homed lizards on BLM-managed lands in the
Coachella Valley. However, surveys conducted in July 2002 by BLM staff revealed no f1at­
tailed homed lizards, scat, or tracks at the proposed Drop 31 Open OHV area.

Threats and Limiting Factors. Threats to the species include increased mortality and loss of
habitat. A Population Viability Analysis indicates that populations are particularly sensitive
to changes in mortality rate and fecundity. A slight change in mortality or fecundity can lead
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to extinction (Rorabaugh et al., unpublished data). Threats to habitat within the Coachella
Valley MSHCP include agricultural development, urban development, expansion of the
Salton Sea, expansion of utility corridors, and off-highway vehicle use. Here, 84% of the
historic habitat has been lost to urban and agricultural development (K. Nicol, pers. comm.).
This estimate is conservative because much of the remaining habitat is now discontinuous
and fragmented. Off-road vehicle use, use of dirt roads and paved roads dramatically
increase mortality of desert reptiles, including flat-tailed horned lizards, and may deplete
the population for as much as one mile from the road edge. Another serious edge effect is
predation by household pets that are allowed to wander into habitat from surrounding urban
development. Non-native species including Saharan mustard (Brassica tournefortiJ) and
Russian thistle (Sa/sola tragus) may impact this species as well.

Gray Vireo
Vireo vicinior
Status: Federal - None

State - Species of Concern

Distribution, Abundance, and Trends. The gray vireo is a small passerine about the size of
a house sparrow that inhabits arid, shrub-covered slopes in pinyon-juniper, juniper, and
chamise-redshank chaparral habitats on foothills and mesas. Suitable habitat typically
occurs from 2,000 to 6,500 feet (600-2,000 m) (Zeiner et al. 1990). In its preferred habitat it
is found in areas with sparse to moderate cover and scattered small trees. While junipers
are the dominant tree in gray vireo habitat, oaks may also be common.

The summer range of the gray vireo is from New Mexico, southern Nevada, southern Utah,
southern Colorado, western Texas, Arizona, and southeastern California. This species
winters primarily south of the Mexican border and in southwestern Arizona. In California,
breeding gray vireos are known from the northeastern slopes of the San Bernardino
Mountains in the vicinity of Rose Mine and Round Valley, in San Jacinto and Santa Rosa
Mountains, from Mountain Center to Pinyon Flat and Sugarloaf Mountain, and on the
southern slopes of the Laguna Mountains near Campo and Kitchen Creek. It is also known
from the mountains of the eastern Mojave Desert, including the Grapevine, Kinston, Clark
and New York Mountains.

.The surnmer range of the gray vireo was formerly more widespread, with breeding birds
recorded in the Walker Pass area of Kern County, in Joshua Tree National Park, in the
northern and western foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains, and at many additional
locations on the desert slopes of San Bernardino, Riverside and San Diego counties. The
gray vireo is also known as a migrant in Whitewater Canyon (McCaskie 1963, Garrett and
Dunn 1981).

Descriptions by Grinnell and Swarth (1913) indicate that the gray vireo was a common
summer resident on the slopes of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mounta ins. Their
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observations include on a ridge at 4,200 feet near Potrero Spring and north of Asbestos
Mountain, and down to 3,000 feet near the head of Palm Canyon. Along the trail from
Vandeventer Flat to Pinon Flat, "many birds" were noted at 3,000 to 4,500 feet, as far east
as Omstott Creek, which coincided with the limit of Adenostoma species. Based on known
territory size and amount of suitable habitat, they estimated that 480 pairs were present.
While it is not known how many birds may still exist in the area, sightings are rare. One pair
was present near Pinyon Flats in 1977 (Goldwasser 1978a). One to four pairs were
observed south of Highway 74 near the Santa Rosa Peak Road in 1979 and a nesting pair
was observed in there in 1981 (McKernan pers. comm.). According to U.S. Forest Service
records (Freeman pers. comm.) one individual was seen in Pinyon Flat in July 1997.
According to Garrett and Dunn (1981) much fieldwork is needed to document the extent
and causes of decline of this formerly more widespread species. Regular surveys for this
species have not been conducted in the Plan area.

The gray vireo usually arrives from its wintering areas in Mexico from the end of March to
early May. It generally departs by the end of August. The nest of the gray vireo is an open
cup of plant fibers, bits of leaves, spider silk, and bark strips, often hung from twigs or a
forked branch in a shrub or small tree, usually two to eight feet above ground (Zeiner et al.
1990). Eggs are laid from mid-May to mid-June. Gray vireos feed by gleaning insects and
invertebrates from bushes and small trees. In New Mexico, territories encompass 100
acres or more (Schwarz 1991).

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley Plan Amendment Area
The gray vireo occurs in the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument.
Modeled habitat on BLM land equals 14, 078 acres.

Threats and limiting factors
The reasons for the decline in gray vireo populations in recent decades are not well
understood. One major cause of this decline may be parasitism by the brown-headed
cowbird. Remsen (1978) has described that this species is highly susceptible to cowbird
parasitism. Human activities, including residential development, golf courses and
agriculture, attract cowbirds thereby increasing this potential threat to gray vireos. Another
possible cause for their decline could be habitat changes and senescence of the vegetation
due to fire suppression activities since the tum of the century.

Least Bell's Vireo
Vireo belli; pusillus
Status: . Federal - Endangered

State - Endangered

Distribution, Abundance, and Trends. The least Bell's vireo inhabits riparian woodland
habitats along the riverine systems of southern California, primarily in San Diego, Santa
Barbara, and Riverside counties. They also breed in northern Baja California and are seen
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in migration in southern Baja California. This vireo species occurs at sites with two primary
features: 1) a dense shrub cover within 1 to meters (3 to 6 feet) of the ground, where nests
are typically placed, and 2) a dense, stratified canopy for foraging (Goldwasser 1981,
USFWS 1998). Typical riparian habitats are those which may include cottonwoods
(Populus fremontil), oak woodlands, and a dense understory of species such as willow
(Salix spp.), mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia), and California wild rose (Rosa califomica); in
desert areas, arrow weed (Pluchea sericea ) and wild grape (Vitis girdiana) may be
dominant species in these riparian woodlands.

The least Bell's vireo was formerly known to inhabit dense willow thickets along streams
throughout California's Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys, from Red Bluff south, from
coastal areas inland to the foothill s of the Sierra Nevada, and in Owens and Death Valleys.
Currently, U.S. populations are known only from Santa Barbara County and southern
California. Major causes of the decline are cowbird parasitism and destruction of riparian
habitats. In San Diego County, however, significant population increases in the period from
1986 to 1996 are primarily due to management of local cowbird populations (USFWS
1998).

The least Bell's vireos typically arrive in southern California to breed from mid-March to
early April and remain until late September. Most birds spend the winter in southern Baja
California and Mexico. During the breeding season, male vireos establish and defend
territories; they maintain a stubborn attachment to these sites throughout the breeding
season. Nests are constructed in dense thickets of willow or mulefat, one to two meters
from the ground. These vireos may also make their nests in other riparian tree and shrub
species.

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley CDCA Plan Amendment Area
The least Bell's vireo is known to occur as a breeding bird in Big Morongo Canyon
Preserve/ACEC, Chino Canyon and in Andreas Canyon. Although LBVI have been
detected in Chino Canyon, there is no BLM land in Chino Canyon and very little at the
mouth of Andreas Canyon, near the gauging station. Other suitable breeding habitat may
occur in Millard Canyon, Whitewater Canyon, Mission Creek, Palm Canyon, and Murray
Canyon, at Oasis de Los Osos, at the Willow Hole-Edom Hill Preserve/ACEC, Big Morongo
Preserve/ACEC, along the Whitewater River near the Salton Sea and at Dos Palmas.
There are no records of breeding occurring at any of the above-mentioned areas but
potential exists. BLM-managed lands occur in Whitewater Canyon, Mission Creek, Willow­
Hole Edom Hill ACEC, and along the Whitewater River Delta and Dos Palmas. Breeding
and other habitat in Andreas, Palm and Murray Canyons is on the Agua Caliente Indian
Reservation, is part of the Indian Canyons Heritage Park, and is not included in this Plan.
Some Bell's vireos, particularly if sighted near the Salton Sea or at other locations on the
valley floor, could be subspecies arizonae, but the Plan will address all Bell's vireo habitat
as if occupied by subspecies pusillus. Modeled habitat indicates that there are 68,358
acres of potentially suitable habitat for least Bell's vireo in the planning area, about one-
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third (20,740 acres) occurs on BLM-managed lands. Most of this land is within the Big
Morongo Canyon Preserve

During 2001, protocol surveys were conducted in the Whitewater River drainage. No
breeding LBVI were observed. Habitat suitability was determined to be marginal because
the drainage is too narrow and linear for breeding. Small numbers of brown-headed
cowbirds were seen along the survey routes .

Least Bell's vireos migrate through the Plan area en route to other breeding areas. In
migration, they may use desert fan palm oasis woodland, mesquite hummocks, mesquite
bosque, arrowweed scrub, desert dry wash woodland, southern sycamore-alder riparian
woodland, Sonoran cottonwood-willow riparian forest, and southern arroyo willow riparian
forest.

Threats and Limiting Factors. The most significant threats to the least Bell's vireo in the
Plan area are nest parasitism by brown-headed cowbird, destruction of habitat as a result
of flood control activities, invasion of non-native plants in riparian habitats, and degradation
of habitat as a result of edge effects related to human activities. Brown-headed cowbird
parasitism has been described as a primary cause for the decline of least Bell's vireos in
central and northern California as well as southern California. The decline in breeding
populations of lowland riparian passerine species, including the least Bell's vireo, along
with other small, insectivorous, open-cup nesting birds -- among them the yellow warbler
and southwestern willow flycatcher -- is well documented. It has been suggested that
because the least Bell's vireo is most restricted to lowland riparian forests where cowbird
parasitism is likely to be greatest, this species has suffered the largest aggregate reduction
in numbers. Parasitized vireo pairs either desert the nest or raise the young cowbird at the
expense of their own young. Human activities, including golf courses and agriculture,
attract cowbirds thereby increasing the threat to least Bell's vireos. Annual breeding bird
surveys at Big Morongo Canyon ACEC in the past four years have not detected any brown­
headed cowbirds. Cowbird management during the past 4 years has effectively eliminated
cowbird parasitism at the ACEC (Robin Kobaly, Preserve Mgr. BLM, personal
communication 2002) .

Le Conte's thrasher
Toxostoma lecontei
Status: Federal - None

State - Species of Special Concern

Distribution, Abundance, and Trends. Le Conte's thrasher is an uncommon resident of the
deserts of the American southwest and northwestern Mexico. It is found in the San Joaquin
Valley and in the Mojave and Colorado deserts of California and Nevada southward into
northeastern Baja California, and farther south into central and coastal Baja California. It
also occurs in the Sonoran Desert from extreme southwest Utah and western Arizona
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south into westem Sonora, Mexico. Within this range, distribution is patchy. Its elevational
distribution is generally between sea level and 1,150 meters; though in Death Valley it
occurs down to -81 meters, and in the Mojave Desert it is known up to approximately 1,600
meters. The species requires undisturbed substrate for foraging under desert shrubs.
Agriculture and urban development have eliminated considerable former habitat in the San
Joaquin Valley, portions of the Mojave Desert, Imperial and Coachella valleys, the Las
Vegas area, and south and west of Phoenix. Based on false-infrared satellite imagery of
243 historic localities in the u .S. as of 1993, at least 26% no longer had suitable habitat
patches within 3 km.

Its typical habitat consists of sparsely vegetated desert flats, dunes, alluvial fans, or gently '
rolling hills having a high proportion of one or more species of saltbush (Atriplex spp.)
and/or cylindrical cholla cactus (Opuntia spp.) 0.9 - 1.9 meters high. It also occupies other
desert habitats with similar structural profiles but lacking saltbush/shadscale or cholla
cactus. In its typical habitat, shrubs are well scattered with contiguous or closed cover
usually less than 15 meters in any direction, even along the sides of arroyos. The ground is
generally bare or with sparse patches of grasses and annuals forming low ground cover
(average height less than 30cm.). It is rarely found in habitats consisting entirely of
creosote bush (Larrea). The majority of shrubs rarely exceed 2.5 meters in height, except
for isolated desert trees, yuccas, or tall, thin shrubs such as ocotillo. Substrates are
typically sandy and rarely composed of a large proportion of rock or of deep silty clays. The
habitat requires accumulated leaf litter under most plants as diumal cover for most
arthropod prey. Surface water rarely exists anywhere within several kilometers of most
territories except temporarily following infrequent rains.

Typical territories rarely have topographical relief greater than 10 - 20 meters, although
many broad canyon floors with large flood plains and poorly vegetated sides are
acceptable. Narrow, boulder-strewn canyons with little or no sand deposition are used
infrequently. The species commonly uses small arroyos, depressions, or streambeds
traversing more level terrain with associated larger saltbush/shadscale and other desert
shrubs. It is also uses the vegetated margins of large, rolling sand dunes. Crissal and
Califomia thrashers prefer nearly continuous cover of shrub or riparian vegetation; both
occupy habitats with far more contiguous or closed cover that is far denser and usually
taller than any vegetation typically inhabited by Le Conte's thrasher.

For nesting, Le Conte's thrasher prefers thick, dense, and thomy shrubs or cholla cactus.
Cholla cactus and saltbush were used in 85% of 289 nest sites throughout the distribution
of the species. The remaining 15% were in a large variety of desert shrubs, small trees,
and yucca .

Within the Plan area, there are historical records in the Natural Diversity Database and a
few recent records. Historic records (the date follows the location in parentheses) include
the mouth of Whitewater River Canyon (1930), Desert Hot Springs (1968), Edom Hill
(1984), Andreas Canyon alluvial fan (1923), Mecca (1908), Indio (1924), Cabazon (1916),
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Whitewater River east of Palm Springs Airport (1920), 2 miles west of Thousand Palms
(1921), Palm Canyon wash (1923), Whi tewater River in Indian Wells (1919), and Shavers
Valley (1986). Many of these areas have been impacted by development. Records since
1990 include 4 records for the Desert Hot Springs area , 2 of which are west of Highway 62,
a record for the area below Cottonwood Canyon (west of Whitewater Canyon), a record for
the area south of 1-10 and west of Gene Autry Trail, a record for the Willow Hole ACEC
area, a record for Pushwalla Canyon, a record for the Thousand Palms Oasis area, and a
record for Indian Wells. These historical and current records suggest a widespread
distribution of the species in the Plan area, where there is appropriate habitat. This would
include most of the non-mountainous areas that have not been disturbed by urbanization or
agriculture.

No data are available on popul ation density in the Plan area. However, average density in
Maricopa, Califomia was 4.63 pairs/krrr'. Other density estimates have ranged from less
than one pair per square kilometer to 1.7 pairs/krrr' . Other estimates have been 6 pairs/rnr' ,
or 2.3 pairs/krrr', (Engels, 1940), and 10 pairs/mr" or 3.86 pairs/krrr' in one study area in the
San Joaquin Valley and 0 - 5 pairs/rni", or 0 - 1.931 krrr' , throughout the range (Sheppard,
1970). The home range limits vary with time and interactions with neighbors, if any; pairs
may occupy about 40 - 100 ha in aggregate over a period of a few years.

Little San Bernardino Mountains Linanthus
Linanthus maculatus (formerly Gilia maculata)
Status: Federal Species of Concern, Candidate for listing

State - No official status

Distribution, Abundance and Trends. The Little San Bernardino Mountains Linanthu s is a
tiny endemic plant found in a restricted range in the vicinity of the Little San Bernardino
Mountains near Desert Hot Springs, in Mission Creek canyon across Hwy. 62 to Dry
Morongo Wash and Big Morongo Canyon and near the mouth of Dry Morongo Canyon in
the northwestern portion of the Coachella Valley, in Whitewater Canyon in the eastern San
Bernardino Mountains, and from Whitewater to Palm Springs. There is one very recently
described location in Rattlesnake Canyon on the north side of the San Bernardino
Mountains. The most extensive populations of this species are outside the Plan boundary,
along washes at the northern edge of Joshua Tree National Park, in .the vicinity of Joshua
Tree, Yucca Valley and Twentynine Palms. It seems likely that additional populations of this
species may occur in the area of approximately 22 miles between Rattlesnake Canyon and
Yucca Valley.

The size and ephemeral habit of the Little San Bernardino Mountains Linanthus have made
it difficult to find and hence it is little collected and studied. This tiny desert annual was first
described by Parish in 1892 from a collection at "Agua Caliente" (= Palm Springs) in 1889;
the location of this collection was described as just west of the hot springs in Palm Springs.
The next collection was at Joshua Tree in 1924. It was little known until Patterson (1989)
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described more exactly its preferred habitat. More records have been reported in the last
five to ten years.

Recently, the nomenclature for this species has been revised and it is included in the genus
Unanthus.

The preferred habitat of Little San Bernardino Mountain s Linanthus is in loose soft sandy
soils on low benches along washes, generally where the substrate shows some evidence
of water flow. It seems to occur in areas where few or no competing species are found , with
little shrub or tree cover in the immediate vicinity. The sand is loose and well aerated, soft
and unconsolidated (Sanders 1999). The known locations within the Plan area are on the
margins of washes on shallow sandy benches, not on areas where a hard surface layer
occurs, and not on loose blowsand away from washes. This Linanthus has a slender
taproot that can extend over 6 em into the sand, presumably allowing it to avoid
atmospheric drying. It is associated with creosote bush scrub, but avoids growing in the
shadow of other plants. The elevational range of the species is from 500 to 4000 feet.

Little is known of the life history of this species. Its pollinators, germination requirements,
seed longevity, and population parameters have not been described. The flower form and
color are indicative of insect pollination but no information on pollination ecology is
available. The plants are very small, generally reaching a height of only 0.8 to 1.2 inches.
They have a slender, little-branched taproot that may extend over 6cm into the sand,
probably allowing the plants to tap subsurface supplies of moisture and thus avoid
atmospheric drying. They are nevertheless very ephemeral.

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley COCA Plan Amendment Area
No comprehensive population estimates have been made, but records for the species give
an idea of the size of the known populations. In Dry Morongo Canyon Helmkamp (in
Sanders 1999) reported a few hundred plants in 1995 but only six in 1996. At the mouth of
Big Morongo Canyon north of Indian Avenue more than 10,000 plants were in spring of
1996. Populations in the Whitewater River area have been reported in the range of 200
individuals. In Mission Creek wash east of old Highway 62, Helmkamp reported a single
population of more than 2,000 plants in 1992. Clearly, populations vary with environmental
conditions in a given year. Modeled habitat for this species indicates that 3515 acres of
potential habitat exists in the Coachella Valley; of this, 384 acres of potential habitat occur
on BLM-managed lands.

Threats and limiting factors
The greatest threat to this species is growing urbanization in the vicinity of Desert Hot
Springs and Highway 62 where the largest populations exist. Only 6% of the known
locations for Little San Bernardino Mountains Linanthus are currently protected in existing
public or private conservation areas. Urbanization spreading westward from Desert Hot
Springs could eliminate the most significant populations in the long term. Development
pressures are a concern primarily in the Mission Creek drainage east of Hwy. 62 and in the
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vicinity of Dry Morongo Wash near Hwy. 62 and Indian Avenue. One disturbance that may
impact this species is flood control maintenance activities in the Whitewater Canyon and
Mission Creek drainages. Another threat to this species is OHV activity in the wash habitat
where it occurs. The small size of the plants and their occurrence along the margins of
washes, which may serve as routes of travel for OHV users, make them particularly
vulnerable to vehicle damage.

Mecca Aster
Xylorhiza cognata
Status: Federal- None

State - None

Distribution , Abundance and Trends. Mecca Aster is endemic to the Indio Hills and the
Mecca Hills. It typically occurs in these fluvial mud hills in washes and along the lower
slopes. It is known to occur from Macomber Palms and Biskra Palms on the Coache lla
Valley Preserve east along the base of the Indio Hills. The easternmost location in the
Indio Hills is in the vicinity of Curtis Palms, east of the Granite Construction facility. In the
Mecca Hills, it occurs in Painted Canyon, in Box Canyon along Hwy 195, and in Hidden
Spring Canyon. Most of the known occurrences are along roads or well-traveled hiking
routes; it is likely that the species has a scattered distribution throughout the Mecca Hills
(Stewart 1991). Information on population size and density is not available. The following
table summarized the number of plants observed at 17 occurrences reported by the
California Natural Diversity Data Base (CDFG 1997).

Jon Stewart, a botanist familiar with the species, has suggested that it may be associated
with two intergraded geologic fo rmations found in these hills, the Palm Springs formation
and the Canebrake formation (Stewart 1991). These formations are similar in age and are
both fluvial deposits; the Palm Springs formation is composed of sandstones and clays
while the Canebrake formation includes granitic conglomerates of larger materials. Stewart
noted a strong correlation between the known occurrences of this species and the Palm
Springs and Canebrake geologic formations. It should be noted that these two formations
are not restricted to the Coachella Valley.

It may be that the observation of this species in proximity to major roads has given the false
impression that the plants are very common. While the species may be numerous in
places, its limited geographic distribution and restricted soil preferences suggest that it is
only very locally common.

Threats and limiting factors
Threats to this species include cumulative habitat loss and degradation of the existing
habitat from off road vehicle activ ity, illegal dumping, sand and gravel mining (J. Dice pers.
comm.) and edge effects. Off-road vehicle activity that forme rly threatened populations in
the Mecca Hills has been eliminated with the designation of this area as wilderness. Off-
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road vehicle activity in the Indio Hills may threaten several populations and may increase
as other areas become unavailable through development or protection. For example plants
in the vicinity of Macomber Palms occur in a wash where they are vulnerable to off-road
vehicles. Isolation of the two significant populations in the Indio Hills and Mecca Hills may
reduce genetic diversity.

Orocopia Sage
Salvia greatae
Status: Federal- None

. State - California Species of Special Concern

Distribution, Abundance and Trends. The Orocopia sage is endemic to the Orocopia
Mountains, Mecca Hills, and Chocolate Mountains in the eastern part of the Plan area.
Orocopia sage occurs in a longitudinal west to east range of approximately 30 miles. This
species has also been reported by BLM from the north side of the Chuckwalla Mountains,
outside the Plan area. This location, south of Desert Center, was visited in 1986 but the
presence of Orocopia sage was not confirmed (Barrows 1986).

The preferred habitat of Orocopia sage is in gravelly or rocky soils on broad bajadas or
fans, often adjacent to desert washes, or on the rocky slopes of canyons. It may occur on
alluvial terraces and sandy or rocky benches elevated above the flood plain of a wash, as
the in Salt Creek Wash along the Bradshaw Trail. The species does not appear to occur
within the immediate wash zone. This species has been recorded up to 2800 feet in the
Orocopia Mountains. Although thorough surveys have not been completed, it has only
been observed on the south-facing slopes of the Orocopia Mountains. · Surveys completed
several years ago in the Chocolate Mountains Aerial Gunnery Range (CMAGR) indicate it
is fairly common in these mountains, which are outside the CVMSHCP boundary. A report
of Orocopia sage from limestone outcrops in the Marble Mountains of San Bernardino
County near Cadiz is considered questionable and has not been confirmed since it was
reported 20 years ago; a search for this species at this location was made but no plants
were found (Barrows 1986). Information on population size and density of Orocopia sage is
not available. Observations at known locations of the species by Barrows (1986) were
reported as ranging from 50 plants to 1000 or more plants.

Though Orocopia sage is patchy in its distribution, where it occurs it is typica lly one of the
dominant members of the vegetation. Plants may be three to four feet tall and usually form
dense, rounded clumps, sometimes as large as four or five feet in diameter. Multiple
branching from near ground level results in a very bushy habit. This species is associated
with desert dry wash woodland and Sonoran creosote bush scrub.

Little is known of the life history and ecology of Orocopia sage. Its remarkable ability to
withstand long periods of drought was noted by Jaeger (1941). During drought periods it
may lose nearly all its leaves. In dry years this plant may be virtually dormant, forming only
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a few new shoots and perhaps no flowers (Clary, in Jepson 1943), whereas in wet year the
plants may bloom by early April. Orocopia sage is reportedly pollinated by bees (Jones
1995).

Threats and limiting factors
Threats to this species are few in that its habitat is largely protected within the Mecca Hills,
Orocopia Mountains, and Chuckwalla Mountains Wilderness Areas, established by the
1994 Desert Protection Act. There may be some threat from illegal off-highway vehicle
activity, for example along the Bradshaw Trail where lands on either side of this road were
excluded from the wilderness areas. Fortunately, Orocopia sage populations are typically
on rocky slopes or alluvial fans and are either inaccessible to vehicle traffic or are some .
distance from major roads. Barrows (1986) reported that no evidence of OHV impacts
within Orocopia sage populations was observed along the Bradshaw Trail. Plants within the
Choco late Mountain Aerial Gunnery Range are essentially protected by the fact that the
area is off- limits to the public and bombing does not occur along the perimeter of the range,
where Orocopia sage occurs, because of its close proximity to recreational use areas. .

Coachella Valley Round-tailed Ground Squirrel
Spermophilus tereticaudus chlorus
Status : Federal - None

State - Species of Special Concern

Distribution, Abundance and Trends. The Coachella Valley ground squirrel is a subspecies
of the round-tailed ground squirrel which occurs in the Coachella Valley associated with
sandy substrates . Within the Plan area, the current and historical distribution for the Palm
Springs ground squirrel is from San Gorgonio Pass to the vicinity of the Salton Sea
(Grinnell and Dixon 1918). Individuals of this species have been observed at the south end
of La Quinta near Jefferson Ave. and along the Coachella Canal near Box Canyon. The
range of this species in the eastern part of the Plan area is not well known. The Plan area
includes all of the known range for the Coachella Valley subspecies of the more widely
distributed round-tailed ground squirrel.

The Coachella Valley ground squirrel is typically associated with sand fields and dune
formations (Bradley and Deacon 1971), although it does not require active blow sand
areas. This small ground squirrel seems to prefer areas where hummocks of sand
accumulate at the base of large shrubs that provide burrow sites and adequate cover
(Grinnell and Dixon 1918, C. Barrows pers. comm.). Various authors have referred to the
use of mesquite habitat by Coachella Valley round-tailed ground squirrels (Allen 1895, Elliot
1904, Grinnell and Dixon 1918, Vorhies 1945, Drabek 1973, Dunford 1975). Although
numerical data were not presented McDonald (1999) reported relatively high densities of
Coachella Valley round-tailed ground squirrel in a mesquite hummock and active sand field
habitat at the east end of the Indio Hills. In surveys for this Plan, Dodero (1995) reported
observing this squirrel at Willow Hole in the central portion of the dune as well as at the
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southern periphery, at the edge of mesquite clumps. He also reported that these squirrels
are most abundant at Willow Hole in the dune area where the transition from desert dune to
Sonoran creosote scrub takes place. Barrows (2001) suggests that they are most abundant
in more mesic sand dune habitats, often associate with mesquite hummocks. They may
also be found in areas where sandy substrates occur in creosote bush scrub and desert
saltbush or desert sink scrub that supports herbaceous growth. In addition to wind blown
sand habitats, they may occur in areas of more coarse sands, associated with washes.
According to Mark Fisher of the University of California Deep Canyon Desert Research
Center, the Coachella Valley round-tailed ground squirrel used to occur on this reserve in
sandy patches associated with washes and was reported from 1979 to 1984 (see known
locations data for this species). He indicated that this ground squirrel has not been
observed in the Deep Canyon area since the 1980's when the sandy substrates were
removed by a large flood event and have not been restored. According to Ryan (1965) the
highest concentrations of this species in the Deep Canyon area were not in aeolian dunes
but in areas of somewhat coarser sand, slightly pebbly ground cover, or packed silt.

Very little quantitative data are available to describe the population density for this species
throughout the Plan area. Density estimates for round tailed ground squirrels in Arizona
range from 2.1 individuals/acre (5.3/ha) on a 63 hectare site in southcentral Arizona
(Drabek 1970) to 16/acre (40/ha) on a crowded site (Dunford 1977). It is likely that densities
in the Coachella Valley would be less than in Arizona where average annual rainfall and
vegetation density are relatively higher. The Coachella Valley round-tailed ground squirrel
occurs in small colonies widely scattered in suitab le sandy habitats (Ryan 1968).

. According to Jaeger (1961) 10 to 15 animals per square mile (0.01 to 0.02/acre) is probably
an average number. From trap data in the creosote-palo verde habitat, Ryan (1968)
estimated 1.1 individual/acre during 30 April-2 May, 2.3 individuals/acre during October,
and 1.1 individual/acre during January. Drabek (1973) found mean home range estimates
of 0.74/acre for adults and 0.77/acre for juveniles.

Based on input from various observers, including members of the SAC, areas where the
Palm Springs ground squirrel occurs in relatively high density have been identified. This
squirrel occurs in good populations in the vicinity of Snow Creek, from Fingal to Windy
Point; it has also been observed further west near Cabazon. It occurs around the
Whitewater river channel north and west of Palm Springs, including the Whitewater
Floodplain Preserve. It has been observed along the Mission Creek wash and likely occurs
in suitable habitat in the southern parts of Desert Hot Springs. Habitat , including mesquite
hummocks and sand dunes, at the Edom Hill-Willow Hole Preserve/ACEC has been
described as high quality for this species (Dodero 1995) and many individuals were
observed there during surveys for the Plan. Data on the number of individuals of Palm
Springs ground squirrel along a 1 km. transect at the Willow Hole-Edom Hill preserve have
been collected during annual monitoring surveys for the fringe-toed lizard (CNLM 2000);
the mean number of squirrels per survey per year ranges from 2 to 7 squirrels from 1990 to
1994 and from 4 to 10 squirrels from 1998 to 2000. From the Willow Hole-Edom Hill ACEC
it can be found in sandy habitats east toward the Thousand Palms Preserve. It occurs in
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good numbers on the dunes of the Thousand Palms Preserve. It is also common on the
sand dunes at the east end of the Indio Hills. Habitat is still present for this ground squirrel
on the so-called Big Dune south of Interstate 10, although surveys for this species have not
been conducted in this area because it is private land without access.

The burrows of the Coachella Valley round-tailed ground squirrel are typically located at the
base of a large creosote bush or other shrub, often on a small mound or hummock. The
entry is several inches across leading to tunnels that are not usually deep nor over five or
six feet in length (Jaeger 1961). Young are born in March or April in litters of four to twelve.
In winter, they remain in their underground burrows for much of the time. They feed on
seeds and green leaves of desert plants, including the stems of Mormon tea (Ephedra sp.),
leaves and beans of mesquite, cactus fruit, ocotillo blossoms, and agricultural crops but
may occasionally take small lizards (including flat-tailed horned lizards) and insects; they
have also been observed to feed on carrion.

Threats and limiting factors
Threats to the Coachella Valley round-tailed ground squirrel in the Plan area include loss of
habitat as a result of urbanization and agricultural development, including the loss of
mesquite hummocks due to lowered water tables, and related impacts. As ground dwelling
small mammals, they are susceptible to impacts from off-road vehicles and other surface
disturbances that could crush their burrows. At the urban interface, impacts from domestic
pets (cats and dogs) and small predator populations could pose a threat. As they seem to
prefer open areas with adequate visibility, invasive exotic plants such as Saharan mustard
(Brassica tournefortil) and Russian thistle (Salsola tragus) may reduce habitat suitability.
This species has been observed crossing two and four-lane roads; in high traffic areas,
however, roads within suitable habitat could increase mortality significantly. While the
Coachella Valley round-tailed ground squirrel does not require active blow sand areas,
maintenance of their habitat will depend on protection of ecosystem processes associated
with sand dunes.

Palm Springs pocket mouse
Perognathus longimembris bangsi
Status: Federal - None

State - Species of Special Concern

Distribution. Abundance. and Trends. The Palm Springs pocket mouse is one of seven
subspecies of Perognathus longimembris, the "silky pocket mice" that occur in southern
California. The species is the smallest of the Heteromyidae family that also includes
kangaroo rats, kangaroo mice, and spiny pocket mice. The Palm Springs pocket mouse
was originally described by Mearns (1898) with the type locality in Palm Springs. This
subspecies occurs in the lower Sonoran life zone from the San Gorgonio Pass area east to
the Little San Bernardino Mountains and south along the eastern edge of the Peninsular
Range to Borrego Valley and the east side of San Felipe Narrows (Hall 1981). There is no
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evidence that this subspecies' range is different than what has been described in the past
(Dodd 1996), although its habitat has been greatly reduced by urbanization and agriculture
in the Coachella Valley.

The Palm Springs pocket mouse is known to hybridize with the Los Angeles pocket mouse
(P.I. brevinasus) along its western boundary. Hybridization also occurs, although the extent
is not known, with other subspecies, the Jacumba pocket mouse (P. I. internationalis) to the
south, and little pocket mouse (P. I. longimembris) to the north.

Generally, their habitat is described as having level to gently sloping topography, sparse to
moderate vegetative cover, and loosely packed or sandy soils. The species was found
broadly distributed in the Plan area on slopes ranging from 0% to approximately 15%
(Dodd 1996). The Plan area contains the major portion of the range of this species,
including the western, northern, and eastern limits of the species' range. The southern
boundary of the range extends out of the Plan area into Imperial, and San Diego counties.
The species occurs on three existing preserves: the Coachella Valley Preserve, the
Whitewater Floodplain Preserve, and the Willow Hole-Edom Hill Preserve/ACEC. It occurs
at the highest reported densities for the Plan area in the Snow Creek area. Three
individuals were captured in a small mammal-trapping grid (Tierra Madre Consultants
1999) in the blowsand habitat adjoining the San Gorgonio River wash just north of One
Horse Spring; this location is approximately 3 miles west of Snow Creek Road. Surveys
completed for this plan (Dodd 1999) confirmed that the species also occurs at Dos Palmas
Preserve/ACEC and in the Cottonwood Canyon area of Joshua Tree National Park. Tests
to determine that the subspecies captured in these areas is bangsi and not longimembris
have not been finalized.

Our understanding of the ecology of the Palm Springs pocket mouse arises largely from the
observations of mamma logists studying other species. Pocket mice of the P. longimembris
group are nocturnal, solitary, and generally exhibit strong intraspecific aggression (Dodd
1996). They spend the day in burrows they construct, comprised of a system of tunnels and
resting areas, with the entrance plugged. This species generally breeds from January to
August, with a peak of activity from March to May (Dodd 1996). Several studies suggest
that reproduction in heteromyids may be dependent on availability of annual vegetation.
The little pocket mice hibernate in winter and are active above ground in spring, summer,
and fall (Bartholomew and Cade 1957).

Estimates of home range size are not available for the Palm Springs pocket mouse. In
Joshua Tree National Park, home ranges of P. longimembris range from 38.7 to 84.4
meters (Chew and Butterworth 1964); in this study densities ranged from 0.85 to 1.74
individuals/ha. In Nevada, home ranges of males ranged from 12.4 to 31.6 meters and
home ranges of females from 13.7 to 40.5 meters (Maza et al. 1973). O'Farrell (1978)
determined that home range for both sexes varied from 0.28 ha in early spring to 0.80 ha in
late fall. .
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According to the survey results of Shana Dodd in 1995 and 1999 (Dodd 1996, 1999) the
highest densities of this pocket mouse occur at the western end of the Plan area, with lower
densities occurring further east. Her live trapping data, which are summarized in the table
below, indicate that this species is most abundant throughout the Snow Creek to Windy
Point area. She describes the Palm Springs pocket mouse as moderately abundant in the
Highway 62/Mission Creek area, where the species is not currently protected. Considerable
unprotected habitat also occurs adjacent to the Willow Hole Preserve; Dodd (1996)
describes the density of this species at Willow Hole as moderate. Additional density
estimates were made for the Palm Springs pocket mouse, based on live trapping on two
0.5 ha grids located west or Snow Creek Road, approximately %-mile north of Snow Creek
Village in the Snow Creek area (Spencer et al. 2000). The minimum density was 32.6
individuals/acre (81.6 individuals/ha) and 25.3 individuals/acre (63.3 individuals/ha), on two
adjacent grids. Further discussion of the density estimates for this species is included in the
section below entitled "Verification of Core Habitat Sufficiency."

Threats and limiting factors
Threats to this species and its habitat within the Coachella Valley include agricultural
development, urban development, construction of roads, railroads, airports and other
structures, off-highway vehicle use, illegal trash dumping, and domestic animal predators.

Peninsular Ranges Bighorn Sheep
Ovis Canadensis nelsoni
Status: Federal - Endangered

State - Threatened

Distribution, Abundance, and Trends. The Peninsular Ranges population of desert bighorn
sheep was listed as endangered by the USFWS on March 18, 1998. During the past 26
years, the population has declined dramatically from about 1,100 animals to as few as 300
sheep. This decline has been attributed to a variety of causes, including disease,
automobile collisions, mountain lion predation, exotic plant invasion, toxic plant ingestion,
competition with cattle, habitat loss, degradation and fragmentation, and recreational
disturbance.

The Peninsular bighorn sheep is restricted to the east facing, lower elevation slopes (below
1400 meters) of the Peninsular Ranges in the Sonoran desert life zone. Range wide
estimates of abundance for the U.S. population, from the San Jacinto Mountains to the
Mexican border, began in the 1970's. The highest population estimate was 1,171 in 1974.
Surveys in the 1970's, 1980's, and 1990's indicate that significant declines have occurred in
multiple ewe groups. The synergistic effects from habitat loss, disease, human disturbance,
and predation are believed to have caused the decline. The 2000 range-wide population
was estimated to be 400 animals (excluding lambs). Approximately half of these were in the
Plan area in four subpopulations, or ewe groups. The ewe groups in the Plan area are the
San Jacinto Mountains group, the northern Santa Rosa Mountains (northwest of Highway
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74) group, the Deep Canyon group (southeast of Highway 74 to Martinez Canyon), and the
southern Santa Rosa Mountains group (south of Martinez Canyon). The subpopulations in
the northern Santa Rosa Mountains and San Jacinto are the smallest populations,
estimated at 41 (19 ewes) and 32 (4 ewes) respectively, excluding lambs. These two
groups are especially vulnerable to extirpation.

During the past four years, the population has stabilized and appears to be increasing.
BLM has implemented interim measures to promote recovery of bighorn sheep populations.
Through implementation of the CVMSHCP and BLM's COCA plan amendment, long-term
management direction will be established. The Bighorn Sheep Recovery Plan, completed
in October 2000, provides recommendations for developing and assessing conservation
and management activities in order to achieve recovery of the bighorn. Because the ESA
permitting process is tied to the CVMSHCP planning process, BLM's COCA plan
amendment has primary responsibility for implementing recovery actions and protecting
Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep on BLM-managed lands.

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley COCA Plan Amendment Area
Range-wide, there are 782,049.2 acres of suitable bighorn sheep habitat. Of that, 84,
551.8 acres are designated critical habitat, of which 84, 216.4 acres occur within the
planning area. These lands are within the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National
Monument and the Santa Rosa Wilderness Area.

Threats and Limiting Factors. The Peninsular bighorn sheep is endangered because of the
loss and fragmentation of habitat, disease, and predation. A limiting factor is that the sheep
live in a narrow band of habitat in which they must find the resources needed to survive in a
harsh desert environment. This band of habitat is at the lower elevations of the Peninsular
Ranges and includes canyon bottoms, alluvial fans, and mountain slopes. Within the
narrow band of habitat, bighorn sheep need to be able to move daily, seasonally, and
annually to make use of the sparse and sometimes sporadically available resources found
within their home ranges. Habitat loss is considered to be one of the greatest threats to the
species' continued existence. As humans encroach into the habitat, the resources, and the
survival potential of a particular ewe group that depends on them, may be eliminated.
Habitat loss can impact the sheep's ability to forage, reproduce, find water, avoid predators,
and move among important resource areas and between ewe groups. Habitat
fragmentation is recognized as a major threat to Peninsular bighorn sheep because of the
dual effect of restricting animals to a smaller area and severing connections between ewe
groups, thus creating genetic isolation. Roads and human use of an area can create habitat
fragmentation. Habitat modification, such as constructing golf courses and residences in
bighorn habitat that attract sheep, creates threats in the form collisions with vehicles,
poisoning by toxic landscape plants, entanglement in wire fences, harassment by dogs,
and exposure to pathogens and chemicals such as herbicides and insecticides. The human
population in the Coachella Valley is predicted to increase from approximately 312,000 in
2000 to 456,000 by 2020, a 41% increase. As the population in the valley increases,
threats to bighorn sheep also increase. Increased demands for recreation opportunities,
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home sites, and other development may result in greater habitat fragmentation and loss.
Traffic on SR 74 will likely increase, thereby increasing the effects of fragmentation on
bighorn sheep in the Santa Rosa Mountains. Disease and predation, particularly by
mountain lions, are also significant threats.

Southern yellow bat
Lasiurus ega (xanthinus)
Status: Federal- None

State - Species of Special Concern

Distribution, Abundance, and Trends. The southern yellow bat occurs in extreme
southeastern California, the southwest to Texas and the northwestem portion of Mexico,
including Baja (Burt and Grossenheider 1976). Its range appears to be expanding due to
the use of palm trees for landscaping. While very few surveys have been conducted for the
species in the Plan area, and it is known to occur only at the Coachella Valley Preserve,
Dos Palmas Preserve/ACEC, and on the Applegarth Ranch in the Thermal area, the yellow
bat is believed to occur throughout the Coachella Valley in the palm oases and in
residential areas with untrimmed palm trees. The Coachella Valley is probably very
important to this species, as it has a significant number of the native palm oases in
southeastern California. There is no estimate of the population size of this species in the
Plan area.

This species roosts in trees, primarily palm trees. It appears to prefer the dead fronds of
palm trees. It feeds on flying insects such as beetles and true bugs, and forages over water
and among trees. This species is thought to be non-colonial, although aggregations of up to
15 have been found in the same roost site. Yellow bats probably do not hibernate; activity
has been observed year-round in both the southern and northern portions of the range.
This species probably forms small maternity groups in trees and palms. Pregnancy occurs
from April to June, with lactation occurring in June and July. Females carry from one to four
embryos. In Texas, bat pups have been found on fronds that have been trimmed from trees
(Mirowsky 1997). There is very little information available on the life history of this species.

Occurrence within the Coachella Valley CDCA Plan Amendment Area
Modeled habitat for this species occurs on 315 acres of BLM-managed lands, mostly within
the Dos Palmas ACEC.

Threats and limiting factors
The most serious threat to this species would be loss of dead palm fronds. This can result
from fire or pruning when trees are used for landscape purposes. If loss of fronds occurs in
the spring before the young can fly, it could result in the loss of a year's reproduction. Fires
may be naturally occurring from lightning or may be the result of vandalism. Small colonies
may be lost in residential areas or resorts and golf courses where the fronds from the trees

Page E - 41



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment - FEIS
Appendix E - Species Accounts

are trimmed. Pesticides may impact food availability for this species, particularly where
agricultural areas occur adjacent to roosting habitat.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher
Empidonax traillii extimus
Status: Federal - Endangered

State - Endangered

Distribution, Abundance, and Trends. The southwestern willow flycatcher is restricted to
dense riparian woodlands and forests along the river and stream systems of southern
California, primarily in Kern, San Diego, San Bernardino, and Riverside counties. Their
breeding range also includes southern Nevada, Arizona, New Mexico, Utah, western
Texas, and possibly southwestern Colorado. They are reported as breeding birds in
Mexico, in extreme northern Baja California and Sonora. They winter in Mexico, Central
America, and northern South America. This flycatcher can be found at sites where a dense
growth of willows (Salix sp.), Baccharis, arrowweed (Pluchea sp.), or other plants occurs in
thickets. These thickets are often associated with a scattered overstory of cottonwood
(Populus fremontil) and other riparian trees. This species has also been found nesting in
southern California in relatively narrow bands of riparian habitat and can utilize extremely
small remnant riparian areas (one medium size willow tree) during migration (Theresa
Newkirk, pers. comm.).

The historic range of the southwestern willow flycatcher in California included riparian areas
throughout the southern third of the state; it was reported as common in the Los Angeles
basin, the San Bernardino/Riverside area, and in San Diego County. It was also a common

.breeder along the lower Colorado River, near Yuma. Currently, stable nesting groups are
reported from only two locations, along the South Fork of the Kern River and along the
Santa Margarita River on Camp Pendleton. Elsewhere, they exist only in small scattered,
remnant and isolated populations. Major causes of the decline are cowbird parasitism and
destruction or disturbance in riparian habitats.

The birds begin to arrive in southern California to breed late in the spring, generally from
May 15 on through the summer months, until August. Males establish and defend territories
beginning shortly after arrival in mid-May. Most birds begin nesting within one week after
pair formation, which occurs 10 to 14 days after their arrival. The young fledge in early July
and begin to disperse approximately two weeks after leaving the nest.

They construct their nests in dense thickets of willows, mulefat, and other trees and shrubs
approximately 4 to 7 meters in height. They virtually always nest near surface water or
saturated soil. They have not been found nesting in habitats where the riparian zone is very
narrow, or where distances between willow patches and individual shrubs is great. The
southwestern willow flycatcher is an insectivore, foraging within and above dense riparian
vegetation, sometimes adjacent to nest sites.
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Occurrence within the Coachella Valley COCA Plan Amendment Area
The breeding status of the southwestern willow flycatcher within the Plan area is not well
known. Of the known locations at which this species has been observed, only one was
confirmed as supporting breeding birds, sited by Bob McKernan in Mission Creek. Suitable
breeding habitat is present in a number of locations where riparian habitat exists, in Chino
Canyon, Andreas, Murray, and Palm Canyons, Millard Canyon, Whitewater Canyon,
possibly Stubbe and Cottonwood Canyons. Suitable breeding habitat may also occur at
Oasis de Los Osos, along the Whitewater River near the Salton Sea, at the Coachella
Valley Preserve, and at Dos Palmas Preserve/ACEC. No breeding southwestern willow
flycatchers were observed during surveys conducted in the Whitewater River drainage
during 2001. Migrant willow flycatchers were observed once in upper Whitewater Canyon.
Habitat suitability is marginal in this area due to small patch size. Few brown-headed
cowbirds were seen at this site and on survey routes. Modeled suitable habitat for
southwestern willow flycatcher is the same as for Least Bell's Vireo, 68,358.9 acres range­
wide within the planning area, and 20,740.1 acres on BLM-managed lands.

Southwestern willow flycatchers also migrate through the Plan area en route to other
breeding areas. In migration, they may use desert fan palm oasis woodland, mesquite
hummocks, mesquite bosque, arrow weed scrub, desert dry wash woodland, southern
sycamore-alder riparian woodland, Sonoran cottonwood-willow riparian forest, and
southern arroyo willow riparian forest. Canyons on the north side of the Coachella Valley
on the boundary of Joshua Tree National Park may provide migratory habitat for this
species. In addition, there are two records of migrant southwestern willow flycatchers at
Dos Palmas ACEC.

Threats and Limiting Factors. The most significant threats to the southwestern willow
flycatcher in the Plan area are loss and modification of riparian habitats upon which they
depend and nest parasitism by the brown-headed cowbird. BLM-managed lands where
southwestern willow flycatchers have been documented are in conservation status at this
time. :These areas include Big Morongo Canyon Preserve, Dos Palmas ACEC, and the
San Gorgonio Wilderness Area. Other factors that have contributed to their decline include
disturbance of riparian habitat by cattle, fragmentation of breeding areas, flood control
activities, invasion of non-native plants in riparian habitats, degradation of habitat as a
result of edge effects related to urbanization and other human activities, and sand/gravel
mining. Other localized threats may include changes in fire frequency and concentrated
human access within some of the riparian areas. For example, the Whitewater River area
near Bonnie Bell appears to be heavi ly used by people. Brown-headed cowbird parasitism
rates of southwestern willow flycatcher nests has been reported as ranging from 50 to 80
percent in California, to 100% in the Grand Canyon. The decline in breeding populations of
the southwestern willow flycatcher, along with other small, insectivorous, open-cup nesting
birds - among them the yellow warbler and least Bell's vireo -- is well documented. It has
been reported (Unitt 1987) from historical and contemporary records that the southwestern
willow flycatcher has declined precipitously throughout its range in the last 50 years. Parent
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birds in parasitized nests either desert the nest or raise the young cowbird at the expense
of their own young. Human activities, including golf courses and agriculture, attract
cowbirds, thereby increasing the threat to southwestern willow flycatchers. Cowbird control
has been implemented at Big Morongo Canyon Preserve for the past four years. At this
time, cowbird parasitism is not a limiting factor for southwestern willow flycatchers at Big
Morongo Canyon Preserve (Robin Kobaly, preserve mgr. Pers. Comm., 2002)

Summer tanager
Piranga rubra cooperi
Status: Federal - None

State - Species of Special Concern

Distribution, Abundance, and Trends. The summer tanager breeds across the southern
United States from California, as far north as the Kern River valley, to Florida, and in the
eastern United States as far north as 40° N. Two subspecies are currently recognized.
One, P. r. cooperi, breeds in the southwest from California to west Texas and northern
Mexico. The other, P. r. rubra, occupies the remainder of the range to the east. The
western subspecies inhabits riparian woodlands and, at higher elevations, woodlands
dominated by mesquite and salt cedar. The summer tanager winters from central Mexico
south through Central America to Bolivia and Brazil. It occurs in small numbers in winter in
southern California, southern Arizona and in southern Florida.

The North American breeding population has remained generally stable since the mid­
1970's, although some populations in the eastern United States and along the Colorado
River have declined. It was formerly considered common in the lower Colorado River valley
by Grinnell (1914), but only 216 individuals were estimated to be present by 1976
(Rosenberg et al. 1991). Habitat destruction is the likely cause of the decrease.

Little is known of the breeding biology of the species. Summer tanagers nest in mature
riparian groves dominated by cottonwoods and willows. Early arrivals from wintering
grounds may appea r in late March, but the main migration is April through early May.
Nesting is primarily May through June. The nest is built on a horizontal limb of large trees
including cottonwoods, usually 10 to 35 feet above the ground, and often over an opening
such as a creek bed. The nest is a loosely built, shallow cup ofweed stems, leaves, bark,
and grasses, lined with fine grasses. From 3 to 5, but usually 4 eggs are laid. Incubation is
approximately 12 days. Tanagers eat insects, including bees and wasps, and small wild
fruits.

This species is known or suspected to nest in the Plan area in Mission Creek, the
Whitewater River Canyon, and Palm Canyon, and also migrates through the area on its
way to more coasta l and .northern habitats. There are also records from the Whitewater

. River delta and the Coachella Valley Preserve, but whether it nests in these areas or only
uses them in migration is not known.

Page E-44



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment - FEIS
Appendix E - Species Accounts

Threats and Limiting Factors. The major threat is loss of habitat due to human activity,
including flood control. Cowbird parasitism may be a contributing factor, although
parasitism of summer tanager nests appears to vary significantly by geographic area. In
southern Illinois, 11 of 13 nests observed were parasitized, while in the South Fork Kern
River Valley only 1 of 16 nests was subject to parasitism. The extent of cowbird parasitism
in the Plan area is not known. Collisions with wind turbines and other towers during
migration could also be a source of mortality. In Leon County, Florida, 146 summer
tanagers were killed at a television tower during spring migration. The actuality or potential
of mortality from wind turb ines, communication towers, and transmission towers in the Plan
area is not known. Overall in California, the population of summer tanagers has declined
severely in response to elimination of riparian willow and cottonwood forest. The species is
designated a Species of Special Concern by the state.

Triple-ribbed milkvetch
Astragalus tricarinatus
Status: Federal - Endangered

State - None

Distribution, Abundance and Trends
The triple-ribbed milkvetch is an endemic species that is found in a narrow range primarily
from the northwestern portion of the Coachella Valley, from the vicinity of Whitewater
Canyon, the type locality, in Mission Creek canyon across Hwy. 62 to Dry Morongo Wash
and Big Morongo Canyon. Another location where the species has been collected is Agua
Alta Canyon, a branch of Martinez Canyon in the Santa Rosa Mountains in the southern
portion of the Plan area; this record is for one individual collected by Jon Stewart and
identified by Andy Sanders of the U.C. Riverside herbarium. It is of interest that Munz and
Keck (1959) and Barneby (1964) described the range of the species from Whitewater to the
Orocopia Mountains, east of the Martinez Canyon location. The Martinez Canyon known
location has led some to suggest that this species could occur in the rugged canyons of the
Santa Rosa/San Jacinto Mountains. Much of the Deep Canyon area has received a fair
amount of attention from botanists, particularly in the Deep Canyon watershed near Palm
Desert (Zabriskie 1979) where the triple-ribbed milkvetch has never been recorded . It is a
very difficult species to detect, however. The species is also known from several locations
outside the Plan boundary in San Bernardino County, including the upper reaches of Big
Morongo Canyon, Dry Morongo Canyon just north of the county line, and a somewhat
anomalous, relatively high elevation, location (Sanders 1999) near Key's Ranch in Joshua
Tree National Park. These locations in San Bernardino County are within the boundaries of
BLM's West Mojave Planning Area. There are 3085 acres of modeled habitat for triple­
ribbed milkvetch within the Coachella Valley COCA Plan amendment planning area. Of
these, 1634 acres occur on BLM-managed lands.

Most of the populations of this species appear to be in the eastern end of the San

PageE -45



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment - FEIS
Appendix E - Species Accounts

Bernardino Mountains and at the western end of the Little San Bernardino Mountains.
Much of the suitable habitat along the southern margin of these mounta ins is rugged and
poorly explored and so it is possible that additional populations occur in the upper reaches
of Mission, Dry Morongo, and Big Morongo Canyons, as well as in the westernmost
portions of Joshua Tree National park (Sanders 1999).

The preferred habitat of the triple-ribbed milkvetch has been characterized as sandy and
gravelly soils of dry washes or on decomposed granite or gravelly soils at the base of
canyon slopes. Recent observations of the species have illustrated that its habitat
requirements are very poorly understood. Most, if not all, observations of the species are in
distu rbed areas, such that it may be require some disturbance, whether natura l or man­
made. In Big Morongo Canyon it is found on decomposed granite "slides" at the base of
canyon slopes. Other disturbed sites include along washes, on canyon bottoms where
slides or flooding occurs. In Mission Creek canyon , the species was observed in 1998
growing along the rocky edge of the stream, in the middle of roads, in a "rip-rap" barrier
above the U.S.G.S. gauging station, in open soils in a recently burned willow thicket at the
margins of the cienega, and on gravelly sandbars in the midst of the stream channel (K.
Barrows, pers. obs.).

Andy Sanders (1999) has suggested that washes may not in fact be the typical habitat for
this species, which may be more common on the slopes above washes. Very limited
surveys by Andy Sanders and Katie Barrows in Mission Creek Canyon between 1995 and
1998 have not located triple-ribbed milkvetch on these slopes. It may be that the species
requires a very specific set of environmental conditions for germination and growth . In this
scenario, seeds only find these conditions infrequently in various years such that plants are
only seen in good numbers in certain years. In its wash habitat, large-scale floods may be
a necessary condition for the successful germination of many seeds of triple-ribbed
milkvetch. These large, scouring flood events occur only infrequently in this arid desert
habitat. A question remains as to how this species can persist given the small size of most
known populations and the relative level of disturbance that could, presumably, wipe out a
substantial number of individuals. Consideration should be given to retaining an active and
intact hydrological regime for this listed species.

In his summary of the species for the West Mojave Desert HCP (Sanders 1999), Andy
Sanders nicely summarizes the questions about the habitat requirements and population
status of this species: "It is apparent that this species is most commonly collected along
washes and on canyon bottoms, but whether this represents the preferred habitat of the
species or is simply the place that people collect, and hence find waifs, is yet to be
determined. Given the small size of most populations and the instability of the habitats
occupied, it is difficul t to see how this species could maintain itself if washes truly are its
main habitat. With every flood, seeds and plants will be destroyed or washed downstream
out of the habitat area. If there is not a substantial population, some of which will escape
destruction, or a permanent population in areas not subject to scouring , it is difficult to see
how a scarce fugitive can maintain itself at all. Seed longevity should be investigated to
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determine if seeds are able to survive prolonqed burial in sand following a flood so that they
might wait for many years until another flood again exposes them and makes open habitat
available. There is a great need for careful and thorough surveys of the slopes above the
washes where this species is usually found. If there are no permanent populations found
there, then it should be concluded that this species is in fact a wash inhabitant and that the
plants are few in number and their status precarious indeed."

Where it does occur, triple-ribbed milkvetch is apparently never common. Surveys for the
species in the Mission Creek area in 1998 detected only 13 plants , in spite of what would
appear to have been favorable growth conditions with relatively high rainfall that year; the
13 plants were large and laden with fruits (K. Barrows, pers. obs.). Reported observations
of the number of individuals of the triple-ribbed milkvetch in Whitewater Canyon, Dry
Morongo Wash, and Big Morongo Canyon are mostly of one to 13 plants, with the
exception of 120 plants reported in 1991 (in 1997 6 to 8 individuals were observed at this
site), 35 plants reported in 1992 (both by G. Helmkamp, pers. comm.), and 70 plants in
1993 (Jacobsen 1993). The known location in Martinez Canyon is a single observation of
one plant, which has not been observed since it was reported in 1985; additional casual
surveys of this location have been accomplished several times since 1985, but no plants
have been found (W. Miller 1997; J. Dice, pers. comm.).

As noted, the factors that control the distribution and size of populations of this species are
not understood. During some years, the species is difficult to find, while in other years it
may be relatively common at some sites. The occurrence in Big Morongo Canyon consists
of approximately 50 plants, occupying a total area of about 36 acres; these plants occur in
scattered locations along the canyon bottom, north of and within the Plan area. As
previously noted, George Helmkamp (pers. comm.) has seen this population vary from 6 to
120 plants. In the year when 120 plants were observed (ca. 1991) heavy rains resulting in
floodwaters had scoured the bottom of the canyon; the plants appeared in the open canyon
bottom. The Big Morongo Canyon has been monitored from 1983 and 1998, with changes
in abundance apparently dependent on the amount of winter rainfa ll.

The triple-ribbed milkvetch may be a short-lived perennial, but more commonly behaves as
an annual. It may best be described as a short-lived perennial, persisting for about 3 to 5
years (Sanders 1999). Healthy individuals appear as a somewhat bushy herb, which at
maturity are usually 12-20 inches (30-50 cm) tall. The lower stem is somewhat woody, with
a tap root. The white to pale cream- colored flowers appear from February through April,
with fruits appearing as early as March and present until at least May. The fruits are
distinctive, narrow pods, 2 to 4 cm long and three-ribbed in cross section. Most aspects of
the biology of this species are unknown including pollinators, germination requirements,
longevity of seeds in the soil and specific habitat requirements.

Threats and Limiting Factors. This species occurs in locations within the Plan area where
there are few if any human-caused threats. Most of the known locations, 85%, occur on
existing conservation lands in protected status, including those in Mission Creek on land
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owned by BLM or the Wildlands Conservancy, in Big Morongo Canyon on BLM land, or in
Whitewater Canyon on BLM land. In the wash bottom habitat and along roads, the species
may be subject to trampling by vehicles, but most of the known locations receive very
limited vehicle traffic. Development pressures are a concern primarily in the Mission Creek
drainage on private lands immediately west of Hwy. 62 and in the vicinity of Dry Morongo
Wash near Hwy. 62 and Indian Avenue. One disturbance that may impact this species is
flood control maintenance activities in the Whitewater Canyon and Mission Creek
drainages. Sand and gravel mining is not a current threat, although there is some potential
for mining in Whitewater Canyon. Road widening along Hwy. 62 could impact the Dry
Morongo Canyon location in the future, although no widening is proposed. Grazing is not a
threat in the known locations for this species. Illegal berming and drainage diversions are
potential impacts that may have or might in the future affect the structure and function of
canyon habitats. In the upper reaches of Big Morongo Canyon, outside the Plan boundary
in San Bernardino County, habitat for triple-ribbed milkvetch has been disturbed by pipeline
construction and maintenance. This is a threat with mixed impacts as, while individual
plants may be destroyed, some plants may germinate in soil freshly disturbed by pipeline
construction activities (G. Helmkamp, pers. comm.). In 1995, however, a pipeline
realignment project may have impacted this milkvetch. With the low population numbers
reported by most observers, a significant threat may be impacts to the species from
stochastic natural events.

Yellow-breasted chat
Icteria virens (SC)
Status: Federal - None

State - Species of Special Concern

Distribution, Abundance, and Trends. The yellow-breasted chat is found throughout most of
the United States, southern Canada, parts of Mexico, and south to Panama in the
appropriate habitat. It is more often heard than seen, preferring to stay under cover in
dense riparian thickets. The yellow-breasted chat nests in dense riparian thickets and
brushy tangles in the lower portions of foothill canyons and in the lowlands. Its nest is a cup
of dried leaves, coarse straw, and bark, lined with grasses, fine plant stems and leaves,
built low in a bush, vine, or briar; there are typically 3 - 5 eggs laid from early May to mid
July. It is primarily an insect eater but also eats wild berries and wild grapes.

This species is known to breed or is likely to breed in Whitewater Canyon, Mission Creek,
Chino Canyon, and the Whitewater River between Mecca and the Salton Sea. It is possible
that it breeds elsewhere in the Plan area as well. In migration, the yellow-breasted chat
may use desert fan palm oasis woodland, mesquite hummocks, mesquite bosque,
arrowweed scrub, desert dry wash woodland, desert sink scrub, desert saltbush scrub,
southern sycamore-alder riparian woodland, Sonoran cottonwood-willow riparian forest,
valley freshwater marsh, and cismontane alkali marsh in the plan area. It has been
observed at Dos Palmas, the Coachella Valley Preserve, and Willow Hole. It has also been
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observed in Andreas Canyon on the Agua Caliente Indian Reservation. Individuals
observed in these locations may have been in migration to other breeding areas outside the
Plan area.

The yellow-breasted chat is in a general state of decline. The primary threat is loss of
habitat, mainly due to flood control activities. They are also subject to cowbird parasitism.
Human activities, including golf courses and agriculture, attract cowbirds, thereby
increasing the threat to the species.

Threats and Limiting Factors. The primary threat to the yellow-breasted chat in the Plan
area is destruction or degradation of habitat from flood control and other human activities.
The extent to which this species is impacted by cowbird parasitism is not known.

Yellow warbler
Dendroica petechia brewsteri
Status: Federal - No Status
State - Species of Special Concern

Distribution, Abundance, and Trends. The yellow warbler occurs in riparian areas
throughout Alaska, Canada, the United States, and parts of Mexico. A tropical subspecies
occurs in Central and South America. The yellow warbler prefers wetlands and mature
riparian woodlands dominated by cottonwoods, alders, and willows. It also uses well
watered, second growth woodlands and gardens. The yellow warb ler winters south to the
Bahamas, Central America and South America to Peru, Bolivia, and Brazil. The species
breeds throughout the United States and Canada. The population is fluctuating in North
America: declining in some areas and increasing in others. It was once a common to locally
abundant summer resident in riparian areas throughout California. Currently, populations
are reduced and locally extirpated (e.g., Sacramento Valley and San Joaquin Valley). Once
a common resident in San Francisco, there are no recent breeding records for this area.
Breeding populations in Marin County have declined, but the species is still common in
Santa Cruz County. Numbers have also declined in Siskiyou County, but are steady in
some areas of the Sierra Nevada. Yellow warblers are common along streams below about
8,000 feet in the eastern Sierra. The yellow warbler has declined significantly as a breeding
bird in the coastal lowlands of southern California and is believed to be extirpated from the
Colorado River. Destruction of riparian habitats and cowbird parasitism are the major
causes of the decline.

The yellow warb ler is known or believed to occur as a breeding bird at Whitewater Canyon,
Mission Creek, Chino Canyon, Andreas Canyon, in the Whitewater River near the Salton
Sea, and at Cottonwood Spring in Joshua Tree National Park. Many yellow warblers also
migrate through the Plan area en route to other breeding areas. In migration, the yellow
warbler may use desert fan palm oasis woodland, mesquite hummocks, mesquite bosque,
arrowweed scrub, desert dry wash woodland, desert sink scrub, desert saltbush scrub,
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southern sycamore-alder riparian woodland, Sonoran cottonwood-willow riparian forest,
valley freshwater marsh, and cismontane alkali marsh in the plan area. The species would
also use urban areas in migration. No conservation measures are proposed in urban areas;
however, it is anticipated that suitable landscape trees and shrubs will continue to thrive in
urban areas.

The yellow warbler typically arrives from their wintering areas from late March to May. It
tends to nest in locations of intermediate height and shrub density. The nest is built in an
upright fork or crotch of a large tree, or sometimes a sapling or bush, generally 6 to 8 feet
above the ground. The nest is a well-formed cup of interwoven plant fibers and down, fine

. grasses, lichens, mosses, spider's silk, hairs, etc. Usually 4 to 5 eggs are laid in spring or
early summer. Incubation is 11 days, and the young leave the nest at 9 to 12 days old. The
yellow warbler feeds on caterpillars, cankerworms, moth larvae, bark beetles, borers,
weev ils, small moths, aphids, grasshoppers, and spiders, and occasionally feeds on a few
species of berries.

Threats and limiting factors
The primary threats to the yellow warbler in the Plan area are cowbird parasitism and
destruction or degradation of habitat from flood control and other human activities. Cowbird
parasitism is well documented, and the yellow warbler is one of the most common hosts.
One cowbird may lay an egg in up to 12 different nests in a breeding season, and yellow
warblers lay a single clutch per season. Human activities, including golf courses and
agriculture, attract cowbirds, thereby increasing the threat to yellow warb lers.

Yuma Clapper Rail
Rallus longirostris yumaensis
Status: Federal - Endangered

State - Threatened

Distribution, Abundance, and Trends. Yuma clapper rails are and have been restricted to
the region of the lower Colorado River, the Colorado River delta, and appropriate habitats
surrounding the Salton Sea and in the Whitewater River north of the Sea. There are rare
records for this species in marshland habitat along the eastern shore of the Sea of Cortez.
Within this historic range, appropriate habitat along the lower Colorado River and delta
areas has been severely reduced through water diversions and salt cedar infestations. The
Plan area is at the northern edge of the Yuma clapper rail distribution. There are records
from the Whitewater River delta and upstream, in scattered locations, for approximately 10
miles along the Whitewater River channel, and from two agricultural drains on the west side
of the Salton Sea. The Salton Sea and Whitewater River habitats are potentially impacted
due to chemical contaminants, salt cedar infestations, and flood contro l channel
maintenance. The Yuma clapper rail occurs at the Salton Sea State Recreation Area at the
mouth of Salt Creek. The Yuma clapper rails occur within the Dos Palmas marshland
complex in unknown numbers. The Dos Palmas area may have particular importance in
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that it may be one of the few occupied sites throughout this bird's entire range that is
relatively free of chemical contaminants. Both Dos Palmas and the Whitewater River
delta/Salton Sea could, if managed appropriately, provide additional habitat to what already
exists there. The population size of Yuma clapper rails within this area is not known, nor
are the trends in its population numbers known, but it is likely that this population will
require immigration from occupied habitat to the south to maintain long term viability.
Surveys conducted at Dos Palmas ACEC in 2001 and 2002 detected no breeding Yuma
Clapper Rails. However, BLM biologists observed a single rail in July 2002 in the central
pond at Dos Palmas on two separate occasions (R. Huddleston-Lorton, K. Doran, BLM,
pers. Comm. 2002).

There are 1,177.1 acres of modeled habitat within the planning area, of which 257.2 acres
occur on BLM-managed land.
Yuma clapper rails are found in marsh habitats of cattails Typha domingensis and
bullwhip/California bulrush Scirpus califomicus. In habitats found along and adjacent to the
lower Colorado River, these rails selected some combination of cattails and bulrush for
breeding. There was a post-breeding shift at some sites concurrent with a rise in water
level, to higher elevation willows, arrow weed and salt cedar dominated habitats. Common
reed Phragmites communis was also used as habitat, but usually occurred in areas too dry
for breeding and foraging. Water depth appears to be an important habitat character, with
average preferred depths varying from 6.5 cm to 20 cm depending on the study site In
deeper water a residual mat of decaying vegetation was important to allow the rails to have
access and use throughout their home range. The rails also preferred habitat edges and
generally less dense habitat to facilitate the birds' mobility and access. Home ranges for
male birds were found to average 7.7 +/- 5.9 ha, and for females 9.9 +/- 9.6 ha.

Threats and Limiting Factors. Water diversions, salt cedar infestations, habitat manipulation
for flood control and chemical contamination (the last two pertain primarily to the
Whitewater delta) are the primary threats to Yuma clapper rails within the Plan area.
Another potential threat is the lining of the Coachella Canal; leakage from the Coachella
Canal currently provides a portion of the water supply to rail habitat at the Dos Palmas
Preserve/ACEC. The canal lining may also be a threat to the water supply in Salt Creek.
There are small amounts of Yuma clapper rail habitat in the Plan area, and it is unknown
whether the habitat areas are large enough to sustain a viable population. Additional
surveys are needed as part of Plan implementation to determine patch sizes and whether
they are adequate to sustain a viable population. There are opportunities for habitat
restoration and enhancement in the Plan area.
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INTRODUCTION

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) would like to extend our appreciation to
members of the public and agency officials who took the time to review and
submit comments on BLM's Draft Coachella Valley California Desert
Conservation Area Plan Amendment, Draft Trails Management Plan and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

As a federal agency, we are committed to managing the public lands and
resources for the benefit of the people of the United States. Through the
planning and environmental review process, BLM has the responsib ility to
establish a sound land and resource management strategy for the public lands,
taking into consideration the various ideas offered by the public. Public
participation, through the planning and environmental review process, is key to
making better land and resource management decisions.

Source of Public Comments. Public comments submitted during the 90-day
public comment period (June 7 through September 5,2002) on the draft plans
and EIS, came from a variety of sources and are included in their entirety in this
appendix. The BLM received 23 comment letters, electronic mail messages or
facsimiles. The transcripts from public hearings held on July 22, 23 and 25, 2002
for this plan are included. Pertinent transcript pages from the California Desert
District Advisory Council meeting held on June 29, 2002, and the Santa Rosa
and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument Advisory Committee meeting
held on July 30, 2002 are also included.

Public Comment Analysis. Over 200 comments were extracted from the various
letters, electronic mail messages, and public meeting transcripts. These
comments are presented in this Appendix as "public concern statements."
Similar "public concern statements" were grouped together, organized by topic (a
list of which is presented in the table of contents provided at the beginning of this
appendix.) Staff evaluated the "public concern statements," and prepared written

.responses, which are presented below. .

"Substantive comments" were assessed and considered both collectively and
individually (40 CFR 150404 and SLM Manual H-1790-1, Section V.SA).
Substantive comments may result in changes to the Final EIS in the following
ways:

1) Modify alternatives including the proposed action;
2) Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious

consideration by the agency;
3) Supplement, improve or modify its analyses;
4) Make factual corrections.
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As a general rule, the Bureau does not respond to opinion statements. Every
opinion, however different from other opinions, is valid in its own right. Opinion
statements are not treated as "votes." All opinions are taken into consideration
before the Bureau renders a decision (BLM Manual H-1790-1, Section V.BA).

Sometimes members of the public, in their comments, request actions outside
the scope of this plan or outside BLM's jurisdiction altogether. In the Bureau's
responses, we tried to identify the appropriate venue or agency to address such
a comment.

PUBLIC COMMENT SUBMISSIONS

Each letter, facsimile message, and electronic message submitted to BLM during
the public comment period (June 7 through September 5,2002) is reproduced in
the following pages of this Appendix. These documents are arranged in the
following order:

Federal agency comments
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Tribal comments
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians
Morongo Band of Mission Indians

State of California agency comments
California State Lands Commission
Department of Fish and Game
University of California Cooperative Extension
University of California, Riverside-Boyd Deep Canyon Desert Research

Center
Local government comments

City of La Quinta
City of Palm Desert
City of Palm Springs

Local agency comments
Imperial Irrigation District

Interest group comments
California Association of 4 Wheel Dive Clubs, Inc.
Center for Biological Diversity; California Wilderness Coalition
Desert Riders
San Diego Off-Road Coalition; Off-Road Business Association; California

Off-Road Vehicle Association
Sierra Club

General (non-affiliated) public comments
Paul Adellzi, Whitewater Trout Company
Jonathan Cook
Steven Harris, Off-Road Rentals
Stephen Mascaro
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Public hearing transcripts; comments provide by:
Gayle Cady
Jim Fitzpatrick, Motion Picture Association
Don Gomsi , Coachella Valley Mosquito and Vector Control District
Terry Kay
Will Lewis, Desert Side Tracks
Nancy Madson
Jesse McKeever
Jeffrey Morgan, Sierra Club
Greg Mottino, Desert Side Tracks
Ralph Sargent, Desert Side Tracks
Betty Mangan Smith
Kayla Thames, California Film Commission

Advisory council / committee transcripts
California Desert District Advisory Council
Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument Advisory

Committee

For clarity , origina l letters are reproduced instead of their facsimile counterparts.
Where the date stamp indicates receipt on September 6, 2002 or thereafter, BLM
has retained copies of the facsimile transmission as proof of receipt before close
of the comment period.
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September 5, 2002

Based on our review, we ofTer the following comme nts for yo ur cons ideration in
preparing the Final EIS: .

The plan amendment anticipates using an adaptive management strategy to addre..
continuing impacts in the planning ..ea. When possible, the Final EIS and Recordof Decision
(ROD) should idenliry specific elements of other alternativ.. tha: will be considered as fallback
options ifmanagementobjectives are not being mel during a reasonable time frame.

CI'l-N
~

James G. Kenna,Field Manager
Bureau of land Management
Palm SprinS'·Soulh Coast Field Offlee
690 West Gamet Avenue
P.O. Box 581260
North Palm Sprin¥" CA 92258·1260

Dear Mr. Kenna:

The Environmental ProtectionAgency(EPA) has reviewedthe Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Dran C.llfornl. Desert Conurvilion Arel (COCA) Plan
Amendmeal for tbe COI.benl Viney . ad lbe Dran Sintl Ro," l ad Sin J.cinto Mounlain.
Tra il Mln.sement Plln [CEQ Number020227J. Our review is pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations at40
CFR Parts 1500· 1508, and Section 309of the Clean Air Act.

The DEIS describes and analyzesa range of alternatives for managingBureau of land
Management (BlM) lands in the Coachella Valleyof southern California. New management
dtreetion and Iltematives are proposed to add"'ss I broad range of resourceand management
issues, including recovery ofliseed speeies, motorized and non-motorized r..reational
opportunities, minml and energy resources,and collaborativemanagement,cross jurisdictional
boundaries. BlM hu identified three action alternatives (Alteml tives A·C). The agency's
preferredalternative for the CDCA Plan Amendment i, an amalgamation of plan elements
chosen fromthese . ltematives. The preferredaltem.tive for the Sanll Rosa and San Jacinlo
MountainsTrail ManagementPlan portion of the DEIS is Alternative B. Both the COCA Plan
Amendmentand Trail ManagemenlPlan were developed using I colleborativeplanning process
involving local governments. Stale agencies, other Federal agencies, and Indian tribes,

EPAcommends BlM for ilJ Ihorough analysis of impacts usocia led with the action
alternatives. Issues have been clearly articulated, and the impact analysis does an excellent job
of discussing potenti.1 impacts in the context of each issue arel . We also appreeiate efTorts taken
to identifyrelatedplanning efTorts so thaI this plan can be considered in its appropriateplanning
context. In mosl respects,the implcts usocilted with the preferred alternative are expectedto be
beneficial. Accordingly, we have u signed a raling ofLO (LIck of ObJections) 10 the DEIS.
Please consult the encloseddocument for more informl tion on EPA's rating system,

"ritU~ "" ~f'C1drJ ,.~,
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Since the pre ferred al terative is draw n from mult iple action alternatives. it wou ld be
useful 10 identiry the preferred alternativewheneverspecific alternatives are referenced in
Chapter 4-·Environmenlal Consequences (Ihis was done on some occasions but not consistently).
This would alleviate the need 10 referback to Table ES· I or Chapter 2 to determine which
alternative is preferred.

rage 4..45 references "addit lone! mitig ation measures [that] may be required 10minimize
impacts to wa ter resources and hydro logic processes" in the event chat sand and gravel mining
racililies are developedwithin conservation areas. We request that Bl M be morespeeifle about
the types of mitigationmeasur.. that would potentially be considered.

Page 4-69 references the possibility of setting a carrying capacity if the Drop 31 area
becomes "enormously popular," We recommend that BlM identify the elements it will consider
in determining whether a carryingcapacity determination is warranted. It also might be useful 10

adopt a specific schedule for monitoring use and associated impacts at the Drop 3I area. BlM
should also identify whether it conside" additional NEPA analysis 10 be n.....ary 10 set
management parameters for the Drop 3I ..e.. bued on its best estimate of polential use.

In the event thai the preferredalternative is modified as a result of comments receivedon
the DEIS, we request that BlM consult with EPA prior 10 releasing the FEIS.

EPA appreciates the opportunity10 review andofTer comments on this DEIS. If you have
any quoslions concerning this letter, pleaseconlact me or leonidas Payne of my slilT [phone:
(415) 972-3847; e-mail: payne.lconidas@epa.gov]. Pleu e send a single copy of the Finll EIS 10

the Federal ActivitiesOfflce at the letterhead address above (mail code: CMD·2) when it
becomes available.

Sincerely,

~/J.~
Lisa B. Hanf, Manager
Federal Activitiesomce

Enclosure: Ratings Summary
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SUMMARY OF EPA RAT INC DEFINITI ONS

' ·h j~ rotilly ~)·~IC.11 \\ III dU'\'clupcfd II I meDII' to l ummariTJ: l!ItAt, lcvt l of COllcem wilh a Itrol'ClS4:d :lclion.
nUl ,atillg. ", etDcombhuuioll or••"Iuabcllc:.' cIllCllOriQI ror n aluilio naftho tnvlromncl1lnl impActs or tne
pr0rJOuf Dlld nun1C:rit:a' catc;ori.. (ore\,. luatfol1 orth, adoquacy ofellcms.

&NVIRONM!':NTAL IMI'ACT OfTlfE ACTION

"LO~ (lAd ./Obl."I.",)
TheEPAreviewh.. nOl ldenliOed enypolenli. lenvironmonlOl imp.ctl requlrlns.ub...nl;VOch.nge.,a tho
propoSlI.TherevielV m.y h.vodlrela..d opportunltle. for.ppllCillanafmlllS'llonme..ure.lh., couldbe
. ..ompll.hedwllhnomorelh.n minorchonge.to Ihe propoIII. •

"EC" (E"vl,.n",."ral Cancern,)
The EPAreviewhilidentined envlronmenlOl lmp.ctl th.l.hould be Ivolded Inorder10 fullyprotectthe
enviranmonl. Corm:rivc measum m.y require ch.nges 10 !he prefured ahanOliveor Ippllcalion of
mills.rionmwur" th.lean reduCitheenvlronmenlOllmp.ct EPAwouldIlIce 10 workwilhthelo.d . sency
10 reduClthCM Impacts. . .

·F.O~ (E".".""",,'al Ohll<" ."')
The EPA roview hllldenllOed .ll11lncanl.nvlronmenllllmpaclJ thOl mustbe. volded Inordu to provide
adequale prolectlon for th. environment Comelive .....ure. mey require .ub.llnli al chlnge. 10 the
prefe""d . llemalivc01 con.lderilion of '0"'" oUlCr pro)eclallCm.tlv. (Includlnalh. no. ction . Il. motlv.
or. n.w allemillve). EPAIntend.to work wilhIh.lud . gency 10 ,oducochOM/mpaclll.

~EU" (Envl,.n",.n'ally Un'ilJls/ac,.",)
The EPAreviewhilidentlnedadvent envlronmenll l lmpoclI lhat m oflumcienlm.gnitudelhll theyere
unlatl,facloryfromthe.tandpolnt.fpubllc hulth orwelfareorenvlrorunenlll qualily. EPAintendslO work
wlch ch.l..d asency lO reduClth••• lmp..IlI••fth. polenllally unIIlbfaetoty Impaetaare notcorrecledal
tll. Onal EIS'Ilae. thl. proposal willbe recommended forrefurallo th. CEQ.

ADEOUAcy OF TH E 1~~Ac:r STATE MENT

CiIJ.&D", I ~ (Ad,,"a',)
EPAbelieves \hed,,11 illS adequately .ou fol'lh lIIecnviron.mcnllllmpact(.) of th. preferredaltom.live and
III... of th. IIl. mltlv.. ro&IOnlbly av. iI.bl. lO th. project or..tlon.No fwlhcranalyoi.or d. 1lcollection.1.
necesllt)', butth. ",viewerm.y ,ulJOSlthe addIlionof clarlfylnSIIftIlIJlS. or informltlon.

. "CiIJ.,.",J" (ltullflIc'.nt/n/.''''ilJl.n)
Th. dn.ftEISdoct "occontlln .umc.iencInformation(orEPAto full)'UMI' envlronmenll l impacu lh.t should
be . voldod In order 10 fully proteelth. ..vlron"",n~ or th. EPAreviewerh.. id.ntined new ruson obly
eveillblealtef1l.lIva thllan within th••pecwm of .ll .m ativosanal)'lOCl ln th~ d,,11EIS, whichcouldreduco
the onvlronmenral lmpoOll of tho . etlon. The Idenllnod. ddillon. l lnfarmllion,d.....n.ly.... or discuuion
should be Includod Inthe nnll EIS.. "CiII.,." r (1",,,,,"i1J') .
EPAdOftnotbellev.thlt the drallEIS. deqUlt. lyII ...... polentillly.lgnlncanttnvlronmenlll lmp.c lJofth.
, cllon,or theEPAreviewer hilidenlinodnew,reuon .bly . v. llablo. It.....liv•• ch.t .... oUllldo ofth••poclNm
of l ltem.l ive.enol)'lOCl lnthe d,,11 illS, w11 lch. hould beanalysedInordertoreducoth. potentli lly IIgnin...t
envlronmcnlll lmpoclI. EPA bcll_ lhII th.lde nlln'od eddillonal lnform.tion,de... . n.ly..., or dlscuuioruII. of .uch • mll11ltude thel they .houldhave fullpublicrevi. w lIa d,,11stlg••EPAdoo.s not bellov. th.lthe
d,,11 EIS I• •dequlI. for th. purpo... ofch. NEPAIndlor Scelion309,.., Iew,and thus should ~ fonn.lly
..vi.ed Ind mad. avcllabl. for public cOlftmenl In ••upplemenlll 01 ..vised d,,11EIS.On tho bul. of the
polenll., " I11 ,neont ImpoclIlnvolwd, thl. pn'l',,,.1 could be. Clndldole for ocf""" ' IOthoCEQ.

' From EPA Monu.I I640, ' Policy andProcedures fot Ille Ilevitw .fFedonlAclionsImpocdnc theEnvlronm.nc."
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Dear Mr. Kenna:

September 5, 2002
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~

~e
U
G.

I(~LIr.

~~~,2002
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The Tribe agrees with the BLM's recommendation to retlra the
Palm Canyon Herd Management Area designation. The Tribe
has recently trapped end removed nine horses thai were having
an adverse impact on Oos Palmas Spring due to the savere
drought conditions . The Tribe will continue to review flsld
conditions In this area and will monitor for the possible presence
of additional horses on the Reservation. If additional horses are
discovered on the Reservation , they will be managed In
compliance with the Tribal Habitat Conservetlon Plan that will be
released In Autumn 2002, Where appropriate the Tribe will
coordinate its management aelions wllh the BLM, parllculariy In
regerds to the existing cooperative agreement between the BLM
and the Tribe for management of land uses and netural
resources wllhin the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains
National Monument. As authorized under the Santa Rosa and
San Jacinto Mountelns NaUonal Monument Act of 2000, and as
agreed upon In the above stated cooparatlve agreement. the
Tribe and the BLM will exchange lands to facilitate both the

In the above referenced document, the BLM has Identined 1.2
miles of stream in Palm Canyon within Section 36 (Township 5
South. Range 4 East) on BLM land as eligible and suitable for
recommendation for Wild and Scenic River designation.
Although this segment of the meln streem in Palm Canyon lies
just outside the southeastem comar of the Reservation.
segments of the stream continue onto the Reservation for
epproxlmately 3 miles before ending in the dry wash system at
the base of Palm Canyon . Those segments on the Reservation
may not be eligible or suitable for recommendation for Wild and
Scenic River designation. It is the Inlent of tha Tribe to menage
the streams in Pelm Canyon consistent with both the Indian
Canyons Mester Plan end the Cooperative Management
Agreement wllh the Bureau of Land Management.

checkerboard pattem and Interspersed among public lands
owned or under the management of the federal govemment, In
particular the BLM and the U.S. Forest Services , as well as
state agencies and privately owned land. As a sovereign entity,
the Tribe has protected and managed the areas and resources
within its jurisdlellonal territory for thousands of years. and
Intends to continue to do so. However, it Is the Tribe's intent to
manage its lands and resources cooperatively with other
adjoining land managers while maintaining sovereign authorlty
over activities wllhln lis Jurisdiction and protecting Tribal values .

2.

3.

Comments on the U.S. Bureau of Land Management's
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Draft
California Desert Conaarvatlon Area Plan Amendment
for the Coachella Valley and the Draft Santa Rosa and
San Jacinto Mountains Tralla Management Plan

SUbJect:

8umu~, U:IO l/4H4CCIl£H l

02 S£P -6 PlI) 05

·Al~ SFRINGs·scurH COAST
RtSounc[ l,n[A

The Agua Cellente Band of Cahuilla Indians (the Tribe) has reviewed the
above referenced document. The Trlbe recognizes that as a result of the
listing of the Peninsular Bighorn Sheap (PBS) as endangered by U.S. Fish
and Wlldlifa Service and tha release of the Recovery Plan for the species
that the BLM Is In the process of amending the Callfomla Desert Plan for
the Coachella Valley. This amendment also addresses the creaUon of the
Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument within the
BLM's Califomla Desert Conservation AreB. As a result, the BLM has
released a draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails
Management Plan establishing policies for continued ' opportunities for
hiking, biking end equestrian use In the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto
Mountains while promoting recovery of PBS, Thare are several Issues
thet the Tribe wishes to address In regards to bolh these programs, the
amended COCA Plan and the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains
Trails Management Plan, that relate to the Tribe's management of lis
lands, lis natural resources Including PBS, wild horses and rlparlan habitat
within Palm Canyon, and the release of a Tribal Habitat Conservation
Plan,

1. Agua Caliente Indlen Reservation. home of the Agua Callenta
Band of Cahuilla Indians , consists of over 31,400 acres of land
In Ihe CoaChella Valley. It contains Tribal trust land, allolted
land, and both Tribal and non-lndlan fee lend, which is In a

James G. Kenna
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
690 West Gamet Avenue
North Palm Springs, CA 92258·1260

650 t . TAHQUITZ CANVON WAV • PI'I,M IPIING\. CAm6~ . (760) J~5-::)400 • ~ 1160) J~5'6Q5~
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4.

Tribe's and the BlM's land use and resources management
ectlons.

The Tribal Habitat Conservallon Program will ba released In
Autumn 2002 end will address the managament and recovery of
Peninsular Blghom Sheep (PBS) on the Reservallon as well as
the management of other federally listed and Tribally designated
sensitive.spacles. A total 0118 species will be addressed by the
plan. Key conservallon goals In the plan for PBS Include:

• Conserving lambing , areas within the
Reservallon

• Conserving clearly defined migration corridors
within the Reservallon

• Conserving most 01 the remaining PBS habllat
throughout the San Jacinto Range on the
Raservallon

• Dedlcallng, where appropriate and feasible,
conserved land to a Habllat Preserve; and

• Minimizing Impact! to PBS and their habllat by
Imposing development standards. Including
avoidance and minimization measures.

network vlebility with those trails on adjacent, non·Reservalion
lands Including BlM lands.

Please do not hasltate to call us If you need addilional infoimalion or need
clarlncallon on the above comments. Contact Mr. Michael Kellner at 760­
325-3400, extension 204 or mysell at extension 217.'

Sincerely.

~p-,-
Principal Planner
Agua Caliente Band 01
Cahuilla Indian s

C: Tribal Council
Tom Davis, Chief Planning Officar
Mike Kellner, Environmental Resources Manager
File

5. The establishment and maintenance of trails throughout the
Reservation for hiking and equeslrtan use (no off-road vehicle
use Is allOWed) Is a vital part of the Tribe's management of the
Indian Canyons and surrounding areas. Riparian habitat.
Peninsular Blghom Sheep lambing areas and migration routes
are extremely sensilive areas that must be protected. The
compatibility of the established trails with these sensitive
resources will be analyzed In 2003 as part. of the Tribe's
Implementation of the Tribal Habitat Conservation Plan. The
Tribe will Inventory existing trails using GPS and photo
documentation to record exlsllng condillons, This Inforrnallon
will be used to assess potenllal Impacts on existing sensilive
biological resources.

Maintaining trails within the Reservation la an Important
traditional use of the Tribe for cultural, economic and
conservation purposes, If possible conflicts are Identified.
corrective measures will be Implemented where practical. While
trails on the Relervallon are not subject to the management
prescriptions contained In the drift Ssnta Rosa and San Jacinto
Mountains . Trails Management Plan. Tribal management
decisions will be considered relative to trail connectivity and

1' 1'19'1" F- R
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July22. 2002

James G. Kenna
Field Manager
Bureau 01 Land Management
PalmSprings SouthCoast FieldOffice
Post Office Box 581260

Re: ProposedCelilornla Desert Conservation Area (COCA) Plan
Amendment and Environment Impact Statementlor Public Lands in
the Coachella Valley

DearMr.Kenna,

Wereviewed the DraftEnvironmental Impact Statement Issued lor the proposed
Calilomia Oesert ConselVationArea PlanAmendment. PortIons of the area considered
weretraditionally used by the Wanaklk Cahuilla and Serrano peoples. We are
particularlyconcerned with the areaa Immedletely northand south 01 Whitewater
Canyon and the areawest 01WindyPoint. We would like to be Inlormed 01 anyprojects
or studiesconducted in those areas.

IIyourequire addltlonallnlorm etlon,I maybe reached at (909)649-4697 x2922.

s~ncZ'f;J

Susan Pantell
Environmental Manager
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STAT! OF CAl.IFORNIA

i.l.:.liJY.~t"~EJCALIFORNIA STAT!~~'W"'i1'7'
100 Howe Avenu~6l~~8202 7 PM '2: ~O ::,;a.
Sacramento, CA 02 lUG" , ' I \.,

.r·,;;t:1CULl
" l il SPRlll~~"'.,U" fI(SOU'.',, '

GRAYDAVIS.Govemer

PAUL O. THAYER, Ex.cutlv. OMc.r
(tla)5740 '800 FAX 10lt) 5740mo

c._..RoI.ySf""'" F_ TOO _ 1..wG.135-2922
fromVole. Ph""e '~0lI.135-2UO

Cont.ct Phon e: (oI S) 514. 1180
Conta.' FAX: (91s) 814.1885

Ms. ElenaMlsquez
August I, 2002
Page2

"New Perimeter Trail Area", and possibility within the "Existing PerimeterTrail Area"
shown in Figure 2·12. Authorization from the CSLC will be necessary before any
proposed activity or development occurs on any CSLC owned school lands in these
areas,

'August I, 2002

Ms. Elena Mlsquez
U.S. Bureauof Land Management
690W. Gamel Avenue
P.O. Box581260
North Palm Springs, CA 92258

Dear Ms. Misquez:

Stat( of the Cail£omla Stale LandsCommission (CSLe) ha3 reviewed the Draft
Environmenta.llmpae:t Statement for the DraftCaliforniaDesertConservation Area'
Plan Amendment for the CoachellaValleyand the Dralt Santa Rosaand SanJacinto
MountainsTrailsManagementPlan.June 2002 (SCH I 20020740( 1).

The CSLC owns numerous State School Land parcels within the defined area of
the ConservationArea Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley. Section 2.3.10, "Land
Tenure: Acquisition Criteria", indicates that discretionary purchases within the
CoacheUa VaUey area. meeting outlined criteria, will be CONidered depending on
overail Buresu priorities and resource capabUities. Staff of the CSLC would consider ' II)
the exchangeof Its lands within the CoachellaVaileyarea with the federal government, 0
on a ease-by-ease basis, after appropriate appralsals of the surface and minerai estates ­
are completed, and 1£ It is detennined that the exchangeof these lands would be in the ~
State'5 best interest. The CSLe would not be In a position to donate Its school lands to
the federal government as It has fldudary responsiblllties to the CaUfomla State
Teachers'Retirement Systemin the management of StateSchoolLands.

The school land parcels appear to be within the Proposed Preferred Alternative
Trails Management Plan shown in the Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains
Trails ManagementPlan. 11Ie parcels sre located within the "Seasonal Trail Area", the

Page F-IO

Should you have any questions or desire additional da riflcation, please contact
Ms. Marianne Wetzel, School Lands UnJ!. at wetzelm<ll>slc.ca.gov, at the above address,
or by teJephone at (916) 574-1817.

Sincerely,

2~~~
Divislon of Environmental
Planning and Management

Cc: Marianne Wetzel
StephenJenkins

e-
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Dear Mr, Kenna :

Mr. James Kenna
Field Menager
Bureau of land Management
Palm Springs.South Coast Office
690 West Gemet Avenue
P.O. Box 581260
North Palm Springs . CA 92256·1260

\',,"'101 e""IFQtNl", llf' lUOUICO AO'HC'

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND
eorlom SiorroI Inland o..orts R"9",n
H75 elrdFonn Rd.
Chino Hili• . CA 91709
(909) 597·~3

GAME
RECEIVED

BUREAU O( LAHO UAHAGlUtHI

02 SEP -9 PH J: SO
P.ILIo( S?RIIIGS ·scum Ca~Sf

RESOURCE AREA
5 September, 2002
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Page 2
Mr. James Kenna
5 September 2002

jurisdictions.

Page 1·8, Section 1.5, Relatlonahlp to Other Plans, The Recovery Plan for the
Peninsular Ranges Blghom Sheep
Please include thatlhe Peninsular Bighom sheep were listed as rere by the Califomia
Fish and Game Commission in 1971 and that the designation was changed 10
threatened under the Califomia Endangered Species Act In 1984. In addition, the
species is designaled as Fully Prolected by the Califomia legislature.

Pages 1·8 through 1·10, Section 1.5, Relatlonahlp to Other Plans, The Recovery
Plan for the Peninsular Ranges Blghom Sheep
II is unciear in this section which actlvilies are 10be addressed through this plan
amendment and which are subject 10additional project level conauttaticn with the Fish
and Wildlife Service. Sevaral activit las listed on page 1-8 are also listed on page 1·10.
The document states that those on page 1-8 ere applicable 10this plen. whereas those

on page 1.10 will require project level consullalion, yet many of the ectivities ere the
seme. Please clarify .

!::
~

::to
!::
~

The Califomia Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Draft Califomia Desert Conservation
Area Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley (COCA Plan) and the Draft Santa Rosa
and San Jacinto Mountains Trails Management Plan prepared by tha Bureau of land
Managament (BlM). We are nol SUbmitting comments on the Draft Santa Rosa and
San Jacinto Mountains Trails Manegamanl Plan at Ihis time, as that Plan is part of the
Coacl1ella Valley Multl·Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP), therefore, it is
more appropriata to provlda the comments when that plan is out for review . The COCA
Plan/DEIS dascribes and analyzas a ranga of altamatlves for maneging tha public
lands adminlsterad by the BlM In the Coachella Vallay. The Coachella Valley is
located in centrel Rlversida County . Tha Department has the following comments on
the documant: .

Plge 1-4, Section 1.4, Altematlves Considered Ind Not Analyzed In Detail, last
plr8graph
Please note and include a stalement acknowiedging that while sheep are known 10 I~,
enter the urban Inter1aca and become habituated to humen activity, it is not a daslred -
condition and cons Idared dalrimentallo Ihe recovery of wild sheep populations. :t
Page 1.7, Section 1.5, Reletlonshlp to Other Plana, Santa Rosa Mountains
Nalfonal Monument Plan
Please include a statement that tha boundary of the National Monument also includes I0
lands owned by the Departmenl and Callfomla Siale Parks and the Santa Rosa and ~
San Jaclnto Mounlains National Monument Act of 2000 does not alter or have
jurisdiction over the management of thasa lands or those owned by othar non·faderal :t

Page F-ll

Page 1·9, Section 1.5, Relationship to Other Plans, The Recovery Plan for the
Peninsular Ranges Blghom Sheep, Item 11I1
Plaase identify in this document that page 68 of the Peninsular Blghom Sheep
Recovary Plan identifies a list of trails with potential user conflicts.

Page 1·9, Seclfon 1.5, Relalfonshlp to Other Plans, The Recovery Plan for the
Peninsular Ranges Blghom Sheep, Item 1II1(g)
Please change to read "except for peripheral trails located at or near the edge of urban
arees...•

Page 1·11, Section 1.5, Relationship to Other Plans, Santa Roaa Mountains
Wildlife Habitat Menagement Plan: A Sikes Act Project (Sikes Act Plan)
Tha Sikes Act Plan was jointly developed by Iha Departmant and BlM. Any
amendments or updates need 10be agreed to by both agencias . The Department has
nol yet agreed to update the Sikes Act Plan through the CVMSHCP . The Department
considers tha Sikes Ad Plan actlva and any updates should be done through the
mechanism outlined in Ihe plan itsalf . Management of the area will continue with Ihe
same emphasis slated in the plan, 'If the WHA is to retain its relatively undistUrbed
character . public use must be tailored 10insure minimal permanenl impacts. The intent
of the plan is to provida for public use of the araa In a manner consistant with the
maintenance of existing wildlife values". Furthermore. il needs to be consistenl with the
1965 Cooperalive Agreemanl for tha Santa Rosa Mountains Wildlife Area 3, whicl1
states that 'Peninsular Blghom Shaep will be the primary emphasis species of the BlM
and COFG cooperation agreament"

Paga 1·17, Section 1.6, Planning Criteria, Area and Routa Designation Criteria

o
t
tJ
Q,
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Mr. Jama, Kenna
5 September 2002

The second criterion 'late, 'Areas and routes shalt be located 10 minimiza harassment
of wildlife or ,ignificant disruption of wildlife hebitats. Special anention wilt be given 10
protect endangered or threalened species and their habitet,: This appears to IImltlhe
BlM', ability to esteblish en off-highway vehicle open area at Drop 31 without providing
mechani,ms 10 avoid impacts to bighorn sheep. as dascribed in our lener of June 17,
2002 (anached). The desert bighom sheep is de,ignated as a Species of Special
Concern by the Department, as well as a Fully Protected Species. by the Califomia
legislature (Fish and Game Code §4 and Ihus It appears that these designations and
Ihe crilerion are in conflict with the placement of an off-highway vehicle open area at
Drop 31.

Plge 2·2, Section 2.1.2, Plln GOII. Common to All Altemlttves
Please provide a discussion on how the goals were developed.

PlQe 2.....Section 2.1.3.1, Wild and Scenic Rive,.
Pleese include an explanetion of the differences between designetion, of wild vs.
recreational and wilderness vs. non wilderness.

Page 2·9, Seclion 2.1.3.5, Mulliple Use Clanfflcatlon, Preferred Altemalive (B)
The description does not match figura 2-3(e), which indicales that Windy Point, Indio
Hills , and Iron Door are classified as Multiple-Use 'I'.

Page 2,10, Section 2.1.3.8, Habitat Conservalion ObJectivea, Preferred Alternative
(B&C)
The text rafers to objectives outlined in table 2...., which appears to be missing from the
document This missing table makes review of the document diffICUlt. The Department
recommends that a revised document be released. wi1h adequate time for review 10
determine if the analysis in chapter 4 conforms to conservation objectives.

Page 2·18, SectIon 2.1.3.15, Wild Horn end Burro Progrlm
The Department recommends Including the removal of illegal animals as part of tha
preferred alternative.

Plge 2·17, Seclion 2.1.3.18, Motorized·Yehlcle Are a Onlgnellons
As previously stated in our comment on the Area and Routa Designation Criteria,
onterion (b) limits BlM's ability to designate Drop 31 as an off-highway vehicle open
area.

Pege 2-18, Section 2.1.3.18, Preferred Alternative (B)
The fifth bullet states ' The expanded area of Dos Palmas ACEC would remain closed :
This Indicate.lhet the ACEC boUndary would be changed and conflicts with the
Preferred Alternative for the Special Area Designation on page 2·11, which stales that
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Mr. James Kenne
5 Seplember 2002
existing ACEC boundaries would remain unchanged.

Page 2·20, Motorized-Vehlcle Acce..: Route Oeslgnallons
A preferred allemative needs to be indica led in this section .

Page 2·22, Section 2.1.3.17, Motorized·Yehlcle Acce..: Route Oeslgnallons
At present there is no commercial use on Dunn Road and Ihis should be reflected in
alternative D.

Page 2·23, Special Recreallon Management Area, Preferred Alternative (B) d)
The waters authorized in the NECO plan were Included to expand the usable habitat for
bighorn sheep . At the time they were authorized, the concept of dasignating Drop 31
as an off-highway vehicle open area hed not been discussed. The designation of Drop
31 and the resultant ineteasa in human use will resull In sheep being uneble to drink
from the Coachella Canal. The problems associated with sheep use of the canal and
lis laek of avallebility are out-llned In our letter of June 17. 2002 (attached). In addition.
BLM has closed the roeds 10Hidden Spring. Washingtonia Spring. and Sheephole
Oasis, as well as seasonally closing the Mecce-Copla Trail, al least in part. due 10
concems about human intrusion Into bighom water sourcas . II is the Department's
belief that waters in addition to the twoauthorized in Ihe NECO plan are necessary to
off-set the impacts of designating Drop 31 and are the responsibility of BlM as the
project sponsor. II would not be possible to locate the waters outside of wilderness,
due to the narrow distance between the Drop 31 area, the wildemess boundary and the
Inlrusion by humans Into the area . Therefora, additional weters should be included
wherever needed. Designation of Drop 31 as an off-highway vehicle open area should
be contingant upon additional waters being authorized by this plan and should be in­
place prior 10approving use of the area. Furthennore, the Department recommends
additional ranger patrol be Pfovided to reduce human Intrusion into sheep habitat.

Page 2·27, Section 2.1.3.20, Recovery Strategy forthe Peninsular Range. Bighorn

Sheep, liS
Plaase mention thet an EA was prapared by the BlM for Bighorn sheep research. The
analysis should not focus solely on helicopter use and direct handling. An analysis
should be Pfovided comparing different research melhods to methods using helicopters
or direct handling. All research proposals. net just helicopter and direct handling
mathods should be evaluated by the same crlleria ( I.e. on the basis of less intrusiva
techniques, the value of the data obtained and the costs) .

Page 2-29. Section 2.1.4, Plan Maintenance
A discussion should be included to describe how the Irail. plan will be Implemented
,hould the CVMSHCP nol be completed. Many of the trails cross through jurisdictions
other than BlM, and this must be addressed.

1~8

!V C'oA,t)"

0­
o
V
0.

."-
v
0.

u."
o.~

<;
N
I,)
Q,

I\Jt
0.0



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F - Public Comments and Responses

Page 5
Mr. James Kenna
5 September 2002

Page 6
Mr. Jamas Kenna
5 September 2002

Page 3·6, Section 3.1.2.3, Potentia l Coachella Yall ey ACEC, Releva nce
As previously mentioned. Table 2-4 is miss ing from the document and. therefore, it is
difficull to determ ine if all the habitat values have been adequately described.
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Page 3·39, Section 3.8.1, Native Biolo g ica l Resources
last paragraph . The portion of lhe second sentence that sla tes'all state listed
threatened and endange red species ...' needs to be rewrit1en to state that 'e ll slate
listed threatened and endangered spec ies within the COCA planning area ...• because
all state listed species do not occur in this area.

Page 4·9 , Sec tion 4.1.1.2, Wi ld and Sce nic Rivers, Penlnaular Ranges Bighorn
Sheep Recovery Strategy
Please prov ide greater detail as to how Altema tives A,B, and C would help to conserve
outstanding remerkable wildlife values in Palm Canyon releted to the conservation of
the Peninsu lar Ranga of bighom sheep. No expianation is provided either hera or in
Chapter 2.

Page 3-41 , Secti on 3.8.2, Exotic (Non-nall ve) Weeds and Pests
The list in the last paragraph should Includ e major pest species found in the area, such
as founta in grass, tamarisk, aquatic turtles, centrarchid fish (in certain ponds) and
apple snails.

Page 3·38 , Section 3.7, Water Resources/Qua lity, Surface Water
Please include a sentence staling that surface water is present seasona lly at some
springs. At Dos Palmas, surface water is also present in the palm oasis and artif icia l
ponds.

Page 4·17 , Section 4.1.1.6, Wild Horae and Burro Management Areall
Please include that there is potentia l compe tition for resources belw89n Penins ular
Ranges bighom Sh89P and wild hooles . Although transferring the land to the Aqua
Caliente Tribe will minimize land use confi icts on BlM-managed lands relating to wild
horses, it does nothing to eliminate the actua l confi iet belw89 n horses and Sh89p.

Page 4·28, Section 4.1.3, Soils, Geology, Minerai and Energy Resources,
Moto rized Vehi cl e Route Designation, 2"" paragrap h
The sentence that starts with 'New unpaved roads.. .• needs editing for clarification.

Page 4·36 , Section 4.1.5 , Motorlzed·Yehlcle Access
Altema tive A - Please clarify here that curren tly the Dunn Road is closed to
commercial Jeep tours as stated on page 3-33, and that this plan amendment will
provide future direct ion on its use.

I~~
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Page 3·17 , Section 3.1.7, Wild Horse and Burro Herd Management Aresa 0:
Tha lasl sanlence on lhe page slates · ' If these animals are removed only four branded ~
animals would be removed and the remaining animals would fall under the act.' This :t
contrad icts the statement on page 2·16 which says. 'only one of lhese horses qualifies
as a wild horsa under the wild horse and burro act'. The Department supports removal V N
of illegal hOl'58sand their offspring. Q,~

Page 3·21 , Section 3.2.1 Coachella Yall ey Roadwa ys , Rail Serv ice
This section should include the old Kaiser Mine/ Eagle Mountain raitroad that is now
ective and proposed to transpo rt trash from highway 111 to the Eagle Mountein landfill.
The route runs betw89n the eastem boundary of the Drocop ia wildemess and the
Choco late Mountains Gunnery Range. The potential environmenta l consequences
need to include the spread of tamarisk through seeds that are picked up where
tamarisk is planted along railroad tracks as a wind break.

Page 3·28, Section 3.4, Recreation
This section should include a commitmen t by BlM that any new trails or trail alignments II.
will not be Implemented without permission from affected landowners and without V ~
proper environmen tal docume ntation . Q, 0

Page 3·29 , Section 3.4, Recreation; Hunting
Please mention that hunting is not permitted within the state game refuge that
encompasses a large part of the Santa.Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains and that
hunting is also not permitted on the Coache lla Yalley fThousand Palms Preserve .

Page 3·30, Section 3.4, Recreation, Off·H lghway Yehlc le Use
Please include the curren t MUlliple Use Class des ignations for the areas descr ibed In
this section .

(3) Please prov ide the location and a description for the Iron Docr area.

0'"s
o

(4) Please include that Drop 31 is in close proximity to the Oos Palmas ACEC. and that I Q.
DRV use and camping occur as far south as Drop 26.

Page 3·33, Section 3,5, Motor12:edNehlcte Access, Motorlzed.Yeh lc le Route
Designations
Pleese include the names of the public agencies applying for right-<lf.way permit s on
the Dunn Road. Please include a descr iption of the curren t maintenance activities on
the Dunn Road.

vt)
~-

I~$

Page 4·36 , Section 4.1.5, Motorlzed-Vehlc le Access, last paragraph
The third sentence which statas 'No newareas would be unava ilable for genera l public
access,.. .• needs clarification. The use of doubl e nagatlve s is contu sing. Iv C'

Q,:t"-
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Page 4-48, Section 4.1.8, Blolog lca' Reeourc.s, Fire Management Catsg orlee
Please include that a progrem to remove non-natlve grasses may be accomplished
without prascribed bums and lhat non-natlve grasses are considered a thraat to desert
communitie s, as they provide flash fuel for fires in communities lhat are not fire­
adapted .

P.ge 4-50, S.clt on 4.1.8, Biologic al Reeourcee. Wild Ho..... and Burro Program
Pleale InclUde a discussion of howImpacts to vegetallon and competition with bighorn
sheep could increese during drought as forage and water bacome scarce. Please
clarify how transferring the land to the Aqua Caliente Tribe would result in the eventual
removel of the brended horses. The Tribe Is not bound by this Plan and may decide to
meimaln the horses.

P.ge 4-51, S.etto n • •1.8, Blologlc.' Resourcel, Motorized Vehicle Oellgnetlon
Please see comment under Page 2·23.

Page 4. 52, Seclt on 4.1.8, Blolog lc.1Reeourcee, Motorized Vehicle Deelgn .tlon,
lI ....t p. rag raph ,
Alternative A, Whichwould allow commercial use of the Dunn Road, Increases Impacts
to Biological Resources. This contredlct. tITe . tetement ' existing Impacts to biological
resources would continue.' Although commercial use of til e Dunn Road has occurred
in the past, due to lawsUit requirements and denial of access by a private landowner It
Is currently not permltled. Thus, the enalysls should reflect non-commerclal use as the,
existing condition.

P.ge 4-U, Section 4.1.8, Blo loglc.' R••ou rc. s, SpecI., Recrea tion Manag.ment
A.....
Pleasa see comment un<;ler pege 2·23.

P.ge 4-57, Blol oglc.1 R. aourc", P.nlnsular R. ngee Big horn Sheep Recovery
Stra tegy, Alternative A, '3, 3~ paragraph ,on page
Line 9 should read: Callfoml a Depertment of Fish and WlkIIl fe.Game.

P.g••-57, Biologica l Resources , P.nlns ular Range. Big horn Sheep Recov ery
Strat.gy, Alt.ma Uve A.11/4
Please provide more explanation about howInlormatlon can be misinterpreted and by
wtlom.

Page 4.59 , Biol og lcil Resou rces , Penlnlullr Ringe. Big horn Sheep Recov ery
Stra tegy, Alt.metlve C, ..
Please Indicate how mountain lions known to have killed shefJp will be Idemlfied. In
Callfomla. stomach analyses are required of all moumaln lions taken under
depred ation permits to detarmlne If tIley are the culprit.
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Page 4~0, Biol ogical Resource., HikIn g, Biking and Equee trt.n tr iU .
Please include lhat permanent closur. and relocallon 0' trail s illegally built or built
without considering bighorn sheap, In addition to a perimeter Irail system daslgned to
heve minimum Impacts to sheep, would benefit sheep recovery . Recovery requires
adequate room for increased populations 10expand.

Page .~7, Section 4.1.15, Soc lo·Ec onomlc Cons ld. ratlons , Hiking, Biking and
Equestrtan Trall e
Pleese provide an analysis lhal shows the number of miles of trails proposed to be
closed vs the number of mile. of open trails In order to Illustrate tIlat there would be
less than significant Impacts to trail users.

The Department appreciate. the opportunity to comment on this project. Questions
regarding this letter should b. directed to MI. I<Jmb.rly Nicol, Steff Environmental
Scientist, at (760) 775-6108.

Sincer. ly,

~~
Glenn BlacI<
Senior Environmental Scientist
Eastem Sierra - Inland Deserts Region

co: Mr. Pete Sorensen, USFWS, Cartsbad
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bec: Alan Pickard
Kim Nico l
Eddy Konno
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The Callfomla Departmentof Fish and Game(Department) appreciates the
notificationthat the Bureeuof land Management (BlM) Is proposing toDesignateDrop
31 as a possibleOff.HlghwayVehicle (OHV)open area. Due to the area'scloseproximity
to the OrocoplaMountains, a knowndesert bighom sheeprangewithin the Sonoran
melapopulatlon,the Departmentbelievesthis action Is Inapproprlete basedupon the
following Information:

With an estimatedpopulationof 60 animals. the Orocopla Mountainsbighornsheep '
populationIs the largesl eXisting deme within the Sonoranmelapopulatlon. Over the last
five years, il has declined from 80 to 80 animals. This demeIs recognized as the only
one within this melapopulatlonwith sufficientnumbers,over 50, for translocation to other
demes should the need arise 10supplement sheeppopulations In other ranges.
Currently, all othar existingdemeswllhln this melapopulatlon have less than 50 animals.
Therefore,Ills critical thet the OrocoplaMountainsdeme be maintainedat the viable level
of over 50 enlmels. Additionalenvironmental ImpactsImposedthroughthe actionof
Increased OHV aellvilies will likely heve a delrtmentel effecton this population. The
Departmentcannot supportactivitieswithin or adjacentto the Orocoplamountainrange
that may conlrtbutedirectlyor Indirectlyto a declineof this popUlation. However,
mltlgatfon measuresmay be possible that wouldallow for the establishment of this OHV
area,while at the same time supportingand Increasing the population. Thesewill be
discussedat the end of the letter.

The abovestatementsare supportedby field observations on movementof sheepIn
the area. Duringtha critical summermonths,the CoechellaCanal Is utilizedby Orocopla
sheep as an allematlve wateringsourceand Is essentialto their survival. This
dependencyon the CoachellaCenal has emerged due to tha lack of accessto
dependablealtematewateringsites, fragmentation from historicwateringsites, and the
loss of springsand tlnajas. The Installation of newdependablewaters (guzzlers)would
substantiallyreduca this relianceon the Coachella Canal. Trailingfrom the mountainsto
the canal Is evident.and bighornsheepare frequentlyobservedwateringat the canal

• I U TI ~ CALI'ORNlA . Tt4IIIIIICJU!I'CIS AoiNCY ...

DEPARTMENT OF FISHANDGAM"
btlp"lwww dfg co goy
Ea.tem SI."...lnlend O•• ert. R.glon
4775 B~d Fa"" Road
C~lno HUI• • CefWomie 917011

June 17,2002

Ms. RachelleHUddleston·lorton
Wildlife Biologist
Bureauof land Managemenl
Palm Springs.South Coast Field Office
P,O. Box 58·1260
North Palm Springs,CA 92258

Dear Ms. Huddleston·lorton:
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Ms. RachelleHuddlestcn-Lorton
June 17, 2002
Page Two

from Drop 24 north to the Mecca Hills. Radio telemetrydata collected by the Department
from 1994through 1999cleariy showsthat mountain sheep tend to utilizethe south-west
facing slopescloserto the canal as ambient temperaturesrise. This movement away from
winter habitat Is seasonally predictableand appears to be related to the need for water.

Duringthe Initial invesllgatlon of the Orocopla Mountainsby the Department
(Weaverand Mensch1971),three critical factors were Identifiedthat were causing
Impactsto sheep: (1) encroachment of human acllvlty; (2) lack of accessto safe and
predictablewaler sources, and (3) unnatural and unhealthyrelianceon the Coachella
Canal for water. A1lll1ree lactors are stili applicable and have not been alleviated, but
enhanceddue to Increased humanactlvilies and the reluctance by BlM to allowthe
Departmentto Installany furtheradditionalsafe, accessible,and reliablewatersources
that are essentialto alleviating this dependencyon the CoachellaCanal. Basedon the
aboverecommendations though,the Department.with the supportof the BlM Palm
Springsoffice did constructthe 'Fay Dee' guzzler near Drop 28, whichIs heavilyutilized
by sheep, evidentfrom sheepslghllngs, beds, droppings,and trailing.

In 1986, the Department and BlM developeda habitatmanagement plan for this
area, the Orocopla Mountains HabitatManagementPlan (1986)under the SikesAct, thai
further Identified and describedthe need for additionalwaterwllhln this rangeand
proposedthe construction of five new guzzlers. In the Orocopla Mountain BighornSheep
Managemantptan (1995),the Departmentreaffirmed the crillcal need for accessto safe
and reliabledrinkingwateraway from the canal. The latter plan alsostressedthe need to
Increasethe availabllilyof summerhabllat through the development of severalguzzlers.
One of the ultimategoalsof the plan was to allow the sheep to use moreof the rangeon
a year-around basisby decreasingtheir dependenceon ll1eCoachella Canal.

In 1998and 1999,the Department, along with BlM Palm Springsoffice, Initiated the
Environmental Assessment (EA) processand developedan EA to constructthree
additionalguzzlersIn the OrocoplaMountains. The purposeof the guzzlerswouldbe to:
(1) providealternative watersources to the CoachellaCanal, (2) mitigatefor the loss of
access to water sourcesIn the Cottonwood,little San Bernardino, and EagleMountains,
(3) reduce the need to cross the railroad line In searchof waterduringdroughtperiodsIn
the Chocolateand Chuckwalla Mountains,(4) provide new habitat for summeruse, (5)
ensure that this dameremainsviable In the long term, (6) providefor recreational uses
Includingviewing,education, end hunUng, and (7) maintaina sheepdeme fromwhich
potentla/translocatlons mayoccur to mountainranges where theyhave been extirpated,
such as the Palo Verdes,little Mules,and Mules. The EA was never fin/shed, and the
Departmentwas told that the body of the EA would be Incorporated Into the Norfhemand
EOI/tem ColoradoDeserfCoordinatedManagementPlen (NEeO). The NECOPlan does
addressthis and allowsfor the constructionof four new GuzzlersIn the Orocoplas.
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For 31 year1l the goal to develop additional water sources and Improvehabitat to
alleviate the dependency of sheep on water at the Coachella Canal has never been
accomplished. In the absence of developing additional water sources and Improvingthe
habitat, the Dapartment feels that maintaininguJldlsturbed access for sheep to the It
Coachella Canal during the critical summer months Is eruelel. Further disruptionby _
Increasing or encouraging OHV access In this area without actions to miligate the Impacts "
will likely contribute to additional physiological stress that could potentially be detrimental ~

to this population.

Ms. Rachelle Huddleston-Lorton
June 17, 2002
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In Mounlain Sheep ecosyslem Managemenl Sira legy In Ihe 11 Weslem Siaies and
Alaska developed by BLM (1985), under "Habttat Limiting Factors" on page 12, the text
states thet "the distribution on water sources" Is one 01the two most Identifiedfactors
conlributlng to an unsatisfactory rating for blghom sheep habitat conditions. Again on
page 12,under "Population Limiting Factors", the text states that "harassment caused by
human recreational actlvilies such as off-road vehicle traffic" Is one of the three most
limiting factors having detrimental effects on mountain sheep populations.

The California Desert Conservel/on Area Plan of f980, under the "Wildlife Element"
page 30, states under the goals that the Plan will "(c)onslder the habitat of ali fish and
wildJire In implementing the Plan, primarily through adherence to and development of
objectives dealing with habitats and ecosystems: The planned OHV proposalappears to
violate this principle. \

In the current draft of the NECO Chapter 2, page 30. under the "Goals of Desert
Bigham Sheep Conservation Strategy " II Is clearly stated under sections a.. b., and c. that
maintaining and Improvinghabitat and genetic variability within both this deme and the
metapopulation Is of utmost Importance to ensure the long·term viability of the Sonora';
Mojave Desert Bigham Sheep metapopulatlon.

Additionally, over the last few year1l. a significant Increase in traffic along the
Coachella Canal by the public, Border Patrol, undocumented aliens, and OHV users has
been evident. Therefore, any addllional increases In OHV traffic along tha canal and
Increased noise levels may severely limit or prevent access to the canal by sheep. These
existing Impacts combined with the high probability of Illegal accese Into the wildemess
will further IncreaSe stress-Induced Impa~ to this population.

In 2001, the Department (Ms. Nancy Andrew) verbally notified Mr. John Kalish at the
Bl M Palm Spring Office that Increased Illegal OHV traffic at No Name and Canyon Spring
was IImitJng the use of these two water sources by sheep. She received the response
that BlM did not have adequate resources to enforce existing closures within the
Orocopla Mountains. Therefore, it appears that this OHV area will also be inadequetely
patrolled unless additional resources are provided. Harassment of sheep, intrusion into
wildemess. and other factors which will limit sheep access to the cenal will continue to go
unchecked.

~
U
Q.
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~

Ms. Rachelle Huddleston·Lorion
June 17, 2002
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Based upon the various planning documents currently in place, the consensus has
been and remains that the dependency by Orocopla sheep upon the hebitat snd the
eccesslbillty to water along tha Coachelia Canal Is critical and essential to the survivalof
this deme. Unless the goals of developmentof additional waters to redistribute the sheep
away from the canal prior to the establishment of the OHV area, and assurances thai
sufficient enforcement staff are located In the area, the Department will have serious
concems about the proposal to make Drop 31 a recognized OHV area. Although the
Department does recognizes OHV activity as a viable form of recreation, the current body
of published knowledgecleariy demonstrates that OHV activity and desert blghom sheep
are not compatible from an ecosystem management standpoint. Therefore. the
Department and BlM need to develop additional water sources, and BlM must increase
enforcement presence prior to the establishment of the OHV area, or altematively, we
encourage the BlM to look at the other allematlve sites that are currently being
considered.

Although this lelter primarily addresses Impacts to sheep, a fuli considerationof
other species that will be Impactedneeds to be addressed and fuliy disclosed. Any

.' actions by the BlM thai will limit access by sheep as well as other species to the
Coachella Canal, their primary source of water, I.sof concern to the Department.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond on this Issue. If you have any questions
please feel free 10 contact Mr. Gerald P. MUlcahy, ASJOclate Wildlife Biologist, at (760)
922-4686 or by e-rnall at gmulcahy@dfaca.gov.

Sincerely,

, .,,;- ~
~~man~
Senior Biologist Supervisor

cc: Mr. Curt Taucher
Department of Fish and Game
l ong Beach, CA

Mr. Alan Pickard
Department of Fish and Game
Bishop, CA

Dr. Vem Bleich
Departmentof Fish and Game
Bishop, CA

cc: continued on next page
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Mr. GeraldMulcahy
Departmentof Fish and Game
Blythe. CA

Mr. James Davis
Departmentof Fish and Game
Sugarloaf, CA

Ms. Kim Nicol
Department of Fish and Game
PalmSprings. CA
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September " 2002
Dopanment of lhe Inl.r ior
Our•• u of Lond M. nag.menl

Commenu in re~'lfds 10 the Dr:aft Santa RoSOl and San Jacinto Mount:linTnils M:l n:a~emenl P1 Oln .
and Ora" Environm. nl. 1SI4Icmenl ~I••sed June 7, 2002:

Below is a corninenll.n.r you maychoose to include or not in Ih. fin. I record. I am nol
inlimal. ly f.mlli ... wilh Ih• ar••• described bUII.m aellina up 10 specd quickly. (I would
welcome .ome coope"'lion wilh the BlM and OIher inl.~S IS lowards lhat .nd .) I have been
Involved with the CVMSHC·Plan and intend to eontlnue researchlna some of the lrnplications it
h.. . s well as to study it as il is Implemented.

Inregards to ehe Santa Ros« andSanJacinto MOlm,ains Trails MaJ10"m,nl PlanIwould
•speeielly Ilk. to be includcd in lhe "Public Ooueaeh and Environmenu l Education" portion of
lhe manas.menl pl.n impl.menl alion (2·20 of Or.(I). I.m cUR.nlly looking for opponunilles 10
[everaa. my . ffons Ihr'ouSh cooperalins with olher oraaniulion•. Th••ynergi•• canbenefit us
all.

In r.Bards 10 the plan, its sall. nt f••turesseem 10 make it • sound and fair plan. Unfonun.lely
everyone cannOl have exaclly whalthey wanl, there are lrad.-offs, It calls for periodicreview by
a representatlve commJnee. It appears adapuve wilh tbe hanl policy.dICSmai..ain.d by ESA
and priv... economic consld.rations. The public Is included In plannins th.t occurs around these
consid. rotions. Thepubliccompet. s in • democratic proc.ss and mitiaalC.llhe.ffecls of both
sid. s wilh a ~sulling compromise. A compromise IsjuS!a device Ih.t I.ts IIf. conlinue aslhe
alBument eees on over limehowever.

( might be of h.lp in Ihis area. Anoth.r funClion of myjob Is to ,.t and k••p peopl. involv. d in
lhe onaoin, proc. .... u kin, pl.ce in manag. mentof California DosCfU. This is don.lhrouSh
crealinBawaren.ss and cducatln, Individuals abouI !he physico/ IS w.1lII polilic.1 reallli• • of the
various issues. This is based on the premise lhat an on,oin g Inclusiv. discussion(informed
decision makin,) i. nec. ssary . nd ben.ficial,

The plan calls for various restriclions from almost none 10 almosttOliI exclusion of the pUblic.
TherestricliOn' are based on current biologlca' need., culNrolfeature. , and human demands . nd
needs •• usused by a varietyof .xperts . lllook.s Ilk. a, 000.un butlhat me.ns It has
displ. ued all pll1ies 10 some d. gr..l

Feel free 10 conuct me.

Karl

K.r l McAllhur
UC Cooperollv. E'l<nsion ANR
Dos.n Nalural R. sourc. Advisor
777 E. RI.lto Av•.
San B. rnardlno CA 92415.Q7JO
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A. ( write this I r. alize .11 too well how difficullil iSIObalancecompeting demands in tilt
Cillifomia Desert. AI populations and incomes continue 10rise relative to Dfixedor shrinking
supply of outdoor reer•• tion epportunities, ree.... llondemand. on California desert area under
BlM managemerucan only be expected 10 i nc~ase, There will be painful trade-offs, Tbere will
be inl. rg. ncrOlion. 1tr.d e-off. as w.1I.s I...des bet ween current uses. Jwould like 10 add my
written commenl into lhe record i!lJavororas much public lecess to lheQutdoon as possible
based on human values of lhe experi.nc.s afforded. I would . 1'0 like 10 commend lilt many
public: serV4nU whoworkco make theI'Tlo1nagement decisionprocess inc'u,i ve anddemoerarie.

From ell of lhe public me.lings I have attended II is clear 10 me Ihal many people value Califcrnia
deserts. How. v.r . the valueof [ust knowingtbe deseru .xis l. "exlstence value," is • small pan of
tbe larger value found in C.liforn i' . publicd.sert .reas. Mosl desert lovers v.i ue lhe opponimity
to we and experience tbe deseru in someITl4Mer. Outdoorexperiencesare known to provide
valuable pause and perspective, Wlldern. .. places and tbe experiences lhey afford shape our
humanily.

Theresource' involved havehuman valueonly in I human context. Thatcontext is in turn
shaped by human use. Valuing lilt abstne l idea of a desert experience is nOl!he same as the
v.lue found in . xperiencing !he re.llhlng. The thouShlof a d...n . xlsting may nOi provide
impetus 10k.ep il aliv. in its natural condilion. P.opl. n•• d access 10!he wild places found in
C.liforni . ·s de... .....s. If !hey do nOl have access !hey may nol polillcilly support its .xist enc• .
They will forgeI its pOl.nli al human valu•.

C.ruinly lh.~ are places and time. wh.n peopl. n.ed to be excluded. Many nalural and
hislorical resoUltes are100 frasile to risk to open .ccess. Undoubtedly lh.re is such a thing IS

oV.NSing I ~SOUlt. u w. lI. Increl sed human. clivily in I... fragil. portions of California
d. serts obviously increases lhe manag.ment burden. How.ver, peopl. who useandcare . boUI
lh. d. sert are its beSI defense both in !he wilds and in !he political ar.na.

Thecurrent plan incorporal<' a~ls lIIatcln be managed for heavi.r use lhus takinS!he burd.n
off of more frasil• •nvironments. Possibly some mel.rin g scheme could be . mployed In other
c..es. There must be some WlY of providin, for reasonabl. public Icces. IOpublic land. in a
su.tniJUlble monner. There must alw becontinued acceu 10the managementprocess so that
vlriouSstakehold.r valuescan be ~vl.w.d and consid.red ov.r lime. Theplan renecls. striving
lowards thesesocil l . nds. Ov. ralli llt plan IPpears10 be balanced Ind . daptiv• .

Cun .ntly , !he public des.n is wholly claimedand "owned" by variQUI s.sments of !he larser
public. Unfonunalely many of tilt Inl. resll of the vllrious "public. " involved arecompelitiv. 10

the pointof beinS mutu411y exclusive. InmlIny CASC' cheR arefundimencal underlyin, value
diff. renc.s . V.I . v.n Ihose u•• s lIIatare nOl compeliliv. all fundamentall. v.1 become
competitive withincreaseddemands.

I
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The sltuatlon h~ matured to the point thatg~ in to ~ny one group ean onlycome from~ loss in
someother competingcamp. Thechoiceis notsimply ~ decision of who willget what , The
decision nowinvolvescomparing the valucs of what one group of individuals gains to what
others lose.

Answers come seemingly slow inour timeand only appe~r definilive in retrospect. Theycan
comeonly with management innovalions supported by research and education. New lnformatlon
must be incorp<lr~ted into plans through an ongoing democratic process. Ironically. the most
salient ~spects of providing more desert per-person areoutside of the manager's domain. The
process may becomeeven more painful as eonstralnts of supply become more limiting under
demands of a growing populaucn. However. as long as the process is open. information from
research and fromthe exchange between variousslllkehoiders willcontinueto inform
managementdecisions.

Humanity will be forever changed when wildoutdoorplaces eithercease to exist under asphalt.
concrete ~nd other manifestations of modem civilization. or are forever closed to public use. As
humans we cope with paradox; of the individual within society. of deathas part of life, and the
concept of humanily withinnature. The currentprocess of route designation in the Santa Rosa
and San Jacinto mountains. along withother aspectS of current BLM planning, is a partof the
t~rger continuing strunle with these hu~n paradoxes.

[t Is important to keep as muchof the desertopento as manypeopleas possible without
degrading its value. At various publicmeetings I have witnessed the fact that each decision is
very personal to someone, I wouldlike to acknowledge and complementthe BLMefforts al
balancing public values through an inclusivedemocraticprocess in theface of adversarial
lawsuits that have rearranged organiutlonal priorities on the public agenda (and have probably
not been fuliyfunded and lor have drainedcritical organizationalfunds). I also would like to
thanle you for allowing me to bea part of this process.

Sincerely,

Karl McArthur

oJ'-C'\I
U
D..
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Re: DraftSanJacintoMountainsTrails Management Plan

S4 J11lT" I .u"-I. • 1"'''''.''1.1&
Please contact me at the leuer headaddress, or by email (deepcanyon@mjndsprina com)
if you need additional informationor clarification.

Sincerely,.

A£.
Director
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Mr. James Kenna
Bureauof LandManagement
PalmSprings - South Coast Field Office
P.O. Bo~ 5S1 26O
NorthPalmSprings,CA 922SS·126O

Ul',ilVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, RIVERSIDE

Dear Mr. Kenna.

Thank you for the opportunity to review theDraft SanJacinlo Mountains Trails
Management Plan. The "Proposed Preferred AlternativeB"discusses new trail
development on lands owned by the University of Califomia, and managed as the Philip
L. BoydDeep Canyon Desen ResearchCenter, a unitof the Universityof California
Natural Reserve System. (See Section2.2,2, ItemV. NewTrail Development, Page IS,
andSection4.2.2.2, hem v, NewTrails Development, Page4S,"Criteria Matrix for
Alignments of La Quinta Cove to Palm DesertTrail",Page49,and "Alignment B ­
BetweenEisenhower and IndioMountains"and"Alignment C - West of La Quinta
Cove",Page50).

The University did not participate in the development of theTrails ManagementPlan,
and wasnot consulted on proposed Alignment B andC. Wewere surprised to learnthat
Alignment C wouldbelocated across University land. Deep Canyon Desert Research
Center allows researchand teaching uses ina protectedenvironment, butdoes not
providepublicaccess. Our policy explicitly prohibits recreational use.

I had discussed Alignment B withtheCityof PalmDesertsome time ago. It is, however,
misleadingto state that "UCR has indicated a willingness to accommodate (the} proposed
trail."The "accommodation"that we discussed involved crossinga few hundred feet of
land southof the Ironwood GolfCourse to move the trailaway froma green. We also
discussed security measures forour researcharea,and alignment of the trail on the east
and westside of Deep Canyon wash. All of that alignment wuuld beon Ironwood
property (exceptfor the short deviationto the southof thegreen)until it connectedto
BLM land (Sec. 4 EI121' MydiscussionwiththeCitywas conceptual andI indicated that
at the appropriate time wouldreqUeJlthat the Universityadministration consider the
trailcrossing, I did not make commitments toaccommodate the trail: that is nol my
decisionto make. There are signilicant legal issues involved that would need to be
discussed with the Riversidecampus, Systemwide Natural Reserve System, and
University Counsel. .

Finally, AJi~nment C is not acceptable.The "various people" who"hike the trail several
times a year' are trespassers, and they are escorted otTof the propeny when they are
encountered. We prosecute repeat otTenders.

We recommend further exploration of Alternative A, whichdoes notcross University
lands, for the new Perimeter Trailconnecting Palm Desert and LaQuinta.

2
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. AX (760) 777 .7101C L'''''''A ~Z233 PAlll Sr ;lISC~'SiJU I " CO/,51--.... LA Q,· , . rA. A RESOURCE AREA- September 5. 2002

While Preferred Alternative "B" glvas consideration to allowing some existing trials to
be open on a limited basis; Altarnatlva "B" essentially cuts off all direct accass to
raglonal and state trails for La Qulhta resldants and visitors. Tha impact on tha
recraetlonal opportunities for La Quinta resldants and visitors has not been adeQuataly
addressed. The City 01 La Quinta desires to have direct access 10 the regional and
state trail network.

Dear Mr. Kenna:

The City of La Quinta Is pleased to submit comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement IEISI for these Draft California Conservation Araa Plan Amendment
(COCAI for the Coachelle Valley and Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains
Trails Managament Plan. The City hIS con'cerns regarding the Trells Managemant
Plan and Its limitation on outdoor recreational opportunities to La Quinta's residents
end visitors.

Mr. James G. Kanna, Field Managar
United Statas Departmeht of Interior
Bureau of Land Managemant
Palm Springs· South COllt Flald Offlca
690 W. Gernat Avenua
P.O. eox 6e1260
North Palm Springs, CA 92258·1260

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR
THE DRAFT CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION AREA PLAN AMENDMENT
(COCAl FORTHE COACHELLA VALLEY AND DRAFTSANTA ROSAAND
SAN JACINTO MOUNTAINS TRAILS MANAGEMENT PLAN

On Trails Paga 2·8 of the EIS, thera Is an extensiva description of the data usad,
particularly Bighorn Sheapdata, to davalop tha Trial Alternatives and Preferred
Altarnatlve 'B'. The Trails Working Group requested from responsible agencia. this
type of data a. a basis for Its' troll planning eltorts with no results. The lack of this
specia l and geographic data was the frustretlon exc.lalmed at every Trails Working
Group meeting from August 19, 1999 to November 8, 2001 'rom the City of La
Ouinta and others. The data described In the Draft EIS Is nor displayed or referenced
anywhare In the Dreft EIS. The Draft EIS fells to expleln or disclose this critical data
and Its' relationship to the central Issues of trial use and Bighorn Sheep tmpact.
Without disclosure of this data, the basis for Trail Manegemant decision making and
the Preferred Alternatlva 'B' are without meri~and cannot ba adeQuataly reviewed.

Finally, the prcposed ' Naw Trail' aligned over Eisenhower Mountain to connect e treil
head In Palm Desert with the Le Oulnta Oesls 'trail head Is tnadequate, Inaccessible
and too dlltlcult for most La Qulnte rasldents and visitors to hika. A reasonably
traversable trail, such as has been proposed by the CItYof Palm Desert and discussed
numerous times with BLM stalt, Is an acceptable trail alignment which Is only a
moderately dllticult hike .

Should you have any questions, please contact Fred Baker at 760 .777·7065.

Very truly yours,

The City appreciates the notion of not Implementing action on tha Preferred
Alternative "e" with e Record of Decision until the Dreft Coachella Valley Multi·
Species Hebltat Conservation Plen ICVMSHCP) Is completed; however this Trails
Management Plan recommendation Is premature. The CVMSHCP Is scheduled for
public release and review In January, 2003. The Drafl CVMSHCP will be
recommending a Trail's Plan. The COCA Trails Plen/EIS will have a deleterious
Influence on any genuine discussion and evaluation of alternatives for the CVMSHCP
Trail Alternatives by local communities and trail users.

The proposed Trails Management Plen Alternatives are substantially different than the
alternatives developed by the Coachelle Valley Assocletlon of Governments ICVAGI
Trails Working Group end forwerded to the CVAG Project Area Group to be
considered In the public review of the CVMSHCP. These proposed COCA alternatives
have not been reviewed by the vary committee the Draft Plen declares as a part of
Its' collaboretlve planning process.

o
O'
~

JERRYHERMAN
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR

~~
Fred Bakar, AICP
Principal Planner

c. La Quinta City Council
Thomas P. Genovese, City Manager
M. Katherine Jenson, City Attorney

P,IFAEolaLM ~""od

.@
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•Or"e. or TH I Cln COUNt'&.

July 25. 2002

U. S. Bureauof land Managemen:
Palm Sprin8S• SouthCoast fi eld Office
690 West Glmet Avenue
POBox )812«>0
North Palm Sprinp. California 92258·1260

Lodies and Gentlemen:

CIIY ~f PRlffi DfHn
7) "' ~ IO P liO "'UlNa O.IV,·
PAL. D. ... T. CAWO.NIA9,~gC E;.\YED
TOLl , 6. H6-. 6 . I GUR(lU ofn.~ IUN~~El\ll\1
'''I : 760 ),to-o,,.
,;""""'I.,,,~,...,,.,,... 02 lllG - 6 PlI 2:23

mlMi'nll1GS4UlIlJ,l.jU~SI
mUUm AREA

U,S. Bureau of Land Management'Palm Springs-South Coaat Field Offic e
Response to Dron E.I.S.
Po"e 2
July 25. 2002

IhDt this program was instituted not as the result ofu BLM planningeffort butas a court
settlement component. this Sheep Ambassador is.sveneeds to be cut out of the Preferred
Alternative except as it mightbe done by volunteers. In an 'ienc:y which isstretched
incredibly thin;mendanng this kindof programis financialfoolishness and better and
cheaperalternaliv.s can and should be developed. The role and issues10 be coveredby
any future AmbassadorProgram need to beexpanded so lhat it is appropriate to the
educational, cultural, and preservation and biolOlicalmissions of the entire monument
and its musterplan.

Resardina: the annual review or the Trails MllnaacmentPlan. the Trails Mana"ement
Plan Review should also· include input from the National Monument Advisory
Committee. .

Re; DuCt Eny lronment• • Imparl Sflfcmrnl IE J S ) or fb e SantI 8011 . ad
S. n J ' clnto M ount,!ns I nn, M ln, . ,mcnt PI.p

first letme exlendcompliments to I IIthose who hove worked both fora lenllthy periodof time
and in In efTective manner Incraninll thedran E./.S. Aller reodinll il several limes. I believe
that it laan ..eellenrexampl. of collaborativeplaMinll andinlesntina Inputfroma varietyof
publicusc and interest If'OUps. The followina: comments are intended not as criticismbut IS an
attempt to further improve the pllMina effort, The comments refer 10 proposed Preferred
Alternative B. whiehbeainson paae 10of the Execrptsdoeumenl.

listed belowore commentsreaudina IOClion. of theTrails Mlnaaement Plan.

Section I • Irai' t he

Reaardina hord closures from Janulry 15 WOUllh June 30. it should be noted that lhe
data being used to force trail elcsures are incomplete, inecnclusive,and in a majority
of e..... thedsta hive been..cumull~d by individuals or aroups whomay be thought
of .. sel(·semng in lermsof their collectionandlorreodina of Slid dota. / believe that
there should be no hard closures without aoad, solid, independ. nl dota gatheredby
individuals or Ofa:antzations withoutI vestedinterelt in the outcome. That specifically
reilles to trlil s such as the Hlhn Buena Vista Trail and the Dunn Rood.

Under Guideiines for Development of Perimeter Trails, the proposed Preferred
Alternative suuests thll hud closureswill hoppenaner nine years even if no perimeter
trailshove beenbuilL / don', believe this wouldor should be acceptable to recreational
USCT'S, II it allows asencies to simply stall on approval of alternative trails and in doini
so. achieve I result thllthey miaht wish to hove.

ThePreferred Alternative proposes thecontinuationoflhe Sheep Ambassador Program.
Hiving Witched, u an example at the Art Smith Trail, the Sheep Ambassadorsit in I

vehicle for doys on end with next to no one approachina for trail informltion. and
havingIIlked withspecific SheepAmbos..don l boul their ..usefulness," and knowing

\ /-_."'''-

Theplanneeds to address the appropril te use of mountainbikes and Jpecify on which
trails they mayand may nol be allowed IS a means of cceveyenee.

SecUon , • Cross.CQuntry TraYCI

No comments.

Scction 1 • Campjos

The Preferred Altemlliv. propose. a prohibition on camping in all Bighom Sheep
hobilltfromJanuary 15to September 30. The data presented for this are, aaain, weok
andinconclusive. and there seems 10 be no rationolreason to not allow campinllalong
those trails and in those areas that are open, eil.her on a daily basis or open in parts of
the "closure period." The numberof people campinll in lhe Santa Rosa/San Jacinto
Mountain. Is relatively smoll. Perhlp , the use of I ebeek-tn permit millhl be
appropriate to gather doll in lenns of camping intensilyand use rather than beginwith
3 blanket prohibition. Blanket prohibitionis the most exrrememethod of controlling
campingand does not hovejustificationII this time.

Sectign 4 • Do S'

No comments.

Section S • New !raj! DeyelgpmCOt

The proposed llltcmative notes no trails risina:more than 200 feet below the toe of
slope: 200 feet is an arbitrary numberand maynot fil withgood trailplanning. A better
alternative wouldbe to say, "ncr Kenerally rise more than 200 feet above toe of alope."

ell/ If pm I l lI/f
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U.S. lIureau of Land Mon,semenliPolmSprings·Soulh COISI FieldOffiee
Response 10Dron E.l.S.
PaBe 3
July 25.2002

Perimeter traalafeU need to be: veryspecific.lly deflned andnotedon miops and 3Krecd
to by \', rious loc:a l lltld use lIBencies so that (ucure development orother activitiesdo
nol precludetheireventual building._

Funding (orland casemen t" tra il construction, and trail head constructionneeds 10 be
folded into the Multiple Spedc, HabitatConservation Plan II part or themitigation
mClSures nccnury (or tn il. closurel (orbioloaicalreUans.

New perimeter tni ls will be usable all year round. yel the cons""clion of Ihe new
perimeter trail'can only oeeur from July I 10 January 14; this doe. not evidence
consislency. "the tn il can be used all ycar round. Itscons""c tionshould be allowcd
all year round.

The Preferred Allemalive notes 'hat the new lrail linking La Quinla Cove and
PalmDesert. oncecompleted, would then close the Art SmithTrail seasonally, Ralher
thin "would be closed,"bener wording would be "could be elosed."

Reg"ding the IhirdI lignmeni for the La QuinlalPllm De..rt Connecter Trail. il noles
thai it would be closed fromJl nuary 15 throush Seplernber30. Ag.in. no clalO Ire
presented tojustify suchan extreme alternatiyc, andat itsvcryminimWl1y such I new
tn il should beIDlder thosame guidelinesu the two-day.I·week use allowed withinthe
Art Smithand the Boo HofeTrails.

Regardins the timingof the LaQuinlalPll m DesertTrail. the routeneeds10be cho..n
Ind granted al leut preliminary Ipproval befo.. the Multiple Species HlbilOl
Conservltion PlIncln be concluded, andspecific attention ncedl to beliven to some
of the wertions listedin lemu of .hoopuseand conOicts for .1 lea" one, ifnol two. of
theproposedalignments.

Section 6 .. Tmi! Baonrjna

No comments.

Section 7 .. Tajl Decommission ,udRnnOfAl

Nocomments

Sec tion 8 .. Mumy HjIIFaciWiu

No comments.

Secti on 9 . Noo-eommc:n:j,1 Ngn~CQmpe:ti!iyc Orgl nizcd drOJ'p Activitics

t ill I f IllIlfIfll

(j- ---

U.S. BureauorLand ManagemenVP:alm Sprinl,·SouthCoastFieldOffice
Respoose10 o",n E.I.S.
Poge4
luly 25. 2002

Prohibiting non-commercial . organized groups in seosonallTlii .reu would appea r 10

havea directandnegative impact on One" Riders trail activitici. An example eculd
be the annUlI rideon the Art Smith Tni l. Art alternative would be to hive such
orglnizedactivitiesallowedby permitani)'.

See tign 10 . Non -motorized Commerc:ial Rcett'tion AetjV;ljrs

Nocommcnu.
s.wLm.l.1 ~ Motorized Commacinl Rcs trl1 jon Ac tivjties

Theprohibitionormotorized commcn::ill recreation on large portions ortheDunnRoad
i. simplynot supported by gooddolO and 'ppel" 10 be the privatepassionof I nlrTow
interest group. While&nntinltha t Plrts. of the Dunn Reed need privete landowner
permissioo, there i' no reu on why the Bl M should not. on I permil basis. allow
commercial reereaticn withoutexception from October I through lanuary 14. and
perhaps, (romJanuary14on (or a period on a one..or two-dey-per-week basis. The
originl l clata fromU.S. FiohandWildliferegardinS thedislUrbance 10hobital is. for the
most part in my ...dinS of it. sheer bunk and should be trealed IS such. A few
"experts" Slying\here's I problem doetnotmake itso. andwhile there mly ullimlcely
be significantissues, thoseneed 10havedata given10 the l sencies by people whodo
nOl have an ax 10grindregarding the.. wues . Movinglhead without ouch clalO would
certainlybe poor pllMing by the BLM.

Sn: 1jon 12 , Competitive RC£TCl lio" EvCI1!.l

The Propo..d Altemativegives I year round prohibition in e..entia! Bishom Sheep
habita~ and there don not appear10beany ..tionlle given for an Ib.o lule prohibition.
A pennit O)'ltem, with Ipproprilte data glthering and checks and balances, can be
in.liMed that would II leut .1I0w the opportunity for ..meone, for example for I
hikingor lUMingevent,10propooe suchan event with I IIthe Inendlnl ..fegUlldo and
clalO. Blankerprohibition not supportable.

Serljo" 11 • Public Q"ttrachlnd Enyjronmen t. , Educatio n

No comments.

uu u IIl I 1[ \[' 1
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U.S. Bureau of L.nd Mana~.m.ntll'alm Sprin8s.South Coast Field Ollicc
Response '0 Oran E./.S.
P.ge S
July25. 2002

I would hope that the sbcve comments can help '0slren8then whaCis already, I believe•• very
Good Tr.i1. Pionfor the Santa Rosa and SanJacintoMountains Are•• and I wouldhope 'hat it
ison. in which wemay nndcommon ¥fOund '0thai we maymove forward in finallyadoplinK
sam.thingand gi"ing Uluranccto thepublic U well U to wildlife inlcrcsUchat we have found
a bal. nce thai works for Ihe fUlUre of the Coachella Valley.

Sin•• rely. .•.• __.-•. .

~~;~~:' ;:.':...:2S"
BUFORD A. CRJTES
COUNCILMEMBER
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Mr. Jim Kenna
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September5, 2002

Mr. Jim Kenna
Field Manaller
PalmSprings. SouthCoasl Field Offlce
BureauofLand Managemenl
P.O. Box 581260
NOr1h PalmSprings. California 92256

Via 'mimi" 2S!.4699

DearMr. Kenna:

The followingcomments are intended to help strengthen the draft Desen
ConselVation AreaPlan for the Coachella Valley. Overall. this document appears
10 be an excellenle rror1to update the BLM's planning process and 10provide for
appropriate..feguanU and use of our local public landa.

The following are comments forconsideration in the draft plan:

I suggest Ihat an additional sentence be added to the paragraphs regarding
the preferred altemalive for land exchangesan d ..le, That sentence would
"give priority10 trsd.. in whichIhe lradedlands will continue to have the
same habitat and eenservatien values Ihat they presently exhibit."

Regardinll CommunicationSiles and Uliliti... Windpark development
under the preferred alternative would be continued to be permitted
"conslsten: with habitat conservationobjectives using appropriate
mitigation me..ures." Some language should be added that nores that in
are.. within the Coachella Valley MultipleSpecies Habitat Conservation
are.. that the burden of proof fornew permits should be on the applicanl
and Ihal any lack ofan absolute affirmative findingwouldnot allow for
new permits to be designated.

(i----

"s
tJ
0..

t
V
Q.

Regarding Motorized-Vehicle Area Designation. The preferred
altemativessuggesl working with the Orr-Highway Motor Vehicle
Recreation Division and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation for a play area northof 1·10 east of Dillon Road. The wording
appears 10 be verygeneral and I suspect thai Wlless something that gives it
some priorityandsome likelihoodof alienIion is placed in the preferred
alrernative this "work" may never come to any fruit ion.

Regardingthe DunnRoad with the MotorizedVehicleArea Designation.
As alwaysthe DUMRoad and its use will generate significanl controversy,
I believethat the dala I have looked al over the yean has never justified
many ofthe exisling restriclions on the DUMRoad and the biological
opinionwhich is issued was done with a small group of "experu" who had
predetermined much of their conclusion. (believe that the BLM should
begin by finding an outside peer review of all of the actions thaI have been
done by both the State and Federal agencies regardingDUMRoadw e. As
( notedbefore, the data and the conclusions rarely have been a good malch
and certainly someof"expe m" appear to beprimarily interestedin their
own narrowagendas, and their biological expertise needs10 have
significantquestioning. ~ an example. the data on fragmentationof
habitalby road use mostly refers 10 heavilyutilized paved roads and to an
area in AnzaBorregoStale Parte which hadsignificant heavy unrestricted
use duringthe time in which the dala werecollected. None of this existed .
in the past on Dwm Road or at the present, or certainly in the future. I
would suggest that the DwmRoad beopen for limitedcommercial we on
an all yearbasis and fromboth lop and bottomsubject to private land
owner permission and again, that a new set of independent analyses be
done on some of the past decisions and that outside input begathered for
any future biological opinions so that they meet all east surface tests of
cbjectivity.

RegardingRecreation Slopping, Parking,Vehicle Camping. The draft
preferred altemative Juggesls thaIcamping would be allowed within 100
feet fromthe center line of an approved route. The existing regulations
appear 10 allow300 feet in many areu and this seems an appropriate
regulaticn, The only justificaticn forchange that I can find in the lexI
suggests disturbance of soil. This mayor may not besignificantly

(Ill I f 11 11 111111
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Mr. Jim Kenna
Page 3

different on 100 feet vs, 300 feet. and certainly300 feel in many areas
allows one to gel farenough from a route of travel to have the experience
of desert solilude. Manywashes,canyon and lopographical changesallow
a 300 feet campingregulation to lrulygive a persona back countrykindof
experience, Wilhout muehbetter justification than exists in thedraft

. alternative, 300 feel certainly seems a better idea for usersof the
Califomia desert.

RegardingBigham Sheep Recovery Stralegy. I applaud the BLM's
proposal to have any permits andresearchproposals on publiclands10be
sUbj"1 to a minimum 30 daypublicreview and comment periodand
perhapsthat time that should be 60 days given how longit takes forpeople
10findoUllh at even such proposals exist. I also applaudBl M's proposal
10work withFish & Wildlife and Fish & Game to examine the research
e/Torts and the direct negative impacts those e/Torts oftenappear to have
on Ihe species beingstudied. Certainlyhere againis a fine place to bring
in outside people 10 lookat these issues who do not have a set of
predeterminedbiases regarding Bighamsheep.

I would add one additional comment regarding "health of the land." The plan
amendmenl writes in very gencrallerms in notingthe negative consequences of
manyintroduced pest plants. Havinghadan exPerience some yearsago in which
a local trails grouphadS25,OOO fortamarisk and fountain grassremovaland tried
10obtain an appropriate permit from the BlM and tinally turnedthe money to
other uses after four years of waiting for a permit. Somewhere in the plan
amendmenl comments regarding the Importance of plant infestations and removal
of exctie andsome type of streamlined permitprocess should be addressed.

In closingagain my thanks for theexcellent e/Tort that has gone into preparingthis
draft Envlronrnmtal lmpacl Statement, and I thinkmostofthe amendments will
be well received by the publicand will have positive consequences for the long
term healthof our public lands.

SinCere~y") / iJ 4 r :
. /~-cf/~~~
BUFOJ3.[l A. CRJTES
COuNCILMEMBER
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EXHIBITA

CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALM SPRINGS,
CALIFORNIA, COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
ON THE CALIFORNIADESERT CONSERVATION AREA
(COCA) PLAN AMENDMENTS FOR THE COACHELLA
VALLEY AND DRAFTSANTAROSA AND SAN JACINTO
MOUNTAlNS TRAILS MANAGEMENT PLAN.

September 05, 2002

Bureau of ~and Management
James Kenna. Field Manager
690 West Gamet (PO Box 1260)
Palm Springs, g2256

Re: Cal~omia DesertConservalionArea PlanAmendments and San JacintoMountains
Trails ManagementPlan

Dear Jim:

The City Council, at lis September04, 2002meeling,adoptedthe attached comments(Exhibit
A) regarding the proposedCallfomlaDesert ConservationArea PlanAmendments (COCA)for
the Coachella Valleyand the Orall Santa Rosa and SanJacinto Mountains TrailaManagement
Plan (TrallaPlan). Bn ed upon it, comments, the Cily Council supports eaveral elements of the
COCAend has concems about the portions of the plan dealingwith Dunn Roed, BighamSheep
recovery, and trail use. .

As presented, the COCAand Trails Plenhave utilizedthe RecoveryPlan as Ihe basis for the
range of allemalives dealing with DunnRoadand trail use. As noted In the COCA and Trails
Plan, the preferred allemalive (B) recommends seasonal trail closures for 75% of the Bighorn
Sheep Crilical Habilat, Aller reviewingthe subject documents and Recovery Plan, there Is
insufficient Informalionto support such a strong linkagebetWeen trail use and effects upon
BighornSheep. At a minimum. more study Is neededbeforesuch a restrictive trails plan Is
considered. Hopefully, this will oecurdUring the Coachella Valley Mulli·Specles Habitat
Conservalion Plan procell.

~sliy , while the Citydoes not support several components of the subject document, it does
recognize the efforts of the B~M staff to bring more informalion forward for publle review and
comment, The BLM's ellorts to bring trail uears together to developa range of Ideas is a good
example of the hard work put Into this project,

If you have any comments or corn:ems, please give me a call.

Sincerely,

~..p/'~
Douglas R. Evana
Director of Planning & Zoning

ec: Mayor and Cily Council
David Ready, City Manager

POlt Office Box 2743 • Palm Springs,Californi a 92263. 2743
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The CityCouncil, at its September04,2002 meeting, adopted the followingcomments and
recommendationl to the Bureauof LandManagement (BLM),

MOTORIZED VEHICLE AREA DESIGNATIONS: The City Council supports BLM
AlternativeBrelativeto motortzed vehiclearea designations withintheCityof PalmSprings,
Closure of Windy Point and the WhitewaterPreserve Is supported. Additionally, the City
supports BLMandStateDepartmentof Parks andRecreationefforts to developanoff-road
vehicle area as an outlet for this form of recreation in a suitable and appropriate fashion,

DUNN ROAD: The City Council recommends that the B~M work with governmental
agencies and private I.nd owne... to ensurethat DunnRo.d II available for governmental
purposes such as law enforcement, fire protection, and codeenforcement aclivlliea. The
COCAAmendmenttext shouldconsiderthe development of a masterright·of·way grant 10
all governmental agencies with legal authority as • means to expedite continued
govemmenlal lervlces In thil are• .

The City's General Plan calls for the Improvement of Dunn Road to provide acce.. to
private properties which may be developedIn the fulure. B~M shouidconsider this In its
planningefforts,

Addilionally, the BLMshould furtherconsiderlimitedcommerci.1Jeep tours fromthe valley
fioor as a means to provide .eee.. 10 the National Monument. Tours could be limited to
certain days of the week,

BIGHORN SHEEP RECOVERY: The City Council supports the BLM Alternative B
provisions rorcontinuedand. moreImportantty,publicreviewof Bighornresearch,lncludlng
capture and augmentation programs. TheCityhasprevloualyobjectedto the science used
in preparationof the RecoveryPlan anddoesnot feelthatsufficl entlnform.tion II available
to support the Recovery Plan, Additionally, the City Council Is concerned that
capture/relea.. and augmentation program. Inthe SantaRoseendSanJacintoMounlalnl
have not been fully evaluated and publiclyreviewed. Release of ceptured or pen.... l. ed
Bighorn sheep In the SanJacintoMountains mayhave an adverse impactuponthe exlsling
herd.

Specifically,the CityCouncilIs concerned thlt capture and relea. e of Bighornsheep from
the northern Santa Rosa Mount.ins or pen·ralled sheep from the Bighorn Instilute could
have an adverse Impact. These Bighorn sheep have exhibited behavlo... such as ullng
urban landscapes for forage andwaterand seem tohave adjusted 10more human conlllct
and acceptance than the exl. ting Bighornsheep In the San Jacinto Mountains area. The
exllting San Jacinto ewe group avoids urban landscapes, avoids humIn contact. and
seems to stay at higherelevaUons. Adding Bighornsheep with dillerent behaviorpattems
may Jeopardize Ihe exlsUng ewe group. These Impacls have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft Envlronmentll Impact Statement COCA Plan Amendments, and
Recovery Plan.

~
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Page 2 of 2
ExhiMA
September 04, 2002
City Council Comments and Recommendations on the Californi a Desert Conservation Area
Plan Ame ndments for the Coache lla Valley and Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto
Mountains Trails Management Plan .

TRAil USE: The City Council expresses concern regarding the proposed Santa Rosa and
San Jacinto Mountains Trails Management Plan In that there is insufficient information to
support the proposed restriction s and seasonal trail closures over such a wide area. As
proposed, trails providing access to 75% of Bighorn Sheep Critical Habilat are to be
seasonally closed from January 15 - June 30. The City Council recomm ends that, prior to
BlM approval of the Trails Plan. additional information relative to the need to seasonally
close trails be provided for agency and public review.

The City Council supports the year-round trail use listed in Alternative 8 provided the
Skyline Trail Is added to the list. This trail provides the only access to the Palm Springs
Aeriel Tramwey Mountain Station, is not heavily used, and may not heve a potential
negative effect on Bighorn sheep. At a minimum, lhis trail needs to be studied further and
open several days per week in II manner similar to the Art Smith Trail.

Additionally, the City Council supports the approval of construction of new perimeter trails
described In Alternative B. These trails would connect the North lykken Trail to the Pacific
Cresl Trail at Snow Creek. This perimet er trail connection would be consistent with the
City's General Plan and complete a perimeter trail program In the San Jacinto Mountains.

The City Council also supports the proposed perimeter trail alignment from Rimrock
Shopping Center to and around Cathedral Canyon Cove provided It is not used as a reason
to restrict access to existing trails In the future.

Based upon the need for additional information, the City Council reserves the right to
provide additional comm ents regarding the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails
Managemant Plan during the Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan
review process.

In summery, the City Council commend s the BlM in developing a range of trail alternatives.
However, the City Council expresses concern s about the trail closures thai are proposed
and recommends that more specific environmental enalysis be provided as part of the
Coachella Valley MUlti-Spec ies Habitat Conservation Plan review process prior to BlM final
approval of the Trails Plan.

NOISE (WIND ENERGY): The City Council recomm ends that the BlM utilize the City of
Palm Springs' wind energy noise standards for wind energy projects developed within tha
City of Palm Springs, The SUbject docum ents need to be revised accordingly.

~o
\l
~
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMPliANCE SECTiON ' P.O. BOX 937 • IMPERIAL. CA 92251
TElEPHONE 1760) 482·9132 • FAX(760) "82 ·;$96

IMPERIAl IRRlbAlI~~ ~1~rRILr

GS·ECS August 29, 2002

James G. Kenna
FiellJ Manager
Bureau of land Management
Palm Springs . South Coast Field Office
690 W. Gamet Ave.. P.O. Box 581260
North Palm Springs. CA 92258·1260
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Or21tCOCA?tan M'tendmenVOEIS
P>ge 2 0/ 2

included in the Draft COCA Plan Amendment or with the Dratl COCA Plan
Amendment itself.

Was an adaptive management strategy developed to provide fiexibility to the
Draft COCA Plan Amendment? Was Infonnatlon used to develop the design of
management goals published In a peer-reviewed format?

The Flat·tail Horned Lizard, Phrynosoma maca/lii.was listed In Table 3-6: Special
status species In the Coachella Valley. as having a status of ·SP ·. There is no
description in the following key as to what ·Sp· stands for. Please clarify.

These comments are intended to assist you in the continued protection of District
interests as well as the protection and enhancement of wildlife and habitat areas
in the Draft CDCA Plan Amendment planning area. We look forward to working
with the BlM and the olher planning entities associated with the Draft COCA
Plan Amendment.

l o~0.0

~~
~~

I~~

Subject: Imperial 'rrlgation District Response to the Draft California Desert
Conservallon Area (COCA) Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley,
Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails Management Plan,
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Dear Mr. Kenna:

If you have any questions regarding existing District transmission facilities,
pleasa contracl me at (760) 482·9833 or at vdbradshaw@iid,com.

Sincerely,

v'~ cu. ~~

The Environmental Compliance Section of the Imperial Irrigation District (District)
has received one (1) copy of the above COCA Plan and Draft EIS on July 17,
2002 for review, The District hereby provides these comments by the BlM's
response deadline of September 5. 2002.

The District is very concemed that the District's exisllng north-south electrical
transmission line was left out of the Electric Service discussion on Page 3·53.
The District has an existing 230-kV transmission line passes through Imperial
County and Into Riverside County east of and roughly parallal to Hlghway-111.
The District's north-south transmission facilities are critical District infrastructure
to provide power for people living in the District's service area which Includes all
of the Imperial County and portions of Riversidll County. We would Iike ·a
specific clause and similar utility corridor treatment for maintenance/upgrades to
our existing transmission lines In the prcpo sed conservallon areas.

Since the Draft COCA Plan Amendment Is not a combined Environmenta l Impact
StatemenVEnvironmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR). will the Callfomla Department
of Fish and Game (CDFG) release a separate Califomia Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) document? Without CEQA compliance, It Is our understanding that
the CDFG may not be in concurrenca on compensation mitigation for species

I ~~
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Cc: Board of Olrldcn;
JtlN SIlva, Gene'" Manao-
John Stlff.n, Porw.r Dep &l1ment Manager
Tom KJng, General S~~nl Man-o tr

VIKKI DEE BRADSHAW
Environmental Resources Specialist
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RECEIVED
BUREAu OF lAHO IIAH4WIEHI

02 SEP·9 PH 3'52.
,oAl.1( SFRI/ICS-SOUIH COAsr

RCSOURCC ~RCA

NATIJRAL RESOURCES CONSULTANT

Jeri Ferguson
9835 Duncan Rd

Victorville. CA 92392
76Q-956.27paeriferg@ao l com

BURauof Land Management
JimKenna.PalmSprings FieldManager
P.O. Box 581260
NOMPalmSprings,Ca 92258

In 199519 miles of route. were closed though the Coachella ValleyACEC designation,
with over 3.3 mileoof hiking and equestrian trails to be maintained.

Willow Hole Edom HIDPm eI'V" Indlaa Aveaue Pm.I'V" Thou sand Palms are all
closed to vehicles and we could nol Rnd any type of mileagerecords of routes closed in
those~ and could only find information that there i3 15 milesofhiking trai1s in
Thousand 'PlI1ms and nol mileagerecords for the other areas.

OIS Morongo C.nyoa ACEC
Most of the area was closed to vehicles, During the ACEC planning oftM area we had

fought very hard for the roads that were left open and now \0 have them proposed closed
is not acceptable. We do not oopport any road closures In this area. There are nol any
mileagerecords of tbe routes closed during the route designation in tbe ACEC or how
many milesof hiking tralls are maintained.

While Waler CaayoD.
Public aceess UlIO the ACES i3restricted to a single paved road from interstate 10.

Ace... from the south to dirt roads in onlya!Jowed by permissionby tbe trout farm. Entire
canyon i3aceessibleon foot. There are not any mileagerecords of routes closed in tM
area or mileagerecords of the hikingtrails in thisarea.

Co.ch.1Ia V.u.,. ACEC

2.1.2 Go.b Common to . UAllel1l. riv..
3. Maill/ain a network 0/m%rlzed vehicle.routes necessary/0 mee;recreationaland
otherntetis while mlnlmlzlnB a/ftcls /0 air '1UD/ltyand olher resourcevalues.

TheCaliforniaAssociatioD of Four Wheel Drive Clubs (CA4WDC) wasfowxled ill 1959
for thepwpose of preservingand eniwlcillg opportunilies for Four Wheel Drive Use,
iocludingtheabilityto traverse from the most diJlicuh trailterrain to theeasiest historical
touring routes. CA4WDChas provided The Bureau of Land Managementinput on traiJ
systemdevelopment.land managementissuesand preservation efforts throughout tbe
stale. Webave over 5.000 Wnilies, businesses and clubs that werepresent.

We wouldlike10 thank the BLM planningstaff for not considering the total closure of all
lIlOtorized vehicleroutes/areas in Ille C4achellaValley. Vehicle aceess and OIN play i3
an integralpart of family lifeand beingable to explore the desert is an excellentway to
experiencelhe vastness,historyand beauty.

Re: DraftEIS for Ille Coachella Valley

DearJim.

9-5-02
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Monumenl
1·11 OfJroad vehicle controlsQTe Inplace/or DeadIndian Canyon. Carrizo Canyon
and Mortlnt: Canyon. TheManine: Canyon proposal has beenmodifiedby th«
cherrystem destgnatlonlor Santa Rosa MOUn/aiM WI/dtrness In /he CaliforniaDesert
Protection Act 0/ 1994. The projecll design/ or Guadalupe CanyonIscompletedand
scheduled/or lmplementatton In2002

Numerous Routes bave beenclosed due to the Monumentdesignation or past route
closures. We cannot find the mileagerecords of routes closed. but we arc sure tbere arc
manymiles. We do know there i3a very large hikingtraiJ system in uu. ""'" and DOt sure
a f the mileage.

Summ .ry of Rout.. Closa res
Uwould _m thal wllh oaly 71 miles of routes left opea la lhe Coa.h.Uo V. Uey oa
OLM land tba lwe doa't need . ay mo" .IoIUres. The" aeedl 10be lome type or
.quallty h.re. Th."." huad",,1 ohulla or hlklnSlrolb bur nol • slns le
molorized lroll system propo sed or plaaaed. The" . " m.ny people who ..aaol
hlk• • ad aced thelr vehlcl.. ror . ..... 10see the beauty or lhll p.rt or lh. d...rt. So
w. nol oaly fcellh.1 mo" .IoIU" II unaccept.ble . nd Ih.t Ih." should be •
b••kcouulry loaring roul e oy.lem Ht ap lhroughout lhe .raL
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4. Provide opportunities for Off-fJighway vehiclefree-play in the Coachella Valley where
compliance withtire CleanAir Ac, Clean WaterAct. the Endangered SpeciesAct and
other environmental laws willbe auatned

The cost of hiringlawenforcement rangers to effectively enforcetheseclosuresshouldnot
havebeenmentioned. Vehicle accessand OHV use are part ofFLPMA and tolal closure
of this recreation would not bemaintaining FLPMA.

We wouldliketo seealternativeA bethe preferredalternative withthe growinguseof
OHV's and the closures that are happening all over southernCalifornia there need there
needsto besome legalplaces for peopleto ride their OHV's in theCcachella Valley.
Alternatives C and D are totallyunacceptable sinceOHV use gets criticized all the time
for doingillegal actions. We need to have legalridingground for peopleto recreate.

Land Tenure
We would supporlthe preferredAlternative Ifthe purchase of the private landsin the
proposedOpen Areas would beaddress. When we proposeopen areas we need a planto
buythe privateproperty so there arc not iasues with the landowners and OHV use. Wedo
not need to besetting ourselvesup for failure. Also the Open AreaCriterianeeds to be
added to the LandTenure: Acquisition Criteria.

Thank you for lettingus commenton thisplanning process

\1t \.-C~\.-Q--

Jeri Ferguson
CC: K.athleen Clarke,BLM Director

Congresswoman Mary Bono
MikePool, California State BLM Director
LindaHansen,Desert DistrictManager, Acting
DaveDouglas, CA4woe President
CA4WDC Board of'Directors
OHV leadership
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Center for Biological Diversity
mt,e'i", _nd "Horin, tnall"I'"'' $p"i~J lind wilJ pl.ct. 01Nort" Am,n'cII lind

the I'"ci/i, throlllh "i,nct, policy, talle"t;o", ,itiz,,, ,,(,iu',m .,u.a ,rrU"'"MtnI4{ LtUl.
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Failure to retire the Whitew ater Canyon livestock grazing allotment
aosu.. of the gruing allotment " Whitewat.rCanyon would become permulCnt crIy under
A1t.m.l<iv. C 1bis lailu.. ~ WlOtt.ptabk, especiaJlyconsidering thepermit lor the White_.r
allotment ~ ownedbyconserv"ionisu wishing 10permanently mire it. BLM's failure to mire
allotmenu suchas %4._.r. whore the permittee h....quested it, willderail futu.. "...u,."","
allotment bu)'"out proposals. Conducting lurther.tudies on the suilabilltyol livestock gruing there,
as,stipulated bytI.. preferred AIl.mative A, ~ superlluous. Ample scientific .videece alr<ady sho....
th.. g~ ~ incompaubk withtheprotection of des." torto~ e, """YO,ox!, ".j oehers.ns.iv.
wiJdlif.: withthe health of riparian 1I'C2S; andwiththe preservarion 01ecologically .ell$itiv.public
lands in g.ner>l. Livestock hann wiIdlif., tramples butTO"" compaeusoil,fouls streamside areas,
andaleen veget>tionalcomposition. Coruidering th.. Whitev.uer Canyon contains critical habita< for
the[ederally listed art'O)<> toad,. isbardto seehowgrazing couldpos.iblycontiDue the.. without
violating the Enda<i;.red Species Act. TheWhitewat.r allotment mwt bepennancntly mirednow.

No ORV's at Windy 'Point. no ORVop.n ar •• or u•• 01 Dunn Road
Thepre[erredah.mativ. proposes an ORVopen:area .. Drop Jl, adjac.ntto .mUng wilderness.
Illegal ORVtrespass in to wildemcss in this :area io oln:ady.problem, andIoclting an open..... he..
willonlyserve10make it much won. and harder to enforee. Drop JI overlaps withestablished
bighorn habitatandis. poor choice. The IUtriaions on ORVusewxlcrAbcrnotivc C .... bett.r.ln
addition to no<designating Drop J I as an open...... Abcrnotiv. C provides the best rang. of rout.
cloourcs sieee it is the oalyah.rnotivc to evea coruiderth.contnbution ofORV"••o the severe air­
poUution problems being .xperienced iD theCoachella Valley.

In addition,contnry to thep.. f.rmf alt.rnative, theDunnRoadsbouldbe.nrirelyclosed to
ree....ionalORV use.One of the goals of the bighomreco..ryplan io '0 "manag. road us. to
redece or.1iminate habita< froeD>Cmation or inte rferencewithbighomsbeep"'oun:. us. panerns"
(2·25). The DWUl Roadisan iJlcgal road, establiohed byt...pass,..moh"",,,esthroughUnportanl
bighorn babitat. Ev'n thoughtheIo....r portionof the roadiomo... imponaatfor bighomthan the
upperpart, implementing diff."'nt (andcbrly uneofoR:eablc) awug."",m schemes for the two
.ectionswill iIlvite non-compliance andfrustror< .ofoR:.ment.Emlillg recreational us. docsmt
Ieptimate oagoingus., andBLM Iw not justified anyneedfor reopen.iag the roadotherthan lor
.mcrgcDe)'or gov.rnmentvebides. BLM alsofails 10add...s the f"", tharthe road maynot be
acces.ed lrom the north,=cpt byillcpJ""'pass acros. privot.lands.

W. If< unabk to determine from the plan what BLM·.int.nt is10rORVawug.ment in the Wuxly
PoiDt ...... Clearly, all1ands southof Hwy. III .... clooed to off-roadtr.IVCl bythe"'" of cong....
which established themonument. W'uxIr Point ioalsooccupied babita< for theCoachellaValley
fringe-tocd liz.anI and.bould bekept closed, andaw'l"siv./y .ofOR:ed to .nd ilIcpJ ORVus. in this
pllt of themonument.

Bllis approach on the proposedORVopen..... and DWUl Road,if not abandoned, willalmost
c.ttainlyb.nd the ""'De)' backincoun.

Failur. 10 de al ,.ith ,.ild borses and burros. c.ttl. tr espa.. in Palm Canyon
Thc.. io currently.. h.rd of .ight bones within PalmCanyon. Th. BLM ackno..ted&es that thes.
hones "".. illegally ..leased f.......branded horses.no<wiJd hones underthe Icgal definition, and
thatth"" ... p....m within ••nsitive bighorn habitat. Yetit proposes (underthep..f.rmf
Abcrnativ. B)to legitimate the hones' p....... th.... througha b.nd ....bang.withtheAgua
c.lien.. Bandof Cahuilla Indians. It claims by.purious"'Yof .xplanation ,bat "the.. ""1/"
,.ntUnenu ";'hin the(tnbc)to maintain thes.animals'(.mph..io added).

~o
~

"'rIl.., t----
~:t

11Jf'
~~

,
'" ttl..tC'-... -
v va.a.

~
:;;:
"':0
!1i:/"TT
>:'0
S/"TT

""<5: /"TT
t;o

~

CALIFORNIA WILDERNESS COALITION '0

>-
i: 0

"'v> '"
~~ ~
::;;;~ f

~~ (D...,
~§. ~
boo;; W

§" tn
~ IV

Jim K.nna, Field Offic. M.n.c.r
Burnu of Land M.n.c.menl, PalmSpMg.·SouthCo.. t Field Offic.
690W." Gamet Av.nue.POB581260
NorthPalmSprinp C\ 92258·1260
760..!5\.54~ lax

Jim.

, IntrodU<:tioD
On behaJI of the Cen'.r'. ever 7500membeninUliforoia andthenation, andtheUlifomia
WildcrnenCoalition'. overJooo memben......ubmit the folJoMnc commcnuwithreprd to the
Draft EnviroamentallmpattSwement (OEIS) for the DraftUlifomia0..." Cons.rvotion Ar<a
PlanAmendment lor the Coach.lla Valleyaod the DraflSlID RosaandSanJacintoMountains
Tu M.n.c.ment Plan.

G.ne~y.~ The Center would liketo seethe PlanAmendment bener.mplw iu the
protectiooof notiv.planu andwiIdlif... a paronoUDI ob1io:acioll. 1his...ponsibillty io
ackoo..ted&ed in theDEIS.which includes "therecovery or fedenl andnar. listed species" and
"avoic(inc] flaUre liotinp01s.nsitiv. species" '" two of BLM·.manag.ment goals. In panicWar, it io
panicu1arly imponaattharthe PlanAmendment complywithIcgal ..quiremcauto protectthe '
.adaac.red P.tWuWar Raa&es bi&horn .beep.The.heep ...... liotcd '" .adaac.red bytheI.denl
government ill 1~81a recov.ryp1aa ..... comploted byth. US. FisbandWdd1if. s<rvic.illOc:1ober
2000;andcritieal b.1bita< ......dcoignated lorth. species illF.bruary2001. Ho....... r, the alternotives
listediD the PlanAmcodmcnt bav. various .......boncominp in..rmsof fulfillinc the Bllis
obliptioll$10the sbeepunderthes. provioions.

TheCOCAIa",uir stipulation provioions .bould be contiDued throughthisplan,.. a minimum.
Uofo_ly andunxcepubly. BLM s•• msint.nt on takinr; sups backword from this cxistin&
compromise agrceD>C~ desip>cd 10aid.nda<i;ered .peciesm:ove,ryandred.... conflicu.

AddiUonally,~ .... co...mcd .. Blli. arbitrary moviag of bighorn .h••p lambing ....00 from
JanuaryI to JanuaryIS. nu. io inco..io"nt with the Silra Actplan,R<co..ryplanand the scientific
lite""""' 00 the species. nu. io especiaJlyof concernbee.us. BLMcompromises .h••p recov.ryby
jcopaMiziac thecvlicsl born lamb••which havethe b.ighen .urvivaI m ... Th. planprovides no
",..oniagor .ubsu.ntiation lor thisappan:ntly arbitrary andt>pricious modiIic>tion to th.lambing
....on dales. %at io 8Uvr. juswltationfor cutting two ~.Ia olf the Stan01sheeplambing
s...on?

Unles. BLMcorrectS the fIa", in thisplanalong th. lines .... .uggest below. andcomplies withthe
P.ninsWar Ranees BighomSheeprecov.ryplan,is ishighlylikely theCeot.r andath.r groups willbe
fOR:ed to seck..liefin the fedenlcoWlS. W. believe th.. BUvrsp..f. rmf altemativ. may
jcopardjze the .urvivaI 01the P.tWuWar Ranges bighornsh••p.
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Thisisan WIOl:cepuble wnkenin, of the BLM's mponsibililylowanls the bichom,p2l1icularlysince
OM of the coaJs lisled in the spec... m:ovory planis10 ·red.... or.1imlnalc ...udhone populations
frombichomsheephobitar" and.inc• ...udhones hav. beenfound to pROvonl bichomfromcomin~
10 ~r boles (4-S4). Alt......iveCo wkich would",movo the animals, isthe onlysuitablea1temative.

BLM alsofails10 ad.qu.uely address lhe Ion~.time problem of BudW.llman'. c",,1e frequently
trespa:ninc on public lands critical habitat faroff thealIotmem inPalm CAn)<llL BLM mUll work
closely with USFS te eed this illecalus.of public lands wkich duw.ns sheepm:ovory. and
impound W.llman·s aule if th.y.mer Palm CAn)<llL

Failure to acknowl.dge Coni R•• f Mountains s heep
Wildlife biolocisu acknowledge thep..... oeeof P.ninsular Rang.. bichomsheepwithin this ,..."e of
rnounuins bordering theSima RosaMountains, )':l theDEISdoa lIOl menlion themandprovides
no~mem m:oQll1lCndaions forthe an:a. "This would appear to bea serious omission.

Mitigation and buff.r zone failures
hcordinc 10 the bi&hom m:ovory plan, theSLM.hoWdbe usine mitic_ionmoney10 buyland in
the urban·,..iJdemess intenoceIS I wayof pl'OlCCtinc importanl habius for the sheep, "This iscritically
impolUnl in areas likeLaQuinta, ...-be...real e devolopmenu an:beineproposed richlup 10 th.
bas.of theSantaRo.. MouotaiN. Over 18,000 of suitable bi&hom hobitar between Palm
Sprinp and LaQuiatabasaln:ady beenIonto wbaniuUon and .,;rieukure, ..cordincto lheFish
andwa. Service. Y.. the... isno evidence ofBLM.ba~ made the p"",bas. of impolWlllractl
of land then:• priority. Whalevor planis...1llUa1ly odopIcdmustdobeau in this rep-d.

BLM' s unsupportable socio·economic cla ims
With IinIe 10 no justification, the BLM claims tit. Alternative C ·wouldsubstanlially resIrict
oppomuUtiesfor fUlW'e economic devolopmelU of the BI.M-llW"'&ed lands" and&OCS on to .upport
pn:l'erred Alternative B.OtherIhanbynotcrntine anORVopen........ it isWlCbrho.. Alte..... ivc
C reduces an)tbinc billtheshort'lenn exploitarion of land andnatUra1 lUO=... EIs.wbcn:, the
DEIScorrectly~ tba< the · proceetion of land beakh through the implemeDlation of the
proposed PlanameDdmeau 'Will bavo positive Io,,&.tenn economic impacts." In itssocioeconomic
anal)ois, the BLM should consider mo... nrin&em conservation m:ommcacbtions to beaneconomic
beac!it, lIOl a COIL

BLM's unsupportable Trails Management Plan
Recreaional oppommitics an: impolUnl, andour lDCmbers enjoyhikinc and campine inthe
Coachelb Valley an:a. Billcertain ,oaIs sometimes,pm:ludcothers, e." ·multipleus." isIJO( alwa)O
possible on ....ry..n:of public land. This principle isacla>owleclged bytheBLMwn it ,utes that:

Rarely doI wide variety of public us.. ocCur on thesame pan:.1 of BLM'"""",&ed public
land due10 land us.and....ourc. conflicu. Generally, the BLM willcIes~e certain public lands for
one suit. of compatible useandclesicnat. oth.r lands for . diff....nl.uilc of compatible us.. (DEIS
),1) ,

y.. the DEISand proposed Troils MaN&emenl Plando nOl alwa)'adhe... IO thisphilosophy. To
prote<:t bichOnlshcep, iatlecom~us lrlICU of land mUll ...main off·Iimiu, andace..' to them
mUll berestric:<ecl dW'inJ thefinl nine months of each )nt. But,Yo'/UIe moll of theTMl' a1ternativ..
propose Iimitcd ....trictions on IUkinc andeampinc, theplanfails 10 adequoreJyclos. trails throueh
bi&hom critical halsiw, thuscrellinc• sicnificanz Slep backinsheepcons.rvationfromBlM'.
currema;n:ememembodied bytheCDCA Ia""uit Ilipulation.
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Alternative B. thep...Ierreda1t.rnativ., would ...tain• voluntary s)Otem of ' ....0na!1rai1 clos~

de.pitehichlevols of documented non-complw.:. with exist~ closures. a... of non-complianc.
on the An Smithtrail,wkich posses throu&h bi&hom hobit.. , .......oflen in the~so perunl rang.­
andthis fieure omitsnumerous hWn ~o ....... DOC q....lionedor sponedbysW'VC)'taken. Tbese
""' UDal:cepuble lev.1s of non'compliance, and. houldnot provide the basis for thecontinuation of
thecurrent rjetern,

The BLM proffen the excuseth.uenfereemera....0""'.. ""' nolsufficient to insUtUle • mo...
.tringentclosure ')OI'1n, billthis isnot • valid excuse forfailin,10 meet itsconservation
....ponsibilities for the bi&hom.

Alternativ. B would also penait the us. of theAn Smith andBooHofftrails """ do)O .......k just
befo... and afterIambinc ....on Oan. IS to Feb. IS;May1 10 June )0). This is I compromise
solUlion tit. willdo IinIe for the species Yo'/UIe ,purringfurthernon-compliancc. It cannotpos,ibly
me",the BlM', oblications underthe.pecies recovery plan. Considering th.uthe BLM', monitorin,
10 date hasnot pn:vcnted non·complw.:. ratel fromn:mainin, 10 hie'" bo.... ...ru theypos.ibly
ecrarel .uch _s)Oteml

Finally, theTMl' declares tit. thereisscientific WlC.rtainry over the cumulativc effects of human
recreation on bichonlpopulations. Considering tba< nine of theeleven studies ciced concurtba< then:
is indeed negative impact, this isI peculiar inlerpretation. CDFGjustified theclosure of trespas.
trails on Slale lands in ZOOI based on someof the.ame Iil.rature (see ItUCbed memo). Indeed, allII
of the Sludics findnc;uive impacts to .beep fromimproperly lTl:&NCed or ilJ.timcd bwnan
I'ft'rr"lIlion.

Conclusion: Make neede d ehanges , or .....·Ullk.ly see you back in court.
For the "' liOns listed abov.,the DEISdoa falls far.bon of complrinc withthe recoveryplanfor
thePeninsular bighom. beepandthe EndangeredSpecies hi; nordoa it provide I .ufflcienl~
of altenuciv.. underNEPA.However, Altermtive C isthe beslof the fouralternatives offered. It
cmotes 23,6J1 ...... ofAreas of CiticaI Eaviroomeatal Concern (AaC,). more thanany other
...rnative. And it iastin.ca cODlideralsle restrictions on~ andORVuse,wIWIan:....otiaJ to
.afeguard bioiop:aldivenityandvisitor experience wiIhio themoDumcnL

OnlyAltermtive C (with the.~nifaD( modiflC2lions detailed abov.)would adequately prot«!
ecologic:U ....0=.. within the planninc ...... andmo... specifi:alJy movo the BLM towanls
compliance with the recovory planforthe P.ninsular bichom. beep, • plan10 .....w.:h it is_legally
bound 'icnatory.

We'd muchp...f.r 10 supportBLM on I solid cons.rvation planfor the CoocheUa Valley,
uofo=lywhal BLM clllTCDllyoff.n .. itsp...fernd ah.m.otivo isfullyunsupportalsle.

We'incerelyhopeBLM will taIct th... comments ,.riouslyandfoUo .. our ,,,"..lioOl,oIhe""'e ....
will likely besee~ BLM .,;ainincoun .oon 10 correct the ,.rious fla"" in this plan. Pbs. keep us
fully informed as this process evolv...

w.....lcome theoppoltWlity to meel inPalm Springs with theS e Director, District MaN&er,
Field OfficeMaN&.r, USFw.i and CDFGto .incc",lyaneDJPC 10 olveour conc.rns. Pbs. leius
kno.... if)Ouan:interested insuchI~ so we mayschedule it II theeuliestmlllually convo.u.Dl
time.

Thacl. )<lu,
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Slat e of Canforni a

Subject: EmereeDcyClosure of Carrizo CIDyoD aDdMagnesia SpriDll' EcologicalReserves
and the Gate to the Art Smilh trailhead plrklDg 101 frOID JIDUI.,. 1 to JUDe30, 2002

DClId IndianCanyonandCarrizoCanyonpreviowly supporteda large sub-population, or
derne, of peninsular bighorn sheep in the NorthemSanta RosaMountains. Thisareaonce
supportedUp to 30 animals butappears to bave been extirpatedin tho 1980's. Thoareawas
m:ently re-colonized andnow supports It least three ewes and4 ramsand • yearling ram.

CarrizoCanyonandMlgnesiaSpringsEcologicalReserves are locatedin thisportionof the
species range. TheseEcological Reserves wereacquiredbytheSlale to provideprotection for
peninsUlar bighornsheep,I federally endangeredand stale-listed tlueatoned species. Thissame
8lC4 wasalsoestablished by the Department as thoSanta Rosa MountainsWlidliieArea. This
designationwasrecognized in the,"Santa Rosa MountainsHabitatManagemCllI Plan,a Sikes
Act Project"(1980). Thi, planprovidedmanagementgoab and objectives for Deparime"l, and
Bureauof LandManagotaent, administered lands in theSantaRosaMountains. The Wildlife
Areo was 10 be managed for theprimary ~etit ofbighom sheep.

Two unauthorized tnlils trespass aero.. lambinghabilalon theEcological Reservesand
WildlifeArons. Constructionof these trailsbasoccurredwithout'tho~efit of environmental
review or the necessary stateandfederalapprova1J. Tho Art Smith Trailheadparkinglotwas
also constructed on Dep8l1rnent lands withoutauthorization. There are DOI.ny records tbat
wouldsupport theauthorizationof these trailsnodparldng.lotor their we; consistentwithstole
law, regulation or policy. The departmenlbad previouslycommittedto resolving these trespass
issueswithinthe planin 1980but little if any progress bas been made.

Daniel R.P.n~non ;I? j? f.)~
0..0" Eeolosul Y''''7 - if'"
1./B .. ndan Cummin,.
OlD Suif .....om.y

1.IJonathan Cook
CBDOne" Conservation Intern

1.IJason S.......
CoNel'VZtion Associ.ue
CaJilomia Wlld<me.. Coalition
2655 PO/Uie B.y East,Suite 5
D.visCA95616

<e' MikePeel,BLM CaJilomia S""" Dooor
USFWS
O)FG

Memorandum

To : Dee Sudduth
CaliforniaDep8l1rnenl of Fi.h andGame

From : Deportmen t of Fuh and G,me - Kevin Barry Brennan

n eRooourees ACODcy

Date: December 28, 2001

CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY
T uc.on • Id yll wild ' SII... r City ' Phoe nix ' Borl.oloy • Boumon • Son Dio~o • Sltlc o

DANIEL R. PAITEIISON; DESERT ECOLOGIST
rOB 49J IOYLLWlLO CALIFORNIA 92549
909.659.6053 x J061U 1659.2484 FAX

OrATTEIISON@BIOLOGIc:A1.OIVEIISIIT.ORG • WVIW.BIOLOGICALOIVEIISIIT.ORG

These trespasstnlils havebeenlisted in the recoveryplan as trails thaIrequire IDlIIUlgement (0

reduce humanimpacts on bighornsheep near water$0= and dwing lambingseason,
Studieshave shown(seeadditional comments enclosed) thathumanactivities COIl disrupt
normalbehaviors ofbighom sheepand cause habitatabandonmCllL 11Wposition was
supported in a letter dated Nov 20. 200I from the Service 10the Department. I concurwiththe
Service on this issue and supportthe....onal closureof Carrizo CanyoD an Magnesia Spring
EcclogicalReserves from January I (0 June 30, for the protectionof peninsular bighorn sheep
during lambing season(see enclosures).

~/5
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Addilional Commenu on lheluslificallonfor Emergeney Closures
ofSlllle Ecological Reserye.and Wildlife Areas
forIheProteclion of Peninsuler Bighorn Sheep

In 1974tbeCalifornia Department ofFish & Glme (Deplnment)provided I popul'lionestimate
of 1,171 bigbom,heep, in thepeninsular ranles of California (W..yer 1975). TheSanta Rosa
Mountains oneehedtheIarg"l populalion of bighorn sheepIn the.tale (Weayer.nd Mensch
1970). Carrizo Canyon and D..d IndianCanyon supported a largeponionorthe SanlaRosa
Mounlians populalion (Blong.nd Pollard 1968).nd ewesand lambs werereadily observed .Ionl
thecanyon wallsup untilthe early1980's(DeForge pen. comm). During the 1950'sand60's,
nalurllistsandbiologist w.med o(impendingIhI..ts 10 thebilhoms continued existence from
r..1estaledevelopmen~ waterdiymions and humanuse(Tevis 1959, Blong 1967). In 1977
0qJanmen1 Wildlife Biologist VernBleich, commented onan illegally constructed traU
trespassing uponstaleand fedora I landsin D..d IndianandCarrizoCanyons. This trailis now
known as theAr1SmithTrill. The Depa"menl Ind Bureau of Land Mlnlgementsubsequently
Igrftd to resolYe III knowImpu. Issu.., including trail., IntheS.nll RosaMountains Wildlife
Hlbillt Mlnagement Plan,I SikesACI Project(SikesActPlan)(USDI 1980).

Penlnsullrbighorn sheeppopulations beganto decline Inlhe early1980's. Thisdecline followed
y.... ofpoor lambrecruitmenl andsurviYIl in theSin 1acinto andSantaRosaMountains
(DeForge .. aI19g2). Only400lnimalsremained in the peninsular rIllges by 1992, lheyearlhe
Uniled StalesFish& Wildlife Service(Service) proposed listingth.especies as endangered
(USFWS 1m). Thepopulation reached a lowpolnlln 1996of just 276animals in the... Iire
peninsular range. In Marchof 1998bighorn sheeppopulalions inthepeninsular rang.. were
listedas anendangered species. Lisling wasWlrranted dueto the conlinued declineoflhe
species andthesynergistic effectof development, disease, predation .nd reer..tion(USFWS
2000)

Bilbom sheepareofteudescribed as I wilderness speci.. because populations do not pcnist well
oex1 to urban...... (Leopold 1933). Bighorn sheeppopulation Inthe SandiaMountains near
Albuquerque, NewMexico and the Sinta Catalina MoonlliMnearTucson, Arizona both became
exlirpated followins yearsof anthsoprogenic disturbances (Etcbberger d. AI1989, KIausm&D e\
II 1989, Krausman 1993, Krausman .. all995 Krausman d aJ2000). ConlnGullng to Iheir
demisewere,..I ..lite developments in sheephebltat(Knusman 1993) Ind subsequent increas..
in recreational we of .heep hebllli by hik.... anddog walk... (Schocncc:ker 1997).

In Californi.. bighorn .heep withintheSanll RosaMounlilMabandoned habilltlround springs
as a resultof continued humandisturbance and harusment (Blons 1967)andabandoned a
lambing Ind watmns ...... following. period of humanIctlvity(DeFor8e .nd Scott 1982). In lhe
San Bernardino Mountains of California, bighorn sheep.bandonedsuillble babilll aDd remained
out of sightof skiareas,developments and OIher humanactiYities (Lighland W..yer 1973).
Human actiYitles causebighorn sheep10 temporarily abandon a minenllick intheSanGabriel
mounllins ofCalifomia(Hamilton "aI1982). Habitatabandoned by bighorn sheepintheSinta
Catalina Mounliins of Arizona, wu observed to heyegreaterhuman disturbance lhanoccupied
hebilll (Elcherser .. al 1999). Bighorn .heep heyegenerally not shownresilience 10 inleractions
withhumans in theirhebilll (KingInd Worksnan 1986).

A number of studies heYI d...ribedlh. negaliYe effectsof human dlslurblnceon Dormal
beheyiOl1 of desm bighorn In theSouthwest. InSoutheastern Vllh, res..rchers observed Ihat
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bighorn inh.bitingar..s wilh. hislory of human.ctiYity weremoresensitive 10 disturbance then
biJhom,heep inundisturbed areas(Kinland Workman 1986). Bighorn sheepreactions 10 the
presence of humans resulted in thedisruplion of normal feedinl beheYiO.. ,.nd eweswilh2 week
old I.mbs wereobserved ruMingsev.,.1 miles10 Iyoid people(KingInd Workman 1986).

Bighorn sheepin Arizona wereobserved 10 be inlolen nl of hiken within 200 mof theirpesition
Ind exhibited greaternight response thecloserthe pro.imity10 di,lurbances(Miller .nd Smith
1985). InCanyon Lands Nltional Park,bighorn sheepr..ponsesweremostsevereto hiken
duringthe springmonlhs (P.pouchis 1999). Thesedisruptions caused habitat .bandonmenllhel
resulted in .n .ppro.imale 15%lossof aYlillblehe~illt. R....reh... recommended lhellambing
habil.l should be closed10 III hikingduringI.mbing,eason .nd trailsshould nOl beconstructed
in Ilmbinghabital (Papouchis 1999).

Whel webevebeensble 10 ucerlain from thesestudi.. i. thaibighorn .heep alter their behavior
in r..ponseto human dislurbance (USFWS 2000). Thesedisturbances haveresulted in
e.titp.tions, hebillt .bandonment .nd disruplion of normal, breeding. feeding and.heltmn8
behevlOl1. This rlnge abandonm...~ IDd cunaileduseof habitatfromhansaingICllyities
represents a functional lossof babillt; reducing theamountof fon8e, walerandIIYing space
IYlillble forrecruhmenland rocovay of bighorn sheep.Ongoing research is studyiDg the effects
ofrecrealionalacliyitl.. on bighorn ,heep populalions in theSanJlcinlo Ind Santa Rosa
Mountains. In the interim, wedo not heyeex.mpl.. of humanIctlyltiesheving neutral efTecu on
bighorn .heep 10 base our management decision upon. or information thaIwould .uppor1
continuing tr..passonDepartment lands managed fo< the bencfrtof bighorn sheep.

The Depamnent hes nover authorized 0< desipled the cOll!tnlction of Inils 011StaleEcological
R..ervesor Wildlife Areasin theSanll RosaMounllins. The Bureau of LandMlnasement
(Bureau) neverreceived authorlutlon from lhoSlite to conslnlctthe Ar1Smithtrailandtrailhead
onCarrizoCanyon Ecological Reserve. Within the SikesActPlan(UsDI 1990). vehicle entry
wu alsoprohibited alongtheentirel... gIbofboth DeadIndianandCaIrlzo Canyons wha'e the
parking 101 is located, The Bureau did DOl properly coordinate 0< consullwiththeServiceand
Departmenl regarding this tr..pass and hasdisplayed a hislory of wiliM Intent 10 evadethis
Issue. EXIJIlpies include:

In .n inlernal memo, Bureau rcalty agen~ William M. Selman. encouraged Bureau
management staffnot to consult withSlite wildlife biologists on theconstruction of the
Ar1SmithtraiUtead ,,",kin8lot.

A wildlife biologist for theBureau, Gavin Wrigh~ admined in an o-mlil message, daled
February 18,2ooo,thet theBureauviolated theEndangered Speci.. AcIwhen it failed 10

consultwiththe United Slit.. Fish& Wildlife ServiceonIh. construction of the Ar1
Smithtrailheadand parking 101.

In March of 2000I Bureau employee vsndaliud a Departmenlloek aDd cheinon a gale
at Carrizo C.nyon EcoloSical Reserve to provide recr..tiooisu parking .cc....

Moslrecently, the Bureau', Area Minger forthe PI1m Springs otrlCe issued a decision
noticeand Enyuonmenlll AssCSlmcnl for thecontinued useof the Ar1Smithtrailhead
without providing theoppor1UDity forpubliccommenl 0< consultinS withtheServiceInd
Depar1mcnt.
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This lick of consultltion Ind coordlnolion by Ihe Bureau WIS notedin Service comment l.. ter of.
Februlry 7. 2001. At I result oflh ...e activilies. In appeal has been 1iIe.Jby PEER19ainsllhe
Bureau. LegalaClion is now pendins absenl a response 10 this appeal.

On Mareh I, 200I lhe Bureau supported the closure of thl Art Smithtrailhead in I signed
Sel1lement Agreement. Indany position to the conlrary would represlnt a contemptuous aClion
on lhe Bureau 's part. At a matter eflaw. regulation and poliey. the Departmenl lnd Service has
supported Ihe closure Ind managemenl oflh e An Smithlrail and parking 101. Cllt rlns has
I lready posted "no parking" Ind "emergency parkingonly" signs outside of the plrklng 101 and
I iong highwly 74 to relleve I ny concerns reglrdlng tramc safety al lhis l"""lion. Wemuslnow
follow upon our previous conunitments and management responsibilities to close Ih..e .reas 10
public ICCesS for the recovery of pcninsular bighornsheep.

The Departments I Ulhority Ind responsibilityto properly manage endangeredspecies andState
E<:oIogiClIReserves are elucidaled wilhinthe Fl5hand a ame Code I nd the California Code of
Rell"lallons. Title 14. The Depanmenl hastheJurisdlotlonal responsibility to manoge habital for
biologicallysusulnable populallonsof wildllfl (Fish &: Oaml Code, Sec. 1802). II is al50the
policy ofth l SlIll lo eoeserveand prOlecl endAngere.Jspecies and their babllats andto acquire
IInds forhabital of endangered species (Fish &; Game Code, Sec:. 20S2).

The Fish &; Game Conunlsslon (Conunlssion) has established the followingpolicyon endangered
species:

ENDANGERED ANDTHREATENED SPECIES: II IJrh. polleyofrh. Fish & Gam«
Commission 10: Protect and prestrw 01/nOI/V' SJH'/Q offlsltu, amphibians. replll.s.
birds. IIIammals, Invtrl.braleSandpkmuandIh. 1rhabltals, IhrtOltn.d with eutnction;
Of' Ihos. nperltn' lng a slgnlflcanl decline whlelt, /fnol hailed.wouldleod 10 threo/en.d
or .ndongtrt d d.slgnollon. 111. D.parrm.nlw/l/workwilit ol/lnlerQltd persons.
og.ne/u. andorgonum/ons10 protect andpreserv«suchsenstttv« resources andIht /r
hobilols.

The Conunission'l polleyr~rding depanmernlands b:

MULTIPLE USE OF LANDSADMINISTERED BYTHE DEPARTMENT OF FISH
ANDGAME : IIIJ th. policyoflh. FIsh and Gam. COlllmlJs/onthat: Lands under Iht
odm/nlJrrot/on oflh. Dcparrm.nlb. mat/. oval/obi. 10 Ih. publl'for fishing, hunl/ng or
orht/' forrrtJ oftompol/bl. retr.ol/onal IU . andf Ol' l e/tnrf/le JluJlu wh.ntvtr such IU U

wl/l nor[emphasb Idde.J1unduly Inrtr{u . wllh Ih. primarypwpos.fOf'whichsuch lands
Wt/'t aequ/red.

E<:ologicalReserveswereacquired for the protectionofthrealened and endangere.J speciesI nd
publicuseof E<:ologiClIReserves is 10 bl compatible with the primarypurpose of such reserves
(California Code of Rell"latlons. TI1I11 4, Section 630). It b unlawful 10enteeuponEcological
Reservesexcept Inaccordance wilhconunlssion rCllUll lions (Fbh &; Oame Code,Sec. ISg3).
The Fish andOaml Commissionhas grantedthe Department discretionaryauthority to <:onlrol
accesson E<:OIOJiClI Reserves and Wildlife Areas [Tilll 14, Sec. 630 (a)(IXIO) andsee., SSO
(bXIX2)}.

The Department had prlviouslycommitted to resolving Irespass trail5in the Sikes AclPlan. The
Department al50Igreed 10 recoveryIClions thaI seasonally limiled trail use in sensilivehabital
areas Inthe RecovC'Y Plio. There hasbeen a hlstOlY of bighornsheep popUlations declining

Page F-37

following increasedhuman use of sheephabilal in silualionssimilar \0 theone WI are know
facing in the San Jlc inlo I nd Sanla RosaMounlains. Despile early warnings .nd cautionarynotes
fromwildlife biologists, a manogemenl response has not been realized IS the decision hu been
deferred fordecades. The Depanmlnt made a commitment 10 the U.S. Fishand Wildlife Service
10 pursue the nee....ry lu thority10 closethe An Smith na ilheadand parking 101 and we now
knowthat we posses that authority. Given the well esu blished policies and mandAles the
Ippropriale response by the Deplrtmenl should be to seuonollyclose the Ecological Reserves
and Wildlife Areas. We know whallhl righllh ing to do is - now wejust have to do it.
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THEPIONEER RIOINQ CL.UB 0 ' PALM SPRINGS

'OUN()EO,,»
POSTOFFICEBOX '(6) PALMSPRINGS CALifORNIA 92263

September 3, 2002

James G. Kenna
Field Manager
Bureau of land Management, PalmSprings·SouthCoast Field Office
United States Departmentof the Inlerior
690 West Gamel Avenue
P.O. Box 581260
NorthPalmSprings, California 92258.1260

Re: 1610P CA66Q 2! DraftEnyjronmentallmpactStatementComments.
Replaces August 30 2002 Comments.

Dear Manager Kenna:

Onbehalfofthe Desert Riders approximately120 personmembership and the Desert
Riders Trails Fund, Inc.,we make the followingcomments regarding the Draft
Environmental Impact Statemenl for theDraftCalifornia DesertConservationArea Plan
Amendmentfor the Coachella Valley andthe DraftSanta Rosa and San JacintoMountsins
Trails Management Plan,dated June 2002.

Desert Riden
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Act of 1934. Those regular activities alsopreceded formation of the BlM in 1946. Forover70
years, thousands of tourists, boyand girlscouts,hikers and riders have safely enjoyed their
public landson trails linanced,constructed. and maintainedby Desert Riders. Forest Service
personnel haveused the trails for lire control' and theCounty Sheriff for rescues and patrol.
Desert Riders have earnedconsideralion for their regularcontributions to the public good. BLM
has not requiredDesert Riders 10 have a permitin the past. However, that docs not mean that
Desert Rider annualridesof over twenty-live people andestablishment of publicright-of-ways
does has not become a grand fathered right,

AITecled Environment- 3.9 Cultural Resources

Pursuanllo Section110of the NationalHistoric Preservation Ac~ BlM is required to
identify and preserve historic properties. Historic Properties are thosecultural~ which
are found to be eligible for listingon theNational Register of HistoricPlaces. Historic
properties include trails. Youhave receivedtestimony perpetuated by courtorder to thiseffect
and Desert Riders is willing andable to provide documentation of historica' use of this resource.

The trail. constructed, improved and maintained by Desert Riders areculturally
significant to the settlement of thedesert, to the Native AmericanCahuilla, and to the era in
whichPalmSprings was a mecca forcowboys and movie stars. A substantial numberof trails
on BlM managed landscarrythe names of Desert Ridermembers (i.e. Art Smith, BooHoff,
lykk en, Shannon, etc.), A number of published booksrecountthe valueof the Desert Rider
trails. At least one book,"Favorite Trails of DesertRiders", approximately 240 pagesin length,
describes the trail locations, the history,the value of the trailsto desert hislOry, andcultural
value to the Native American Cahuilla culture. Historical districts havebeen designatedon less.
Desert Riders contends tbat the trails are eligible for listing on the NationalHistoricRegister and
shouldbe preserved according to federal law.

"c
~

Desert Riders is a horse trail ridingclubthat wasorganized in Palm Springs in 1930.
Palm Springs then had a population of 1,040and residents simply referred to it as "the
village". By 1932Desert Riden began to construct, maintainand improve trails in the Santa
Rosa and SanJacintoMountains. Tensof thousands of volunteer hours fromDesert Rider
members and hundreds of thousands of dollars of Desert Riders fundshave been used to
construct, improveand maintain the trails in the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains since
1932. This year, a number of the majortrails are indisrepair and suffering fromerosion
because BLM has Dot allowed Desert Riders access10 performtheiraMual maintenance.

Eallling Land Usc

Desert Riderregularusc of the trails in theSantaRosaand San Jacinto Mountains, as
well as the construction, improvements and maintenance to trails preceded the TaylorGrazing
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Affected Environment - Desert Riden Tra ils Fund, IDC. Property off of DU Dn Road

Desert Riders Trails Fund, Inc. owns property in the SantaRosa Mountsins locatedoff of
the DUM Road. The property has been designated CriticalHabitat for BighornSheep. Desert
Riders, like many other stakeholders,wereadversely affected by BlM's settlement of the Center
for Biological Diversity where BlM willingly closed DuM Road and fostered the way for
servient easement holders on DuM Road to denyaccess to privately heldeasements. BlM
neither consulted with stakeholdersnor with propertyowners. BLM's secret senlement severely
limited Desert Riden ability 10 access its property freely. BlM should diligently pursue
reopening DUM Road bothforpropertyowners and for limited usc by visitors to the Santa
Rosa/San Jacinto MountainNational Monument. The Chairman of the Trails and Access
Committee for the Monument supportspaving the DUM Road for visitor access to the
Monument. Desert Riders supportsthat proposal.

Nt/\"",--
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PlannIng Crllerl a - RevisedStatute 2417(R.S. 2477)43 U.S.C. Seellon 932:

On April 2. 2002 the Riverside Board of Supervisors adoptedResolution 2002·118
Slating that the Countyand the publichaveacquired right-of-ways pursuantto R.S. 2477 in those
certainwaysprovidedby CaliforniaStateand Federal law. Although repealedby the Federal
LandPolicyand Management Actof 1976("FLPMA"). existingrightsof way are exemptfrom ;
repeal. Manyof the trailsproposedforclosureare publicright-of-wayaestablishedby Desert _
Ridersexistedonfrdrral public land"not reserved forpublicusC3"prior to 1976. All trailson U
theanaehed lisl except the VictorTrail, HahnTrail,BudFurerTrail and Clara Burgess.Tnil, Q.
wereconstructedor Improved and mainllinedpriorto enactmentofthe ESA.

trailswithno trailuse betweensunriseand sunset. This allernative allowstrail use and periods
of non-use pennits full use of the habitatby sheep.whichaccording to the Recovery Planand
published scientific literatureare diurnal. Sheepcan prediclwhen therewillpeoplepresentand
wheretheywill be presentin the g44,897acrescurrentlydesignated as CriticalHabillt. That
andotheralternatives were neverconsidered. To ensure their compliance with the National
Environmental PolicyActof 1969,BLMmusllake a critical look at its narrowdevelopment of
"Altematives"whichoffer no real options. Genuinecompliancewith NEPAwouldhave
provided a broaderrangeof lnIlIuse alternatives,

BLM Blologlse

The Collaborative Plannlnll Process

BLM has laudedW. inclusionoCstakeholders in thepublicprocess. However, to a..ure
realpublicparticipation, BLM must lookat the process implemented by the USFWS Recovery
PlanCor BighornSheep in the PeninsularRanges. California becauseit is that recoveryplan and
designation oC"Critical Habitat" for sheep that is thejusillicationfor trail closuresand limiting
access to the Sanla Rosaand SanJacinto Mounlains. Contraryto USFWS policy for adopting
recovery plans (FederalRegister,Volume59, page 34272.July I, 1994)DesertRiderswas not
Identified as a stakeholder and consultedduringthesheeprecoveryplan process. DesertRiders
bothowned propertyin the area designated "Critical f1obi llt" and since 1932.constructed,
Improved and maintainedthe majorityof significant trail right·of-ways in the Santa Rosaand
SanJacintoMountains. This 70 year historyof consistent construction, financing, and useof
!nils in the PeninsularRangesmakesDesertRiders substantial stakeholderin the public
planning process.

In addition. Desert Riders. becauseoCtheirregularuseof the back-country trailssince
1930has valuableinformation about the historicprevalence and behaviorof sheep that predate
Dick Weaver. The failure to identifyDesertRidersas a stakeholderand includethem in
consuilltion lell the Peninsular Bighorn SheepRecovery Team and Plandeficient

Collaborative Process 5.5 Tra ils Plan Alltenallves

BLM's primaryjustificationfor closingtrailsstemsfromthe sheeprecoveryplanand the
Centerfor Biological Diversity/Sierra Clublawsuitandsettlementagreement. The TrailsPlan
"AlternativeB" merelyadopts the recovery planrecommendations. As here, DesertRiders is
not trulya participantin the process,we are simplyallowed to makecommentsto which BLM's
only duty is 10respond.

The "Alternatives"for the Trails Planpositedby BlM, are less alternativesthan degrees
oC restrictiveness applied 10the same proposition. Thereare no creativealternativesthat would
achieve the same goals. One such alternative wouldbe toconfine Coot and equestriantravel to

N
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It is BLM's duty as a mulu-resouree managerto reviewthe integrityof thescienceset
forthby USFWS for limitingmultipleUSC3. BLMhu made strides towardsoverseelngUSFWS
advocacies by hiringtheirown BighornSheepBlologisl,Rachelle Lorton-Huddleston. She has
mademonumental effortsto bringscienceobjectivityinto the sheep recovery. Shecan be
commended foracknowledging evidencethat localsheep C8ll and do habituate to humanactivity.
Thereare any numberof biologistsrepresenting the state and Iedersl governments that not
acknowledge that ewesbringingtheir lambsdown in desert neighborhoods to drinkand eat
foreign vegetation is behaviorindicatingthat thesedesert bighornsheepcan and do habituateto
humans, Most importantly, Racbelledoes not discountthe potentialelfects of her own research
activities, whichan:formsof humandisturbances. on sheep.

Rachelle'sintellectual honesty is in starkcontrast to other biologists findings in the sheep
Recovery Plan thatstates that collaring, breedingin captivity,stalJc.ing, punuing, and caplUring
sheepdo not have a negative impact.USFWS RecoveryPlan, page 40. The publishedIiteratun
has clearlyrevealedthedeleteriouselfectsof belicoptersurveysIn two way: Fin!,
experimentally, Bleichet al. (1994)showedabandonment ofareas duringhelicoptersurveysand
that"mountainsheep"did not habituateor becomesensitizedto repealedbelicoptertlight.
Second, Martucci et al.(1992)demonslnl~d "severemetabolicacideus due to helicopter
supported captureand manualrestraintduringbloodsampling". This hu led to cues of capture
myopathy, a pennanenllydebilitationcondition. Falllilies resultingfromhelicopter captureare
approximately 1-2% of the capturedanimals. Thia iaclearly "take" underthe ESA. If trail use
withno clearlydemonslnlled deletericus effect Is subject to lemporary or pennanenlclosures,
thenboth helicoptersurveysand captureon BLMlandshouldbe banneduntil thesesheep are no
longerendangered.

Trails Plan AllernaUves - lot erprel aUon of SCience

Therearc fundamental problemswith the sciencesupportingBLMactions. BLM
continues to misconstrue studle. by, among others,MacArthur et al. (1979and 1992), Papouchis
et al. (2000)and Krausman et al. (2000)cited forpropositions regarding humaninteractions with
sheep. Forexample. MacArthuret al. (1979) found using experimental disturbance that "in mosl
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trials with or without a leashed dog, heart rate responses were not detected unti1 a person was
within SQ meters of a ewe." Yet this citalion is used in support of a generalized statement about
bighorn sheep exhibiting elevated heart rates and demonstrating adverse reactions to humans.
Although the Draft EIS acknowledges cardiac responses at a distance of 5Q·I 00 meters, the
perception the Draft EIS perperuates is that any human activity in sheep habitat will have a
deleterious effect on sheep no matter what the distance. Desert Riders has asked bighornsheep
specialist Dr. Rob Roy Ramey lito prepare an anaiysi. of human disturbance literature an
analysis of which will be provided to you and CVAG prior 10adoption of the trails plan. This
analysis will detai1 the sclentific inference used in each cited paper.

Firs!, it appears thai all alleged scientific information receives the same weigh!and
credibility. In reference to the above-mentioned research, it Is important to distinguishopinion
and correlative studies from experimental srudies that have been conducted to potentially
disprove a hypothesis. Fewof the studies fil into is latter "experimental" category of strong
scientific inference. Krausman's approach is primarily correlative and secondly, opinion,yet
correlation is not equal to causality and opinion is not science unless alternative hypotheses arc
articulated, as arc the criteria fro refutation. Krausman et al, (2000) does not fit the criteria of
scientific srudy. It is opinion and interpretation without hypothesis testing. Indeedpopulations
of desert bighornsheep have disappeared simultaneously with population growth. Importantly,
there are also populations of desert bighornsheep that disappeared where no urbanization has
occurred.

Second, when a researcher purposefully creates a "stressful" situation to cause a reaction,
the outcome must be considered in the context of the artificial nature of the situation. This has
important implicationsto the meaning of MacArthur and Papouchis sheep studies. Both
researchers intentionally tried to obtain a reaction from sheep and did by directly approaching
sheep. Papouchis did find !bat sbeep grazed away from regularly used roads, but not !bat it
created stress on sheep and there was no demonstraled population level effects on fitness. As
sheep have demonstraled in Rancho Mirage, sheep will co-mingle with people and, occasionally,
dogs to obtain food and water. .

Penonal Commun lutlons In Lieu of Science

Although not directly acknowledged in the Draft. personal communications supplied a
significant amount of scientific juslificationfor the sheep recovery plan, designationof Critical
Habitat and trail closures. These alleged scientific citations perpetuate a mythologythat human
disturbance occurs and is deleterious even ifhumans undertake benign recreation activities in
bighorn habitaL This mythology is not science and must be wiMowed from the Draft EIS.

Researcher Activities are Human Disturbance

The Draft states that certain recreational human interactions are stressful to sheep

~
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sufficient to"...suggest the possibilityof contribution to population level effects.", Page 1-4 Draft
EIS. The wording itself describes the tenuousness of the link between recreational activities and
effect on sheep. Both USFWS and BLMare stretching to find even a scintilla of evidence !o
link on-trail recreational usc and either sheep demise or sheep recovery. The peer-reviewed
experimental literature demonstrates only a narrowcorridor of potential physiologic or
behavioral effect if people leave trails to approachnearby bighorn sheep (SQ meters). There is
no evidence to date, either direct or indirect to support sheep population level effects by on-trail
usc. Such an assertion is pseudoscientific and is in the realm of "belief' without experimental
evidence.

If indeed the BlM chooses to accept the USFWS's selective review of scientific
literature and "human disturbance" bias, BlM must look at researcher activity anew and make a
determination as to whether that researcheractivity is similar 10 another type of human activity
being restricted or prohibited. One classic example is that "foot surveys arc not typically
considered a risky research activity...," especially if researchers remain lower than the sheep, do
not surprise the sheep by appearing suddenly. and water sources are avoided (USFWS Recovery
Plan Appendix 0 , page 197). This research off· trail activity is precisely the activity Papouchis
ct. al, (2000) studied and cited as causing stress to sheep, yet this activity is allowed while
benign on-trail usc Is restricted or prohibited. There is a disconnection in the logical thinking
here by both USFWS and BLM.

Additionally, numerous other highlystressful, activities associated with pursuit and
capture are thought to have "no negative impacts", USFWSRecovery Plan, page 4Q. in order to
rehabilitate public confidence in the proposedections, Bl M needs to devote a section of the EIS
to researcher activities, gather the scientificstudies point out where science is lacking and apply
the same standards of evaluation to bo!brecreational and invasive research activities. Without
these same standards being applied, notonly is NEPA being violated but equal protection of all
persons under the law.

Sclence Missing From the EIS and Recovery Plan

A more ominousenvironmental change is upon both bighorn sheep and humans caused
by global climate change. Both the Draft EIS and Recovery Plan ignore this very real threat to
bighorn sheep recovery in the Peninsular Ranges. The Recovery Plan made no mention of
geochemical change in the environment and its effects of bighorn nutrition. Both of these
environmental changes are very real "emerging environmentallhrcats" that have scientific
evidence to support them, yet these documents implicitly assume a static, unchanging view of
the "natural world". For both Bl M and USFWS not to consider management action within the
context of these very real environmental changes is both negligent and a violation of NEPA.

Conclusion
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The trails in theSanta RosaandSanJacinto Mountains havesignificant cultural value to
the Native American Cahuillacultureand to the history of the DesertCities,particularly Palm
Springs. The usc anddevelopment of trailsby Desert Riderspredates BLM. Publicrighu-ef­
way wereestablished pursuant to R.S.2477should be recognized in accordance with federal
law. Furthermore, whenUSFWS representative andrecovery te~m member, PeteSorensen, was
askedby a National Monument Committee member inpublicmeetingSaturday, April 6, 2002
whatharmhorseback ridersridingon trailshadon sheep, Sorensen's replywas Ihattherewas
likely, none. DesertRidersrequests thatBLM modify its EISandDraftTrailsPlanaccordingly
10 permitmonitored trail throughOUI theyearand10 makeprovision for trail rideswithnumbers
greater thantwenty-fivewhichhavebeen a tradition forDesertRiders prior to the existence of
BLM.

Thankyou for theopportunity to comment on theDraftEIS.

Sincerely• -: /.
-~~~
'Z;;Z~y

Executive Director
DesertRidersTrails

QO
~-
~

SantaRosaand SanJacintoTrails
Constructed, Improved. Used and Maintained by DesertRiders

Cahuilla Trails Improved and Maintained

1. Dripping SpringsTrail
2. Vandeventer Trail
3. PalmCanyon Trail
4. Murray Canyon Trail
S. Andreas Canyon Trail
6. WestForkJPelton Trail
7. ArtSmithTrail
8. BooHoffTrail
9. Eagle CanyonTrail
10. PondTrail

TrailsImproved sincethe 1920's, I930'sand 1940's

1. Lykken Museum Trail
2. Maynard MineTrail
3. Wildhorse Trail

.4. Araby Trail

and

e,1Z;,1.:7(741')
ProbonoScienceAdvisorto
The DesertRiders

NASS/as
ene,
cc: DonAbel, President, Desert Riders

GaryKlein,President, DesertRidersTrailsFund
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TrailsConstructed by DesertRiders Priorto 1973

1. Alexander Trail· 1963
2. Garstin Trail- 1963
J, Shannon Trail· 1964
4. Henderson Trail· 1968
S. CotTman Trail · 1968
6. BernsTrail· 197\
7. Lykken TrailNorth- 1972

TrailsConstructed by DesertRiders Priorto 1976

1. VictorTrail · 1974

Other TrailsConstructed by Desert Riders

I. HahnTrail
2. BudPurerTrail
J. ClaraBurgess



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan AmendmentI FEIS
Appendix F - Public Comments and Responses

nuc ~1 1 i:' O U ~ 0 : ~"H' H THE Gn u : cscnr-c J I O- G41 -5 G!J3 p .9

-t? L-, 111.(.!yr l .1r.c.Jf
V6:9c ~( ' c?t6

l
lo

z
.Pt5<..... fI. (do

Page F-43



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F - Public Comments and Responses

Procopio
Cory

Hargreaves
&Savitch

LLP

;'.u'""lJ:N.

. RECEIVED
oumu grLA:I: llA: I Act~EHI·

1917 Palom.r O.k. W.y • SUlleJ~Q ... C. rlsb.d • ClUfornl. 92008·6511
Telephone 760g2lStroeS 1illIl""lil ' 60/931-1155 • www.procoplo.com

.:.~~l ~r K!tiG S ·mlll tO~Sl DavidP. Hubbard
~r~C~;~. L L ~i\[A Di~Di . I :f 160)496'()1l6

E,,,,.,I: dphC&1""iCOfIO.um

September 4, 2002

UWVI'I"I\,"I'i' '''

r -eocceto. CORVo U"lIua ll.WU • "'VITe ll UP

Mr. James G. Kennn
Bureau of Land Management
September4. 2002
Page 2

to demonstrate that closing additional OHV routesand use areas is necessary 10 protect or aid in
the recovery of any listed species, including the Desen Tortoise and the Peninsular Range
Bighorn Sheep. Additional defects in the EIS are described in sections II and III of this
CommentLetter,

I. NEPA AND FLPMA REQUIREMENTS
COMMENTS ON COACHELLA VALLEy PLANIEIS

Anention: James O. KeMI
Field Manager
Bureauof l and Management
Palm Springs·SoulhCoasl Field Office
690 WeslGamet Avenue
Palm Springs, CA 922Sg·1260
Emjsouez@ca blm.gov

Re: DraftEISfor th. Proposed California Du errConservationArea Plan
Ame/ldmentfor the Coachella Valley and th« Proposed SantaRosaand San
JocintoMountains TrailsManagOltlent Plan

DearMr. Kenna:

This fiml represents the San Diego OfT·Road Coalition C'SDORC"), the OfT·Road
Business Association ("DRaA"), and the California OfT·Road Vehicle Associslion ("CORVA''),
each of which is eemmtned to preserving pubUc m:rcational opportunilies in the Coachella
Valley Planninl Region of the California Desen Conservation Arca (the ·CDCA''). On behalf of
SDORC, ORaA. and CORVA. we have reviewed the Draft EIS for COCA Plan Amendments
for the Coachella Valley (lhe "EIS'') to determine whether it complies with the National
Environmental Policy ACI ("NEPA',) and with the Federal Land Policy and Mansgement Act
("FLPMA'').

As we demonstrate below, the CoscheUa Valley EIS is defective in many respects and
fails 10 w isfy NEPA and FLPMA. For example, the document docs not clearly articulale a
"preferred alternative" or discuss intelligibly that alternative's polential impacts on the
environment. The reader is left 10 wonder what BlM h.. actually proposed and what will
happenwhen the preferred alternatlve (whatever it may be) is implemented. In addition, the EIS
conlinues the new-familiar panern of making sweeping, unsupported statements regardingofT·
highway vehicle ("OHV'') impacts on desert resources. The EIS also understates the efTects that
some Alternatives will have on pUblic recreation in the CoacheUa Valley. Finally, the EIS fails

I..,.. 0lXJ0llIt1,,,,,"

A. The Nillon il Envlroomeolll Policy Ael (NEPA)

NEPA (42 U.S.C. sections 4321, et seq.) w.. enacted in 1969 to "declare a
national policy which will encourage productive and enjoyablehllllllony between man and his
environment; to promote efTorts which will preventor eliminatedamage to the environment and
biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of man; to enrich the understanding of the
ecological systems and natural resources important to the Nation; and to establish a Council. on
Environmental Quality," 42 U.S.C. § 4321.

To meet this policy objective, NEPA imposescertain duties on federal agencies
when they are contemplatinglaking a ''major Federal action" that may have an impacl on the
human environment A "major Federal action" is broadly defined and include. "[a]pproval of
specific projects, such as ccnstructicn or management activities located in a defined geographic
arca," as well as actions approvedby permitor other regulatorydecisions. 40 CFR § 1308.18(b)
(4). Prior to takingsuch an action, the federal agency must prepare a report which evaluates the
environmental consequences of thai action. This report must "utilize a systematic
interdisciplinary approach which will insure the integrated use of the nstural and social sciences
and the environmental design aru in planning and in decisiorunaking which may have an impacl
on man's environment," 41 U.S.C.§ 43J2(A).

For smaller projects, the report may come in the form of an Environmental
Assessment ("EA''), ultimately leading 10 s Finding of No Significant Impact ("FONSI''). 40
CFR § ISOI.4. However, for larger projects, or for projects whose EA identifies potentially
significant impacts, the federal agency must prepare s more thorough report, known as an
Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS"). 40 CFR §ISOI.4. In compliance with lhis
requirement. BlM has prepased an EIS for the proposed Coachella Valley Plan.

Under NEPA. this EIS must describe the foUowing: (I) the environmental impacts
of the proposed action; (2) any advme environmental efTects which cannot beavoided should
the proposal be implemented; (3) altematives to the proposedaction; (4) the relstionshipbetween
local short-term uses of man's environmenl and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term
productivity; and (S) any irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources which would be

109,...~.nn.OI
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involved in the proposed action should il be implemented. 42 U.S.C. § 4332(c). Measures that
might mil iK~te the impacls oflh e proposed aetlon must ~Iso be discussed in Ihe report. 40 CFR §
IS02.1~(O. And where there is a eonflle: over how certain public land. are to be used, NEPA
demand, that the federal agency - in Ihis case, BLM - "study, develop, and describe
appropriale alternatives to the recommended courses of action," 42 U.S.C. § 4332(E). Perhaps
most imponant of all, the EIS",hall serve as the mean' of .....sing the environmental impact of
proposed sgency aclions, rather Ihanjustifying decisions already made:' 40 CFR § 1502,2(g).

The technical rigor with which the EIS i. prepared is also diclaled by statute. For
example, ~O CFR § 1502,24 provides thai federal agencies

",hall insure the profe"ion~1 integrity, including ,. ienlific inlegrity, oflh e
discuuio n. and analyses in environmental impact . Ialcments. They shall
identify any melhodologies used and shall malee explicit reference by
footnote to Ihe scienlific and other source. relied upon for conclusions in
the stl tement.'"

Further, the agency cannot duck ·thi. obligalion by claiming Ihat the necessary technical evidence
i. incomplete or unavailable. In such silualions, NEPArequires the following:

"(a) If the incomplete informalion relevant to rea.aonably foreseeable
sisnificant -.Jverse impacli i. essential to a reasoned choice among
alternatives and the overall costs of obtoining il are not exorbitant, the
agency shall include the information in the environmental impact
l latement." 40 CFR § 1502.22(a).

If the eost to obtain the required information is "exorbitant," the agency need not insert it into the
document. However, in . uch , iNalion" the agency must include the following in the EIS:

(I) a Slatement lhat such informalion i. incomplete or unavailable;

(2) a Slatementoflhe relevanceof the incomplete or unavailable
Informalion to evaluating reasonably forueeable significant
adverse impaclson the human environment;

(3) a summary of exi' ling credible scientific evidence which i.
relevant to evalulling the reasonably foreseeable l ignificanl
adverse impacts on the human environment; and

I O'U' ClOXlO'I,,~1l)l
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(4) the agency', evaluation of such impacts based upon theoretical
approach or researeh melhods generally accepted in the scientifle
community. 40 CFR § I502.22(b)(I) .

Ultimately, the EIS must demonstrate that the agency has taken a "hard look" al
the environmental ccnsequenc.. of the proposed action. and has given full consideration 10

altcn\4Ilives andmitigation measures thlt would eliminate, avoid. and/or sumciently reduce those
impacts, If it faill 10 make such a demonstretion, the EIS is legally inadequDle and cannot
support the proposed action,

A' will be discussedbclow, the Coachella EIS fDiI, 10 provide adequate scientifle
dala with respect 10 the proposed "action" and ils environmental impacts. etpecially as those
impacts relate to public see... and reereation. Further, the EIS fails. lo consider reasonable
ahem. tives and mhigation measures !.hat would allow BLM to meet ils ecnservation goals
withoul further restricting OHV use and the many recreational activities thai depend on OHV
seeess, As a resull, the EIS is Icgally deficient and may not be used 10 support the proposed
Coachella Plan.

B. The Federal Land Policy and Manallement Act (FLPMA)

As its name indicates, the FLPMA was enacted in 1916to give the Depal1l11ent of
the Interior, Ihrough BLM, the abilily to set policy for and manage public lands owned by the
United Siole. Government, including those located in Califomi-. However, BLM was not to sel
policy and malee management decisions on its own, but was to do so with input from the public.
43 U.S.C. § 1112(a) and (0.

Under the FLPMA, all BLM decisions must be guided by the "multiple use" and
"suslainable yield" principles set fonh in the ' IaNte's "Congressional declaralion of policy." 43
U.S.C. §§ 1101CaX1), 1132(a). The term "multiple use" means the "management of the public
lands and their various resource value. so thai they are utilized in the combination that will bal
meet the present and Iuture needs of the Arnerican people . , , : ' 43 U.S.C. § 1102(c). "Multiple
use" also means a "combination of balanced and diverse resource uses lIlaltalees into account the
long-term needs'of future generltions for renewable and nonrenewable resources, including bUI
not limited 10, recreation, range, limber, minerals, watershed, wildlife and fish, and natural
scenic, scienlific and hislorical values . .. :' Ibid. The FLPMA also requires that BLM protect
the environment while also providing"fer outdoor recreation and human occupancyand use"of
the public lands. 43 U.S.C. § 1101(aXS).

To discharge ils duties under the FLPMA, BLM must prepare management plans
selling forth the uses allowed on the various land. within BLM's jurisdiction. These plans must

to"H"llOOC09iJ Jtt'H~ 1
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II , GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE EIS

be developed with public involvement and must be consistent with the terms and conditions of
FlPMA. 43 U.S.C. § 1712(a). (Emphasis added).

When developing orrevisin g a land use plan, BlM must observe the principlesof
multiple use and sustainable yield, and employ a "systematic interdisciplinary approach to
achieve integrated considention of physical, biological, economic, and other sciences." 43
U.S.C. § 1712(c). Further, BlM must make every effort to conform iu land use plan whh the
land use plans of state and local governments. Ibid, Again, as we will demonstratebelow, the
Coachella Plan and ils EIS fail 10 satisfy these basic requirementsof'the FlPMA .

A, The EIS Fill s 10Evalul le and Disclose the COl chell1 Plan's Individual
I nd Cumulilive imp leu On Recreilion

AlthOUgh Plan Alternatives B and C propose to close numerous OHV routes and
restrict activity on many others, the EIS fails to assess the impacts of these closures and
restrictions on recreation. Incredibly, the EIS does nOI idenlify the name, length, and locationof
each OHV route and plly area that will be affected by these alternatives. WOrJe, the EIS fails 10
evaluate how many OHV users will be affecled by the closures and route "redesignatlons.' Nor
does the EIS examine where these displacedOHV usm will go to fUlfill their recreational needs
once the proposed closures/redesignations go into effect,

But the most glaring defect of the EIS is iu failure to analyze, disclose and
mitigate the cumulative recreation impaeu of the Coachella Plan, NEMO Plan, NECO Plan and
the twelve "interim" closures BlM has implemented throughout the COCA. The absence of an
adequate cumulative impacu analysis constitutes a violation of NEPA and renders the EIS
invalid as a matter of law.

Unfortunately, the cumulative 10S$ of OHV recreation opportunities will have
elTects well beyond those experienced by disappointed OHV enthusiasts. Hikers, rock hounds,
hunters and equestrians - all of whom use OHV. to access their preferred desert recreation
areas - will also be adversely affected, Seniors, children, and persons with mobility problema
also rely heavily on OHVs to visit areas of the desert that they cannot reach easily or safely on
foot. With the Coachella Plan and the other closures implemented by BlM throughout the
COCA, the~e Ie.. mobile individuals will be effectively removed from many of the most
interesting and beautiful paru of the California Desert. Again, this is an impact that the EIS
completely ignores.

IOt'... .OIXlI:I'It " 'U' .tJl

r.
~

~ -

~§
\13
a.!l!

IuS
Q.O

,.-
\J
Q,.

Safety impacts also have escaped the attentionof the EIS preparers. By shutting
down OHV routes and thousands of acres of OHV recreation sites, the Coachella Plan will force
more and more OHV users onto smaller and smaller areas, increasing the potential for accidents
and other public safely problems. Given the incredible number of closures BlM has
implemented (or intends to implement) lhroughoutthe COCA, accidents and injuries in the few
remainingopen are.. arc sure to lnere..e. Not only do the closures diminish the recreational and
aesthetic experience of the families who visit the desert with their OHVs, it will inevitably lead
to conflicts between users, the very thing that BlM is supposed to prevent, What BlM h..
proposed- through the Coachella Plan, NEMO Plan, NECO Plan and the various other desert
closures- is a subtl e but effective program to herd OHV users onto small "OHV ghettos,"
leavingthe rest of the desert open only to those who engage in the kind of recreation preferred by
BlM (namely, endurance hiking and backpacking). All of lhis is being done under the guise of
the Endangered Species Act, even though the species targeted for protection - the Desert
Tortoiseand Bighorn Sheep - are not likely 10 benefit from the various land usc plans or the
proposedOHV route closures.

B, The EIS Propos.. In adequate Milleatlon Ior the Coachella Plan's
Imp acts on Recrudoo

Because the EIS fails to meaningfully asse.. the Coachella Plan's impacu on
OHV use and other recreational activities, it also fails to provide adequate mitigation for those
impacts. Allhough Alternatives B and C of the Plan will close a muhirude of OHV routes and
use areas, the Plan includes no new routes to compensate for these losses, Nor docs the EIS
explain why alternative routes could not be identifiedand incorporated into the Plan. Given that
FlPMA requires BlM to provide for OHV recreation, and given that NEPA requires BlM to
develop and consider feasible mitigation measuresto reduce all foreseeable impacts, the lack of
mitigationfor reereatien losses constitutes a violationof both of these statutes,

III, SPEC IFIC COMME NTS ON THE EIS

A. EIS Int roduetlca

I , Purp ose ID d Need

It is clear that this plan amendment for Coachella Valley is being driven
by the settlement agreement struck by BlM and the Center for Biological Diversity ("CBD'') to
end their Endangered Species Act litigation in January, 2001. And for lhat reason, the proposed
plan should only address those issues implicated in that litigation. CBD sued BLM for iu
failure to consult with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (the "USFWS'') regarding the
existing COCA Plan's potential effects on recently listed endangered and threatened species,
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such as the Desert Tortoise and the Peninsular R.n ge Bighorn Sheep. Therefore. the "purpose "
of the Co.ch.lla EIS should b. '0 determlne whether the current COCA Plan er••tes
unacceptable impacts on listed species found on BlM lands in Coachella Valley, Nothing more
is required.

2. Reco,·. ry' of Peninsular Rani" Blihorn Sheep

At pai . 1·8, the EIS eorreetly stat.s that "[rj ecovery, or the arrest or
reversal of the deeline of an . ndang.red or threatened sp.cies. is the eomers tone and ultimate
purpose of the endang.r.d species pregram." Ple..e indicate how the proposed reduction in
OHV use ar. .. and lnIiI. in Coachella Valley will aid in the recovery of the Peninsular Ranges
Bighorn sheep. PI. ..e idcnlify the technical studies demonstrating that OHV us. in the affected
areas is currently having an adverse effect on the bighorn sheep.

J. Dran 2002 Coacbena Van ey PM IOSi ale lmp' ementalion Plan.

Pleas. identify the receptor . iles that recorded the PM10 exceedance
during the y. ars 1999·~001. Further, pl.... identify the causes, if known, ofthese exceedances.
They seem anomalous iiv.n Ihal Coach.lla Vall.y from 199310 1995 had no exeeedances of the
PM I0 Slandare!. Also, we no'. Ihat the complianc. strat.gies of the Draft Implementation Plah
do not call for a reduction In OHV use. This indicates that OHV recreation is not a major source
of PM lOin Coach.lla Vall.y. If quantitativ e data suSSesi a contrary conclus ion, pleas. identify
and provide Ihal data.

B. Alleraatlvn

I. No Clur Pre fer re d Allerna llve: At pas . ~ · 2 , the EIS stat.s that

"The BlM preferred alternative consists of an amalgamation of plan
elements chosen from three aUernatives (A through C). The preferred
alterna tiv. for each plan element Is highlighted in the "Swnmary of
Allemalives" tabl. and idenlified in the following narrative descriplion of th.
all. mnliv.s." (Emphasis added.)

NEPA do. s not permit BLM to propose a pr. f.1Ted aUernative that is an
"amalgamation" of bits and pieces se lected from other allemaUves. Not only does such a "patch·
work" aUemative rend . r the propos.d action unint.ll igibl, to th, reader, it rruslrates on. 's
anempt to prop.rly ass.ss th. "pr , f. rr.d" aU.mativ,'s impacts on the environm. nt.
Furthermore. th, EfS makes no an.mpt to evaluat. the "selected" plan el. menls as th. y int.ract
with on. another. In oth.r words, . ach preferred ".Iem.nt" ia analyz. d individually, without
;nl.arating il into the melang, of other preferred ".I .m.nts," No on. knows how Ihese various
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elements will actually work together, or what their combined and interactive effect upon the
environment may be. As a result, the EIS fails 10 meet the most basic requirem ent of NEPA.
which is 10 describe the propo sed action elesrty and to asscss its impacts on the human
environment.

2. Alternallve B: Table ~·6b (pg, 2. 19) indicates thai under Alternative B,
three existing OHV us. areas would be eIiminated - Windy Point, Iron Door. and Indio Hills.
However, the ElS does not provide a biological or natural resource justification for these
closurcs. Piease identify and provid e the data, if any, demonstrating that closing Windy Point,
Iron Door, and/or Indio Hills will result in benefit s to protected species.

3. OHV Route Deslinallon l Uad er Altern atives B and C: According to
Tables 2·7b and 2-7c, AIt.mativ. B would caus e an additional ~6 miles of OHV routes 10 be
closed, and Alternative C would caus. an additional 46 miles of OHV routes 10 be closed.
However, the precis. routes slat. d for closure under each of these two altemativ es are not
identified. This information il critic al to determin ing (a) the need for the closures, and (b) the
impacts of those closures on recreation . Wilhout this data, the EIS is inadequat e, Therefore,
please identify the specific routes to be closed under Alternative B and AIt.mative C, and
indicate what data support the need for such closures. Also, please indicate how many OHVs
us. the a/Tected routes,

4. Recovery Strall&Yfor Peninsu la r Ranies Blgborn Sb e.p: At page 2·
, 25, the EIS indicates that II part of the bighorn sh.ep recovery strat.gy, BLM will manas. road
us. to reduce "habitat fraam.nlallon or interferenc e with bighorn sheep resource usc patterns,"
However, the EIS does not indicate which roadways - paved or unpaved - currently operate 10
rrasrn . nt bighorn sheep habitat or interfere with sheep movements near key resources, Also, the
EIS fails to identify the data which demon strate thai such rrasrnentation and interference are
tiling plaee in Coach.ll a Valley. Finally, we not. that predation manasement - partiCUlarly of
mountain lions - is not liSled among the recovery strat.gi.s "common to all altem atives." This
la a signilicant omission , given that mountain lions kill a substanlial number of bighorn sheep in
Coach.lla Vall.y.

5. Errecls of Resea rcb Actlvlly on Bli bor n Sheep: It is ironic that the
r.s . arch t.chniques curr.nUy employed by biologi sts studyins th. bighorn sheep - •. i .,
h.licopter surv.ys••xtensive human handling of lambs - disrupl the sheep more direcUy than
any other human activity. On, must question whether the data obtain.d from thia kind of
res.arch has much valu. , li nc. Ih. sh.ep adjust th.ir behavior, som.tim.s radica lly, in response
10 th. scientists and th.ir activities. P.rhaps too much scientilic int.rvention and management
are hamp.ring th. bighorn sh.ep recovery . rrort. C<" ainly, highly disruptive activiti.s such as
10w·aUitud. h.licopt. r surv.ys arrect the sheep more profoundly than do a few OHVs lrav. lins
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idenlify the alTected routes and further fails to analyze the potential conflict between lhe ' E
proposed CIOS.ures and the rishts of those persons/entities thai have been granted permanent road \J
aeeess by R.S. 2477. This is important information that should be set forth in the EIS. Q"

slowly in the distance, Whereas bighorn sheep learn, Over time, to avoid established travel
routes, thereby diminishing unwanted contoctor interference. such avoidance techniques are not
available 10 the sheep when helicopters are monitoring them. The helicopters are expressly
deployedto Irack the sheep, wherever they maywanderor se~k refuge.

6, Oll V Impacts oa tbe Blehorn Sheep: Under Preferred Alternative B,
bighornsheep recoveryslrategies includethe following: "3. BlM will seek to reduce impacts
resulling from all land uses including trail use. motorized vehicles, permitted uses, utility
corridors, communication sites, a variety of casuol uses, and research . .. ." Please idcntit'y
where motorized vehicles are having a negativeelTect on bighornsheep; and please provide all
dala to supportthaIclaim.

C. Alrected Eavlronmenl

I. Chuckwalla Bencb ACEC: At page 3.1. the EIS indicates thaI the
Chuckwalla Bench ACEC was established "for its exceptional desert tortoise densities, the
highest in the Sonoran Desert, and as a rich relic representative of Sonoran Desert with a full
compliment of wildlite and plant species, including several rare plants," However, the EIS fails
to disclose that over the last 10 years, the Desert tortoise population in the Chuckwalla Bench
ACEC has declinedshllll'ly due to shell disease. This informalion should be included, as it more
accurately describes the existingconditions otthe "AlTected Environment,"

2, POleatlally New or Expanded ACECs: In section 3.1.2, the EIS
describes three potenlially new or expanded ACECs - Dos Palmas, UpperMission Creek, and
Coachella Valley. However, the EIS indicales thaI none of these three potential ACECs
currently meets the "relevance" criteria set by 43 CFR 1610.7·2(a). Please indicate whether this
means that BLMdoes not, al this time, intend to designate these three areas as ACECs as part of
this amendment to the COCA Plan. Also, please identifywhat steps BlM intends to lake toward
establishing ACECs in these localions in the future.

J. Wild aad Scealc River Duleaatlons: The EIS's discussion of Wild and
Scenic Rivers is hopelessly confusing and should be rewritten to answer two simple questions:
(1) Are there rivers within BlM-controlied land thai are eligible for Wild and Scenic River
designation? and (2) if so, are any such rivers to receive that designation pursuant 10 this
amendmenl to the COCA?

4. Proposed Plaa's Impacts oa R.S, 2477 Roules: The EIS acknowledges
that certain existing routes in Ihe Coachella Valley PlanningArea may be subject to "rights-of.
way" grantedunder R.S. 2477. The EIS also recognizes thaIsome otthe trail closures proposed
under the Coachella Valley Plan may alTect existing R.S. 2477 routes. However, the EIS fails to
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S. ~Essentla l" Blghora Sheep Habitat: At page 3·28, the EIS Slates lhat
"[wJithinessential Peninsular Ranges bighornsheephabitat, there are 153milesof primary trails
. • . ,'. (Emph asis Addecl) Please explain the distinction, if any. between formally-designated
"critical" habitat and"essential" habitat.

6. Current OHV Use In Coacbella Valley: AI page 3·29, under the
heading"Off-HighwayVehicle Use," the EIS stales that

"There are four locationson federally ownedpublic lands in the Coachella
Valley whichhavehistorically received olT.highway vehicle use. some for
as longas 40 years. The four are.. [Windy Point, Indio Hills. Iron Door,
and Drop 31) cover about 3,800 acrcs and have become informally
established by use rather than by designor by designation,"

This statement suggests that OHV use in Coachclla Valley is limited 10 these four locations,
which is false. The EIS should include a full listing of the trails and use areas thaI serve OHV
recreation- notjust the fourmost popularsites. .

7. Air Quality Impacts Aloag Route Network: At page 3·32. the EIS
indicates that the route networkon the floorof the Coachella Valley is "currently alTected by thc
non-attainment status of the Coachella Valley under the Clean Air ACI, in part due to dust
emissions from unpaved routes and olT·highway vehicle use," This statement is confusing. It
fails to describe the manner in which the routes on the floor of Coachella Valley are "affected"
by the entire air basin's non-aUainment stalus for PMIO. Nor does it explain what restrictions. if
any, apply 10 these routes due to air quality concerns. Finally, the EIS does not describe
quantitatively how much PMIOis emittedby OHVs using the alTecled route networkon the Iloor
of Coachella Valley. In order to support the air quality claims set forth in the EIS, BlM must
obtain data showing what impacts, if any, OHVs have on the threshold velocity (''TV'' for wind
erosion. WithoUI this informalion, the EIS is deficient.

8. ~Reduadaa '" OHV Routes: Also at page 3-32, the EIS states that BLM
has closed or intends 10 close "redundant (or multiple) routes leading to the sarne location,"
Please identify these allegedly"redundant" routes and explain the criteria used to eslablish their
redundancy.

9. Decllaes la Blgbora Sbeep Populatloas: At page 3-40. the EIS indicates
thatover the last 26 years, the populationof PeninsularRanges Bighornsheep has declinedfrom
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1,100 animals 10 about 300. The EIS attributes Ihat decline 10 a variety of causes - disease,
automobile collisions. mounlain lion attacks, exotic planl invuion, toxic plan; ingestion,
ecmpetition with eaule, habltal loss, degradation and f'ngmentation, and recreational
disturbance, Missing from this list, however, is disturbance from research activities such u
helicoptersurveysand human handling. The list is also deficient for anotherreason: It makes no
anempt to rank by severity the various causes of bighorn sheep mortality. For example, our
reviewof the technicaldata suggests that mountainlion predationis a far more commoncause of
bighorn sheep mortality than toxic plant Ingestion or recreational disturbance. Please provide
data showing how many bighorn sheep have been killed by mountainlionsversus thosekilled by
motor vehicles and toxic plant ingestion, Also, how many acres of habitat do 1,100 bighorn
sheep require? What level of habitat disturbance and fragmentation renders the habitat
unsuitable for the sheep? In what way ia the currenlly·availablehabitat inadequateto support a
populationof thii size?
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0 , Envlroomental Effecu of the Proposed Amendment

I. Wild and Scenic Riven: Please explain why casual motorized-vehicle g!
use along the Dry Wash route must be eliminated to protect the river values of BlM·managed 0
lands in Palm Canyon. The EIS suggeslS thai such values"could be threatenedby uncontrolled cJ
motor-vehicle intrusion." Please provide evidence that current motor-vehicle use is degrading 0.
river values in Palm Canyon and requires more "controls." In addition, on page 4-27, the EIS
claims that designationof BlM·managed river segmentsas Wild and Scenic Riverswould result :t'
in no substantive impacts on recreation; however, there is no dala to back Ihis up. In facl, the 1­
EIS Slales that "protective management"measureswill likely be requiredat WhitewalerCanyon, 0
Mission Creek, and Palm Canyon. These protective management measures - IS well as their V
impactson recreation- should be clearly described in the EIS, a.

I~s

10, Slablllzallon of BIgborn Sbeep Populallons: At page 3·40, the ElS
slates that "in the last four years, the population has stabilized and appears to be increasing."
Please idenlify and provide the data lhat support thilstalement , Also, please identify where in
CoachellaValleypopulationdeclines have been arrestedand/or reversed,andby what means.

1J, OHV CoalrlbuUons 10 PMIO Emissions: AI page 3-48, the EIS states
that, based on 1995 air qualily data, "man-made and natural dust causing activities, such as
agricultural tilling in fields, ccnstruetion and demolition operations, or driving on paved or
unpaved roads account for 96%" of PMIO emissions in the Coachella Valley," However, the
EIS fails 10 describe in quantitative terms the emissions created by each of these sources.
Recreational usm of Coachella Valley are especially interested to know how much PMlOis
caused by OHVs traveling on unpaved roads. Please provide lhis information, complete with
moniloringdata.

U , PMIO levels From 1999102001 : Al page 3·49, the EIS Indicates that
from 1999 through 2001, the Indio moniloringsite registeredexceedances of the PMI0 annual
average standard. Please rank the contributing causes of these exceedances. Also, please
indicate whetheremissions from unpaved OHV routes contributedto the exceedancesregistered
al the Indio monitoring slalion, Please Identify lhose OHV routes. The EIS also stales that
"special moniloring al other sites confirmed that PMI0 standards are exceeded throughout
Coachella Valley." Please identify these other monitoringsites and provide the emissionsdata
compiled al each one.

13, PMIO Vlolallons In Morongo Valley: AI page 3·S0, the EIS claims thai
OHV use is a major cause of PMIOin the Mojave DesertAir Basin, includingMorongoValley.
Please provide the data that support this claim,
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2. Moccacopla SRMA: At page 4·13, the EIS indicates that a Recreation
Area Management Plan ("RAMP'') will be developedfor the MeccacopiaSRMA. However, the
EIS fails to diselcsewhen such a RAMP will be developedor what restrictions. if any, will be
imposedon OHV use in the SRMA while the RAMP is being prepared. The EIS implies that
there is a need to control the currenI type and intensityof OHV use in and around the proposed
SRMA,but this is not explained in the document, Therefore,pleasedescribe the e/TecuofOHV
use on the proposedSRMA and provide the data, that demonstrate thosee/Tects. In other words,
pleaseprovideevidenceshowing a need for an SRMA al this location.

3, OHV Use and Soil Erosloo: Al page 4·25, the EIS states that OHV use
causes soils erosion and must be properly regulated and monitored to reduce erosion impacts.
On the next page, however. the EIS stales that OHV routes in Coachella are "typically located
within natural drainages or sand washes and are used on a very low frequency or level of
intensity." This suggests that OHVs contributeminimally10 any perceivedsoils erosion problem
in CoachellaValley. To resolve the confliet between the two staternents,please provide all dala
regardingOHV impactson soils in the CoachellaValley.

4, land Heallb Siandards and Air Quality: At page 4·27, the EIS
includesthe following paragraphregardingLand HealthStandardsand air quality:

"Aclions relaling specifically 10 the management of recreation in
accordance witb regional land health slandards developed in consultation
with the California Desert Advisory Council are not specified
(AlternativesA, B, and C). Where recreationalactivilies adversely affect
soils, native species, riparian/wetland and stream function, water quality,
and air quality 10 the degree that such standard! are not met or cannol be
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mel, mltlgaticn measures would be developed to reduce the impacts 10

acceptable levels. However, no recrea tional :lcdvttles or ncreatlDn
slees have bun .peclfically Idenelfied .s noncompliant with these
standards, hence no cbanlles In the manallemenl or such acllvitles are
proposed. Therefore, adoption of the regional land health slandards
proposed under these altemetivea results in no adverse impacts 10

recreation." (Emphasis added,)

This is a stanling statemen; - one which throws into question the need for any "Coachella"
amendment 10 the COCA plan at III. If no recreational aClivilies or sites have been shown 10

violate established slandards for "soils, natlve species, riparillllwetiand and stream function,
water qualily, and air qullity," there is no justincalion Icr the Plan's proposed reductions in
reereation opportunities. The EIS admits this and slates thll no activities or siles have been
idenlified .. noncompliant with thesestandards, and Ihlt "no changes in the managemenl of such
aclivities arc proposed." However, the EIS later contradicts itself, sllliing that "(e]hanges in
recreational uses would be required in some Instances to meet habital conservation objectives
(Alternatives B and C)," (EIS, al p. 4-28.) Such ineonsistene slalements malee the EIS
unintelligible, One cannot lell whae is aetuilly beinll proposed in eerms of "changes" to the
Cwt'CTl1 pilite of recreltionalopportunities in Coachell. Valley, Nor can one discern the reuons
for such changes. To cure this problem,each specificchange musebe secforthin the EIS,along
with an assessment of its implcts on recreation. Further, the EIS should explain why each
individualchangeIs necessary. For example,the EIS shoulddisclosewhichhabitatconservation
objectives.if any, are nOI beingmet as a resultor OHV recreation. The EISshouldalso provide
the lechnicil dala thaI demonstrate OHV use is I significanlcause of noncompliance. Withoul
this information, the EISil inadequate,

5, Plln'. Implcts on OlfY Recrullon: When discussing the Plan's
impacll on recrealion and motcr-vehieleaceess(seeticn 4.1.4 and 4.1.5) the EIS fails to idenlify
I "preferred"Iltemltive. As a result, one is left 10 wonder what BLM is actuallyproposingand
what etTects the Plan will have on OHV-related recreation. For example, the we restriclions
contemplaled under Altemltivel B and C are drastic when compared to those set rorth in
Alternatives A and D. Nevertheless. the EIS does not bother to explain whieh of these four
alternstives is the preferred one. This is s serious defect in the document and should be
corrected. Indeed,one of the st",clural naws of the EIS is its failure10 (I) idenlifythe speeifle
recreltionll uses that will be atTected by the Plan, (2) describe Ihe proposedchanges in detail,
and (3) examine the Impacts of each proposed change. Conlequently, the EIS does not
demonstrate that BLMhu taleen a "hard look"atluch impacts, u requiredby NEPA.
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6. Waler Resources/Quality and OHV Use: In section 4.1.7, the EIS
discusses the Plan's impacts on Waler Resources and Water Quality, As part of Ihi. discussion,
the EIS slales that the "Proposedamendment 10 the COCA Plan would reduce the number and
miles of available routesof travel formotorized vehiclesto 60 miles from the current 133 miles,
thereby reducingby more than half the miles availablefor this activity." This suremen; raises a
varietyof questions, First.whichAlternative - A, B,or C - conlemplates the closure of 73 miles
of OHV routes? Why are such closures being proposed if the level of OHY use slong these
routes is relatively low and is not causing problems regarding habitat conservation, species
recovery, air quality, water quality, and soils conservation? Why does Ihe EIS constantly
contradict itself on the issue of OHV route closures? Qn page 4·27, the EIS states that no
recreational activity or site eurrenuyviclates established standards for the management and
protection of soils. waler quality, air quality, habitat, or species. and that no changes 10

reereationelactivities arc proposed. Then. just 19 pages later, the EIS discloses lhal more than
half or the existing OHV routes will be closed. Such grosslyinconsistentstalements render the
EISworthless.. an informstional document.

7, OHY Impacts on Soil and BlologlealResources: AI page 4.SI, the EIS
claims thai under Alternative B "1040 acres of public land in the Drop 3I otT-highway vehicle
open area would be exposed to accelerated soil erosion and native vegelation lou." However,
the EIS include. no data to bICkup thil claim, What evidence demonstrates that OHV use at
Drop 31 is acceleratingsoil erosion? What plant surveys show that OHV use h.. damaged
nativevegetationin this area? The EISgoeson 10 slate that "(u]nder AlternativesA and 0, 3800
acres of public landwould be availablefor openotT-highway vehicleuse, and wouldbe exposed
10 accelerated soil erosion, native vegetation loss, cnuhing of native plants and animals. and
crushing of burrows," Again,the EIS fails to support this statementwith any data. Indeed, we
are not aware that BLM or any other crediblepersonor agencyhu studied the etTccllof OHV
recreation in the "open" use mu of CoachellaValley.Site-speeifiedata regardingnet soil loss
al OHV use areas should be compiled and analyzed. As I component of this analysis. BLM
should compare soil loss al OHV areas to soil lou at "control" (I.e.. low usc ) sites. This will
ensure thal the resullingdata il reliable. In addition, any plant studies that compare vegetalion in
closed versusopen OHVareasmustbe designed to allowreplication.

8. OHY Impaell on Blgbom Sbeep I nd Otber Sensitive Species: As
alluded to above, the EIS alleges that OHVs destroy many protected species thll reside in the
planning area - includingthe DesertTortoiseand the Coachellamilkveteh, (EIS. I t pg. 4-SI.)
The EIS also suggests that OHV use interferes with Bighornsheep behavior and contributes to
the spread of noxious weeds in COIGheli1 Valley. Nowhere, however,does the EIS set forth the
data Ihat support these allegltions. Instead. II page 4-SI the EIS cites two general studies
regarding impacts on bighornsheep; but neither il specific 10 Coachelia Vlliey and cannot be
used 10 supportclaims thlt OHVroutesin Coachella are havinga negativeetTect on the sheep,
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v. CONCLUSION

9. Ta mar isk Endlcatlon I nd Blaboro Sbeep Recovery: Some of the
studies cited in the EIS suggest that tamarisk have invaded many nalur.1 springs in the Coachella
Valley. reducing the amou.. of drinking waler available 10 bighorn sheep, These same studies
indicate Ihal dimini.hed access to drinking water may be • leading cause of declines in sheep
popularicn•. In Iighlof these Ondings. BlM should immediately begin removing tamarisk from
these watering hole. so Ihat they can be reesl.bli .hed for Ihe benefit of the sheep. This seems.
more direct and promi.ing approach 10 species recovery Ihan many of the other measure.
described in the PIIII!EIS.

10. ElTect of Humin Presence on Mouotl lo Lloo Preda tlon: Al page 4·57.
the EIS expl. in. Ihal"mounlain lion predation on bighornsheep can have a aignificant impact 00

smlll popul.t ions," such as those thai reside in the Coachella Valley. However. the ElS does not
discus. whether and 10 whst extent humans who vi.it Coachella Valley (with or without OHV.)
operate to deter mounlain lion predation, That i•• the EISdoe. not analyze whether reducing the
"human presence- in Ihe Coachella Valley will increase the number of mountain lion attack. on
bighornsheep,

II . Ablllly of Blgboro Sbeep to Recoloolze Habitat: At p.g e 4·58, the EIS
slales lhal (I) bighorn sheep "are generally poor colonizers of available habitat because habitat
use patterns arc learned from experienced animal. (Risenhoover 1988)," and (2) once ewes
"diseonnnue use of . particular area, it may be difficull ror inexperienced . heep 10 establish (sie)
in Ihi. area." Elsewhere in Ihe EIS. BLM also acknowledges that efforts 10 relocate bighorn
sheep have met with little succ.... In light of these facl., why does the proposed Plan seek to
reclaim more habit.t for the bighorn sheep? If the . heep will nOI recolonize an area on their
own. and if they will not thrive when forcibly relocated to new areas, how will the sheep benefit
from propo.ed Iddition. to their ..i.ting habital7 In short, it makes no sense to close long­
eslablished recreation areas for the beneOt of the sheep if the sheep will not colonize them.

12. aHV Use I nd fug itive Dust: At page 4-68, the EIS indicates that under
Altemalive. A and D, "2.360 acres of 'open' off.highway vehicle areas would generate PMIO
emissions upwind of . en. itive reeepters, with average weekly usage ranging from 320 to 600
vehicles during the cooler months." Unfortunately, the EIS does not include monitoring data
showing how much PMlO is actu. lly resuspended as a resull of OHY use in these "open" areas,
Nor does the EIS Idenlify the downwind "sensitive receptors" or indicate how close they are to
the OHV . ites. Withoul lhi. information, and without a "wind-rose" to indicate the strength and
direction or the prevailing winds, II is Impossible to determine whether OHY use conlributes
signiOcantly (or at all) to the PMIO levels registered at any sensitive receptor in Coachella
Valley.
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As demonstrated above, the EIS is defective and inadequate . s a mailer or law, NEPA
requires Ihal the conclusions drawn in the EIS be supported by scientific/technical evidence; but
the Coachella EIS includes . lmOSI no sclentifle/technical dal• • t all. NEPA require. that the EIS
disclose and evaluate the impacts or tho proposed project; bUI the Coachella EIS f.i1. to identify
key impacts and poorly analyzes those impacts it does identify.

Sincerely.

J-J;/~
David P. Hubbard

DPHI.ir

cc: Gale A. Norton. U.S. Secretaryof the Interior
Mike Pool. State Director, Bureau orland Management
Roy Denner, ORBA
Ed W.ldheim, C.lifomi a OfT·Road Vehicle Associaticn
Julie Allen, San Diego OIT·Road Coalition
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r~L:4 ~?f./!I~s ·sn"iIi ca~sr
H.£S:ll1~C£ ARfA

..
September5, 2002

l im Kenna. Field Manlger
BLMPS- SouthCoast FO
POB 5S126O
North PalmSprings, CA 9225S

BY FAX- ORlGINlALBYMAIL

Re: Dr.ft COCAPlan Amendment for the Co.chell. V. lley, Dr. ftTrails PI.n and DEIS

The followingare SierraClub comments on the BLM Drift EISICOCA PI.n
Amendment for lhe Coachell. Valley/Sanl. Rosaclt SanJ. cinto Trails Plan ('~he Plan"
or '~he DEIS"). Weherebyincorporateour earlierwrinenor verbalcommentson this
.mendmem and its elements.

The PI.n u • whole is I. cking in the requisite InformIlion on whichtojudge.ils
variou. a1tem.tiv.,. BLM contendsth.t thil il not an ".Clion level" planand
therefore speciticinformation il not needed. We disagree. How can • reviewer
possibly weighthe effecu of proposedrestriClions on camping near water source
for Peninsular bighornlheep (PBS)when theirwiler sourcehavenot been
mapped? How can . reviewerweighthe effectofBLM'1 habitll censervatlon
&real when theyclearly dependon the boundariesproposedin the upcoming
Coachell. Valley MSHCP? Howcan a reviewer judge thepotentialaffectl of
proposedroutedesignation.and OIN areason .dj.cent existingor proposed
wildernesl areaswhenntither the proposedopen routes/areas or edjll:el1t
sensitive areas bavenot been adequ.tely mapped? Maps and d&ta are entirely
missing for somei.sun, or for other i....es are teo large a scaleand do not give
edequatereference poinllto be underSllndable. Most importantly. information on
inteneilled habitatplansil not yet available.

Initially, and throughout the Coachella ValleyMSHCPplanningprocess,BLM
announced iu intention to producethi. Plansimultaneowly with the Coachelll
Valley MSHCP("CVMSHCP''). By ItI own. dmlsslon, BLMhu rushedforward
to complete thil planahad of echedule, simplyto avoid havingto perform route
d.,ignarionl and close one road, the trespu l road aeroll BLMland fromRoyal
Carrizoto tbe DuM Road. In other paru of the California Desert. BLMhu done
route d.,ignalionl in the absence ora Nil Plan . mendment for the area in the
Welt Moj.ve. We objeclto BLMptl!suing thil Plan amendment prematurely; it
is impossible to weigh Itl effectll)CVMSHCP informalion on which

;:;~

,- .
CAl.mlANIAI NEV"OA REGIONAl. CONSE....ATlON DESERT COMMITTEE''''''''';''( ,It, (NJ,,,

l o ~0.0

is
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O '
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thisamendment relies. EmailsbetweenSierra Club and BLMregarding this issue
are hereby lnccrporared by reference. ThUl,BLM hu now produced . pw. that
is out of sync withthe OIher interrelated habilll plan(s). It is unable to provide
essenli.1 inform.tion on which to judge the effectivene.. of this Plan.

As outlinedabove, the publicdoes nOI have . dequll e information to review the
proposedalternatives without reviewingthem in context withthe COlchella
ValleyMSHCP, whichwon't be releaseduntil next year. Manytrail management
.ctions aredependent on the CVMSHCP. More imponantly, informllion on !he
proposed CVMSHCP reserve d.,ign, boundarieland implemenl.t ion measures is
needed in order to analyze the Plan'l proposedroutedesignations, speeiel area
design.tions, etc.

Not only is it necessary to analyze the Plan in contextwith the MSHCP~ it i,
essential to analyze it in contextwith the Ague Caliente Bandof Cahuili. Indians
("ACBCI") HCP. Management of resources on BLM land does not occur in a
vacuum, ACBCIlandsconstitute. large and integral part of the Peninsular
rangesecosystem in the PI.n. See the Santa ROiland SanJacinto MtnsN.tional
Monument map, herein incorporated by reference. Regarding WildHorseand
Burro Managemenl, the Plan does proposecoordin.tion with the Tribe,but
genenlly the Plan ignoresTribal lands and . ctions in its lDalysi•.

UnderConservation Objectives at 2-9 and 10, the PI.n st.tes th&t BLMlandl
werecategorized basedon habilal typesand th&t objectiv.. wereCIlIblished to
meetthe resource needsof each type. Only . mapof "Gener.l H.bilatTypes" il
given. The Plangives no Nrther elucidation u to what sensitive, threatenedor
endangered speciesare locatedtherein,and wherelhey are located, what
percentage of historicbabilll is represented, whether or not it il viable or
fragmented, what the existingor proposed land usesare, etc. Thereare roughly
two dozenspecies sl.ted to be covered by the CVMSHSP. ThePlangives no the
reviewerno speciticson whichto judge ilJ conservation objectives, special area
designations, etc.

ThePlanst.tes that conservation areas refers to special design.tions ''withinthe
conservation systemapproved by BLM in suppon of the CYMSHCP" .
[abbreviation added). What does thai mean? Is this "conservation system" the
same,or is it moreor less than the CVMSHC. Does the "PotentialCo.chell.
ValleyWildlifeMan.gement Ar.... coincidewilh the FishcltWildlifeService
proposedCVMSHCP reserve design, lOme smaller iter.tion, Of neither? The
Plan's language i, ambiguous,and the text and maps are inadequ.te, and , again,
CVMSHCP preferredpreserveboundari., are not yet .vai l.b le.

PP 2-29and 2·30 are missingfroma numberof copies of thisPlan. Wehod 10

requestthem. These pagescontainedthe PlanMaimenance, Plan Implement. tion,
and Policyand Man.gement Guidelines. How manycopiesof the Plan were
short?
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: (II CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: 'You have kind of mixed a
I (21 motion with a dlscusxion. Can we back up and can we
I
: p ) [ust - just a motion, please?

: (41 MR. MORGAN: Yes.The motion iii that we
: (51 cnnslder opening up the area by the Forest Service
: 16) gate at th e northern end of Section 29.

; [7J CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Do I have a second to that
! (81 motion?

; 191 MS. HENDERSON: Second.

;1101 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: We have a second byTerry,
j{' II Any discussion on the motion? Barbara?
;(121 MS. GONZALES·LYONS; I am just wondering if
i (131 we can nuke recommendations on land that may or may
/(1 41 not be within our sphere of nuking these decisions.
1(151 If it's privately owned by an organization, how are we
IllS) making comments to open it up when we don't even know
!(l7] what they want to do with it? I mean, we may make

1

1(181 w hatever comments we wa nt and keep opening it up or
(19] putting a road here, putting it th ere.They may
(201 totally want it closed.And they own it.They can
[21 1 close it.
(22) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Allwe are doing is making
~) comments -

I
'(24) MS, HENDERSON: Recommendations.
(25) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: - on Alternative B,

I ' Page H.
.,- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

os
~
Q.

(I) Motorized Commercial Recreation Activity.That's all
[2J we are doing is recommending that.Whatever people do

I(3J o r anything like that, whether BLM incorporates our

(4J recommendation or anything, that 's up to BL\1 and up to
II lSI the people on the property.
! /6) MR. KENNA: One other point, if I may.
1 m Mr. Chairman.

: (81 The other thing that 's important here
1191 particularly regarding Barbara 's point is that, as I
Iflol indicated, that ~Il go through an additional group.
11"1 There 's an EIR/EISassociated with the Multiple
I

Ifl2) Species Plan that wi ll come Out in the fall, and the

/

' (13) intent is that the trail planning process work across
(14) jurisdictions, including the nonfederal jurisdictions.

1(1 51 All we have done in our pan of this process is the

1

11161 coordination ro le [or the entire group.
117] And so that 's why - and not just in this
(18) instance. but th ere are cas es whe re p erimeter trails,

I
i (191 [or example. may be proposed on land that there isn 't
I20J even any BLM land, for example.The trails planning
(211 process is a little different animal than some of the
[221 pans of the Plan Amendment.
(23) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Al?

[24J MR. KENNA: I hope that helps.
(25) MR. MUTH: I am still confused . I don 't

Pags 188
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(II the second gate?
121 MR. MUTH: The first gate.The second gate
PI is where the corral is.At the end of the northern
(41 section of 29. the parking area there would be -
(51 MR. INGRAM: It's the old first gate.
(61 MR. MORGAN: The old flrst gate.
fTI CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Where Jerry lives?
(81 MR.INGRAM: No.That's the second gate.
(P) The first gate.

(101 MR. MORGAN: All right. Most of the people:
('1) don't know where Jerry lives, so I am saying the
(121 northern boundary of Section 29 where the: road meets
(131 the northern boundary has a gate.
(141 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: So the very first gate is
(' SI where Bill is saying that's where it ought to end?
(18) MR. MORGAN: No. He is saying -
(171 MR. CRITES: Yes.That 'S what he 's saying.
(lSI MR. INGRAM: Asbestos mines is Section 28.
(191 Twenty-nine is right across the road. Section 29 is
('20) where Mike Dunn used to come up on the weekend, stay
(21 1 In the double-wide right there.That 's 29.
(221 Twenty-eight is asbestos. the old mine.
(23J CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Okay.We have a
[24' difference of opinion.And so for the Committee to
(2S) make any comment on this, we would need amotion anda

. Page 185-'
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(1) vote . Otherwise, there would be no comment on this
{Z} section.
PI Do I have a motion?
(41 MR. MORGAN: I will make a motion that we
(S) still consider parking on the trailhead in that area.
(6) If nobody wants to go beyond the Forest Service gate
fTI at this time, that's fine, but it should be that
(8) Forest Service gate, because people - it just gets

.(9) too far to walk when you have to walk an hour and a
(10) half to get to the trailhead. People won't go there.
(11) And I know that land is currently owned by
(12) the Friends of the Desert Mountains.They are
(131 cleaning it up. They are going to arrange to transfer
(141 it to the Forest Service at some stage in the future .
(l SI But the gate, the second gate , which everyone
116) seems to agree is the one there, is a defensible
(171 position for vehicles. off-road vehicles going

(1 81 through .There's a barrier.There 's fencing.
(1P) There's a fairly secure gate. I think that's a
(20) reasonable compromise situation. So I propose that we
(211 consider a parking area at that point that will allow
(221 access to the trails that go down there.That's the
(23) Indian Potrero Trail and the Dunn RoadTrail.Both of
(24) those trails are outside of the Seasonal Closure Area.
125) They will be open year-round.
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I
I

: (II staging areu, S<, I just want ed to get that on the
i (2) record.
'! PI CHAIRMAN KIBBEY; Okay. Buford?
: 141 MR. CRITES: That area. the - [ think BL\\
! (5) and City of Palm Springs and the Forest Service and
I 101 Friends of the Mountains and all of that spent theI .
: [7l last four or five years trying to lower the amount of
I (81 illegal trespass, off-rouding, shooting. and
! (91 everything else back there and have barely begun to
i[IOI make, I th ink. a slgniflcant positive dent in that ,
!(I II and a proposal like this would throw open :I road into
:1'21 an area that is in the city limits of the City of Palm, .
1(131 Springs but has no visitation in terms of patro ls (rom

1(141 there. no patrolling from either of the federal
:(151 agencies. . .

1

(161 I think the opening of this is an invitation
(17) to a disaster in terms of what it wo~d do to that

1[18) area of the Nationa l ~Ionwnent, which is not to S:lY
(191 that under controlled situations people shouldn't go
[20) in, shouldn't hike, shouldn't do this and that . but
I(211 this asks for a general improved graded ro:l? packing
I(22] area. et cetera. et cetera. which leads right to 'the
1(23) heart of Palm Canyon, which leads right into the heart
(241 of other sheep hab itat and everything else.
(25] I certainly couldn't find any support for
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(11 this at this time at all personally.
(2J CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Other comment?
PI.I have a comment here from Bill Havert, who
[41 couldn 't make toda y's meeting.
(5] He says, "I do not concur with the upper Dunn
(6) Road being improved all the way to the orchard to

I
,171 allow use of all types of street veh icles. I think

181 that entails too much improvement. Street vehicles
I (9) can make it to Section 29,T6S, R5E now" - wherever
' (10) that is.That was my comment. I would leave it that
(11) way - "and provide a parking area and trailhead in
(121 Section 29, possibly even provide remote camping
(131 facilities. I would limit access beyond that to

1(1 4) pedestrian, mountain bike, and equestrian."
i (15) Jeff, you have the map there. Can you help
(16) us: what 's he talking about?
(17) MR. MORGAN: This Section 29, the Friends
(18) section.This is a question for -
(19/ CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Buford? Yes.
(201 MR. CRITES: I could support making the

. ,(21) parking area by the Forest Service a gate, and the end
(22) of Section 29. the north end of Section 29. It would
(23) increase th e walk in terms of the trailhead by
(24) approximately 25 minutes, maybe a little bit longer.
(251 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Is that the first gate or
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I
(11 Wildlife: would have: no problem with that area since: it I
121 is outside: of the: area that the: sheep actually - just ;

" I

PI stOpping at that point for a moment for discussion. "'
(4) since: it was brought up, and perhaps Fish & Game: would

lSI like: to -

(61 MR. KENNA: ( am not going to comment on a

P1 position that Fish & Game: or Fish & Wildlife: Service
(81 mayor may not take, oth er than ( think it's a

191 reasonable: thing to ana lYle.
(101 MS. CADY: Jim, we: can 't hear you back here.
P'I MR. KENNA: I am sorry.
(12) MS. HENDERSON: We can't hear him up here ,
(131 MR. KENNA: I just - it's sore of like

(141 you - I don't know if you expect me to take a
(151 position on what the Fish & Wildlife Service and Fish

(161 & Game might do. but that seems Inappropriate,
{' 7J CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: No. No.

[181 Yes? AI first.
(191 MR. MUTH: Just a point of clarification.

{201 Where is the essential sheep habitat line relative to

(21' the orchard? Where is that?
(221 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:Jc:fC?

(231 MR. MORGAN:Jeff Morgan.

(24) I am loo king at this map with the essential
(2S) sheep habitat line. and it is approximately one-half a
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) (I) mile before the end of the orchard where the access
(2) road to Dunn Road from Pinyon makes a right turn at
[31 the end of the orchard.The essential sheep habitat
(4J line is approximately one-half mile to the south of

[51 that point.
(6] MR. MUTH: South? Not north?
[7J MR. MORGAN: Not north ,South.
(8) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: So essential sheep habitat
(9) would then take in a small pan of the orchard?

POl MR.MORGAN: A small pan. yes.
(1'1 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: A small pan of the

[' 2) orchard.
(13) Does that answer your questlon.Af?
(' 41 MR. MUTH: Yes.
lIS) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Okay, Gary?
1161 MR. WATIS: Having been on a field trip and
(17J recognizing the value of those: trails from a
(181 recreational standpolnt.I have to put on my other hat
(19) here representing Fish & Game Department as well, and
[201 their feelings are pretty strong that they wouldn't be
(21) ab le to support this beyond a line , as Jeff just spoke

122) to ,
123) So I couldn't support on behalf of Fish &

'[24\ Game the language unless there was an alternative such
[251 as it stopped at a critical line or trailhead or
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l; All right.Then we get to the Murray Hill
I (2J Facilities .And I th ink we are just suggesting youI(3J Insert the word "permanently,"
I (4) MR.KENNA: Okay.

(51 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: We just wondered whether
(6) we were going to see Jimup there every year carrying

, [7) the tab les up and down.

(B) MR. KENNA: That would be good for me as far
(9) as exercise .

(101 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Okay.And then we come to
(I ll Noncommercial, Noncompetitive Organized Group
(12) Activities. Again, operating under Alternative B.
ll ~) Comments there?

(14) We will go on, then, to Nonmotorized
(151 Commercial Recreational Activities. This is on page

I
,(l 6J E5-26.

(11) And then turning to 527, Motorized

, h lBI Commercial Recreation Activities, the ad hoc committee
(191 had a note, "MAC will probably be suggesting that the
(20) portion of Dunn Road from Highway 74 to the nOM side
(211 of the orchard be open for year-round use to provide
(22J oppo n unities to utilize two trails in the area.·
(231 Stopping right at that point, the ad hoc
12~1 committee and, also, the tour group when we toured the
(25) area was led to understand that Fish & Game, Fish &
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(I I MR. KENNA: 1think that's a point well
(21 taken. and partlcularly in light of - 1 mean. there's

. 1~1 certainly - at least we hope to see some National
: 14 ' Monument funding dedicated to these trails issues both
: (51 on the IlLM and the Forest Service side.
: (61 There also are a number of areas where other

[7) jurisdictions will be engaged and I don't know what
; IBI thelr ability to contribute to trails construction on
: (91 perimeter trails, tor example, might be, but we wou ld
,(101 anticipate seeing some son of a partnership and
;1111 certainly in areas where there 's substantial ownership
,(12) by a city.

i (l~1 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: And since the cause of
h14) relocation of the trails is Fish & Game and Fish &
I

;1151 Wildlife. it would be probable to believe that they
l (lB) would put in sizable amounts of funds for construction

lWI of the trails. '
(lB) MR KENNA: I think I am going to duck that

I

"

(191 one. '
(2OJ CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: My apologies again . I

i(21) jumped Trail Rerouting and Trail Decommission and
!l22J Removal in my haste to get to Murray Hill Facilities.
j[2:l1 SoTrail Rerouting, were there any comments there?

/

' (24' And Trail Decommission and Removal, any comments
(251 there? ' :

! ' Page 11.,1 _
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(II now is you co uld be: meaning to move it back and f():~- I
1 ~1 Anything else under "New Trail Development"? 'I
1~1 MS. HENDERSON: Yes.Mr. Chairman.
(.1 CHAIRMAN KIBB EY: Yes.Terry. i
(51 MS. HENDERSON: Terry Henderson, L1 Quinta. "
(61 Have we identified a funding for any of these
(7J trJils? Is it going to be your budget? i
(81 MR. KENNA: Well. I think it's most like ly !
(91 going to be a combination and it's going to vary from Ii

(101 trail to trail to trail depending on the jurisdictions
(III that might be involved in any specific area. Clearly, '
(12) there will be pans of this where BLM lands are
(131 involved where we are certainly going to end up
['.' playing a role.
[lSI MS. HENDERSON : Is the funding issue being

(' 8] addressed through the Multiple Species Habitat Plan?
(17) MR. KENNA: I don 't think - and there may
(181 be others here in the cities that can correct me if I
(19) get out of bounds here, but my recollection is that
1201 was not included in the cost calculations for the
[~ IJ Multiple Species Plan,
(22] But I would certainly defer to any of the
1231 other representatives from the cities who might know
(~.I the details of the cost calculations better than I do.
[UI MS. HENDERSON: Well. Mr. Chairman, as the

Pegs 177 I_ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ _ ___ _ _ 1
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(I) Executive Director of the BIA, do you know if part of
(2) the development fee that is being associated with the
(3) Multispecies. is there going to be a percentage set
1.1 aside of that for new trail development?
[S) CHAIRMAN KJBBEY: Not to my knowledge at
(61 this time.
[7] MR. KENNA: I don 't think so,

(8) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: The discuss ions which are
191 still very preliminary as to the cost requirements of

[10) the Multispecies Plan basically around the cost of
II I) land. However, there will be an upcoming meeting
(12) where we will be talking about fees, and I'm sure at
(13) that time there will be areas such as you've suggested
[1. ) brought up as perhaps to be a portion of that fee.
[1S) But at this time all figures that I've seen
(16) have been based entirely on the potential cost of land
(17) that might be involved within the area of the
[181 Multispecies Plan.
(191 MS. HENDERSON: Well. I wou ld recommend as
(201 we go through the various working groups on - or with
(21) this proposal that we start to surface this funding
(22) issue. because the plan - and identifying the nine
(23) years. eight years. even if we want to go 15 or down
12.' to two. it's not going to matter if we don 't know
(25) where the funds are going [0 come in from.
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,
i III that, you might make some judgments there. And I
: 12) think each individual probably might make those

PI differently, but ( think that 's okay,
• 141 MS. GONZALES·LYONS: Okay.
: (51 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: New trail development,
, (6] page ES-25. "There was a question raised as to the
: r:1 July I to January 14 limit for trail construction,
: 181 since those are perimeter trails and mostly not within
; :91 the essential sheep habitat area. " . .
;1'0) MR. KENNA: I think this was a comment we -
i �' !) or a question Buford asked earner.And I think at
I
i (l 2] this point we'd have to think about that in terms of
1(131 the biology and the locations and - but I think what
1/10\ you are asking is there may be some areas where it
i (l5 ) might make sense to go ahead and continue construction
I
i {161 outside of that time period.
j(l 7] And I guess we need to take a look at that.
!(lSI I can 't -

/

' (19) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: We arc suggesting perhaps
(ZO) some additional verbiage might be necessary.

1(21) MR. KENNA: Okay.
11221 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Buford?
i(231 MR.CRITES: I hear Fish & <arne's comment
1(24) about noise, and you can do things that prohibi t noise
1(251 above X level. So if somebody is dynamiting or
I Page 175
I
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II) running a bulldozer, that 's one thing, but a lot of
[Z) trail building isn't any noisier than some people
(3) taking a walk.

114) MR.KENNA: I think your point is understood
lI S] and taken, and I think what we need to do is go back

I
(6] and take a look at the underlying rationale for that
[7J and make sure that, you'know, we are consciously going

i (8) one way or the other and just not prepared to do that
i9J on the spur.

1101 MR.CRITES: The other issue is right now,
(' 1) the alternative suggests that you can't go higher than
1' 21 200 feet.And that kind of blanket statement that 'S
(13J in there is probably not particularly good - if I
(14) were doing trails construction, you might want to say

' ,' (15) "generally should not" or something, but there may be
(18) places where going above 200 feet is less destructive

1117] of areas and is easier to build and better for hikers
1(18) and everything else than some kind of flat line that
(19) you can't move above .
(20) MR.KENNA: Fair point.
(21) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Second comment. ·Murray
(221 HiU Facilities: It is suggested the word
(z.l) 'permanently' be insert ed prior to the word
(241 'relocated' in the third line, · once again, to bette r
1~51 describe what you really want to do ,The way it reads
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{II probably what we: should be using it' we: didn 't use: th e
(21 right thing. Good point.
PI CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Other comments on dogs?
141 MR. MUTH: Is that on your sheet.
lSI Mr. Chairman?
161 . CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: I am sorry?
1i1 MS. HENDERSON: No. We on ly did trails on

{81 that.

(91 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: We didn't do dogs,
(101 MS, GONZALES·LYONS: I just have a comment.
{l lJ CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Yes,Barbara?
{l21 MS. GONZALES·LYONS: On No.3, it says "Dogs
(1JI kept in vehicles." What do you mean by that?
(14' MR. KENNA: What page are we on?
(IS ) MS. GONZALES·LYONS: On 524, on dogs. You
(181 have, "The followlng are exempt from the prohibition
(l7J of not having dogs. · And they are, "Seeing-eye dogs;
(18) dogs assisting law enforcement; and dogs kept in
[19) vehicles."

(20) I mean - what do you mean by that? [f I
(21) have a dog, I can take him upthere as long as it'S
(22) kept in the car, and if it gets overheated then the
(231 dog dies?
(241 MR. KENNA: Well, certainly, we are not
(25) trying to suggest that anyon e should kill their dog by
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) (1) leaving them in a vehicle, but I do think the intent
121 IS that if you are up there with a dog and you want to

[3) get out in the Monument, that as long as you leave the
(4) dog in the car - and presumably the dog owner would
(SI come back soon enough so that the dog would be okay,
(6) but - that that is permissible.The idea is to not
[7J have the dogs out into that habitat. So if someone
(8) sees a dog having stress - that's what happens here
(9) in the desert. I mean, it gets heated. The car

I' OJ temperature gets - what? - 10 degrees higher?
(11) MS. GEORGE: At least .
(12) MS. GONZALES·LYONS: Then the outside
(lJ) temperature - no one is going to be able to do
(14) anything for that dog because it's permitted to keep
(1S) him locked in a car.
(16) MR. KENNA: Well, I mean, assuming we ran
117) into a specific circumstance like that. I think we
(l a) probably could figure out what to do, whether it wou ld
{I 91 be, you know, getting ahold of a person - an official
(201 person if they were in the area, whether it was the
(21) BL\1 or highway patrol or whatever.
(22) Another option is, you know, I guess the risk
(23) is that, you know, if you took the dog out, there
(241 might be a violation involved. But I suppose if it
125) were on balance .:le dog's life or something like
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! (1) MR. CRITES: I'd also at least suggest that

I
(2] within the Seasonal Trail Area, those trail areas that
(31 are open given times within that perimeter should have

I 14J at least potential of camping, assuming they obey all
I 151 the other BL'\1 regulations. a quarter of a mile from
I
i [6J water and so on and so on and so forth , But if you
i [7J can walk through it, you ought to be able to sit down
i {81 and cake a nap .
i {9J MR. KENNA: It's just that you should not
l(1 ol cake a nap.

/

1(1 tl CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: He will need a rock to put
11 2] his head on ; right?

I .
I(lJI Any other comments, then. on the camping
!(141 section?
I
:(lSI Then we go on to dogs. Any comments on dogs?
i{l6) Yes, Larry?

:(17] MR. GRAFTON: I think that you need to
/(1 81 check. Under Alternative B, they have an exemption ,
1(191 seeing-eye dogs . I think there's terminology, and I
1120J can 't remember if it 's "companion dogs" or something
(21) else.There's other people who need to use animals
(221 for assistance. And I don't know what that
l2J1 terminology is, so -
(24) MR. KENNA: We can check that. 1mean,
(251 you're right.Whatever it is in the regulation is
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1'\ . MR. KENNA: And il'. in fact, the diJferences
i 121 are not clear. which [ think is the comment. we should
. (JI dean that IIp ..[S that right?
. 14J CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: That's correct. Either

lSI change: the wording, which would then match your map.
16J and that's the are:! -
m MR. KENNA: Oh, okay. You are saying that
18J we've got a map that's mismarked?
[91 MR. MORGAN: No. .

(10\ MR. KENNA: I guess I am not understanding
(111 what the issue is.

:(121 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Well, you've got a map
:llJI that shows purple, and it's called the Seasona lTrail
iIUJ Area.
i(l51 MR. KENNA: Okay.
!(15) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: But yet the area that you
1(17] are talking about that would be closed or affected
ht81 within that Seasonal TraiJArea. by saying the
l { t~' "essential sheep habitat," you then extended that
h201outside that Seasonal Trail Area.
1[211 MR. KENNA: Okay. I understand the comment
1(22) now. I wasn't connecting. Now I've got it.
I

I(2JI CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: We are just changing those
I
1(24) words so that what you are trying to say matches your

1[251 map.
I1 ·
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(IJ MR.KENNA: Okay.We can take a look at
[ZI that. I am not ready to pronounce on the biology of
(3) that on the spot.
(41 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:Anything else on
(S] cross-country trails?

[6) Okay.Under "Camping." the ad hoc cornmirtee
(7J suggests that we change the word "essential sheep
(SJ habitat" to "SeasonalTrail Area: There's a large
[91 area of the Monument outside the designated Seasonal

(10) Travel Area.
(I I) Dill I say "travel"? I meant "trail."
(1Z] You've got an accompanying map,Jim, that
(13J shows-
(14) MR. KENNA: Right.
(lSI CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: - the Seasonal Trail
(181 Area.And we just felt that what you were talking
(17) about was truly designated within the SeasonalTrail
(18) Area. not the entire essential sheep habitat.
(191 MR.KENNA: Right.The two things are
('20) geographically different, if I am remembering the
[21) mapping correctly, and I think there's a deliberate
[22J attempt in the Seasonal Trail Area - it actually is .
(23) smaller than the essential habitat.
(241 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: That's correct.That was
IZ5) the notation.
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1'1 We will move on. then. to the 524.
121 "Camping." We: also have cross-country travel. Does
PI any me: rnber have: any comments concerning cross-country
1'1 tl"Jvd?The ad hoc committee did not.
(S) Jeff?
(61 MR. MORGAN: Yes. Cross-country travel is
(7J going to occur whether -
181 UNIDENTIFIED: Louder. please .
(91 MR. MORGAN: Cross-country travel is going

(101 to occur in the Santa Rosa Mountains whether you like:
(II I it or not. There are hundreds, maybe thousands of
(IZI people out there who just go to climb specific peaks,
(131 Sheep ~lount3in,Haystack Mountain, whatever.There
(1 '1 are lists of them they share between themselves.They
(15] have organizations that list them.
(16) And the prohibition of cross-country travel

. (17) should, I believe, keep it reasonable for everyone,
(lSI the participants in these activities be the same as
[19) the Seasonal Area Closures . In other words, if you
('201 are closing the trails in that time, you should also
[211 close it to cross-country travel in that time. But
I'22l when the trails are open, the cross-country areas
(23) should be open so those people can go in and do what
(24) they do anyway.
(251 That's just a comment.
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I
1 1'1 other proposal orders that go across similar areas

'121 where the owners of that property aren't even aware of
I .
I PI it? I see some agreement over there from our
I •
! I~I neighbo rs in Indian Wells.
i (51 So this is a serious issue. It you are going
! (~I to want dc::tinition of where the trai ls are going co
!n be, this is a problem.
i 181 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Buford? Let's letIirn
! (9) comment first.
i[lOI MR.CRITES: I would just add to that
1[1 11 comment, .
1('21 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: You are just going to
1[1 31 expand; right?

1

/,4) MR.CRITES: Right. Because I think it's a
(' 5] misidentification, .

1( ' 61 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Were other people involved

H' 7) in this?
[1 8] MR.KENNA: Yes. I mean, to go back to the
I'GJ process that led to the development of this, it grew
[2OJ out of the Multiple Species Plan, and all of the
(2'1 cities, all of the - you know, certalnJy the
(22J university were involved , But this particular set of
l'2J) trails. the thre e alignments between Palm Desert and
(24) La Quinta, that really was at the very, very,very
(251 tail end of the process.And I do ackno wledge that,
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1'1 you know, the groups had pretty well thinned out at
(2J that point.
(3) So you 're right. I mean, it's a fair
(4) criticism to say that there 's still work to be done
(5] with Indian Wells and with the Research Center.
(6) That's a fair criticism.
[7J CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Buford?
(8) MR. CRITES: I'd also add , I think, that the
(9) alternative that was referred to that day as skirting

[tOl the edge of UC ended up coming out in the Plan as
[' ' I identified as a canyon that goes right through Uc.
(' 2] Coyote or whatever It is.
[13) MR.MUTH: No.That was a third
(14) alternative. It did go through Coyote Canyon and
(15) right on down. But they also identified the trail

. ,(16) that we had discussed at m;nwood and - as another
[l7J alternative as well as one going through the Living
(181 Desert. Those were the three alternatives.That was
(,gl not a misidentification.
[201 MR.CRITES: Okay.
(2' 1 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Comment well taken?
(22J MR. KENNA: Yes. I think we do understand
1231 that there's work to be done there still.
(241 CHAIRMAN K1BB.EY: Now are we done with
(2Sj trails?
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(I I MR. KENNA: I guess at that point I will
121 just take that as a comment.
PI CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:Okay. Executive Summary
'.1 page ES:24. "Camping."
(5) MR. CRITES: on. Mr.Chairman?
i61 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Yes.Buford?
(i) MR. CRITES: It might be of value: [0 see: if

{81 we have any other comments from the Committeeon the
191 tr'Jils use component.

(1 01 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:That went without saying.
(1 '1 I said anytime: ---,
(l2i MR. CRITES: I am just saying. just sort of
(131 formally say. "Anything else on the trails anybody
(I .) else wants [0" -

(151 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:Anything else on the
(l 6\ trails that anyone: else would like [0 input that we
(l 71 didn 't go to on trails?
(l 8) MR. CRITES: Yes.
(19) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:Yes.sir. Buford?
(20) MR.CRITES: Yes. Perhaps by not
(211 mentioning. It's menuoned.But I think on trails
(22) use, the issue of where: or where not would mountain
(23) bikes be allowed ought to be addressed.And I know
(2.1 that by not addressing it in some ways that addresses
(25} it. but that. in a lot of pans of the U.S.and the
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, ) [1) Western United States, is a significant issue between
(2J hikers and equestrians and all the rest of that. And
(3) I know part of that . also. are city issues and
(.) everything, but it needs to be in here.
(5) MR. KENNA: I think that's a reasonable
(6) request.
(7) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Would that be under - we
[SI have to jump ahead. but we have a section here.
(9) "Motorized Vehicles" -

(l0 ) MR. CRITES: Well, that's not motorized.
(l 1) Mountains bikes. bicycles.
(12) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: I am sorry. I
(13) misunderstood.
(t. 1 MR. CRITES: No. Not motorcycles. And I
(l 5) think it would go in that first section.
(l 6) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Yes.Allan?
[17] MR. MUTH: Centering on a parochial issue,
(18) one of the trails -
[191 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: You need to speak up. She
(201 can't hear you.
(21) MR. MUTH: One of the proposed trails is
(22) dead on arrival for crossing from Palm Desert to

(231 La Quinta because it went right through the middle of
i2.' our Research Center.We were never approached by
[251 anybody to talk about this. How come? Are there
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-I (II MR. KENNA: My apologies and '

[2J congratulations.
I (3J , CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Or is that condoiences?

(41 MR. GRAFTON: That's all.
IS] CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: We will then continue with

: (6) the ad hoc. Barbara?
[7J MS. GONZALES·LYONS: Yes. 1 just have a

(8) couple questions or concerns.
Ii) On the cu lturaVnative aspects that you have

(10) on Alternative A and C, you have B is the same as A

(ttl and C or-
(12) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: What page are you

111 3) offering?
1( 1 ~) MS. GONZALES·LYONS: The Executive Summary,

I

llS) 36. "
1161 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: You are getting ahead of
11 7) us. Can you wait till we get there?

1

(181 MS.GONZALES·LYONS: Oh. I am sorry.All
(1gj right . 1 wil l wait , then.

11201 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: All right.Thank you.
(21) Still on page ES-23, "Trail Use,' fUth

(22) bullet. There was doubt expressed that the Sheep
(23) Ambassadors were worth the expense and sho uld perhaps
(24) be discontinued - should not be continued? Same

,I[2S] difference. '
I
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111 once it was - 1 mean, to deal with the issues that
(2) you are talking about.

PI MR. GRAFTON: But this document is part of
(41 the mulrispecles, is it not?
(51 MR. KENNA: It is the 13L:'v( contrlbutlon. It
(61 is the Plan Amendment to the BLM California Desert
m Conservation Area Plan.
(8) MR. GRAFTON: Another issue -

, (91 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Let me just jump in real
111 01 quick.There 's a white Cherokee Jeep, 3 CAL 415, in
;(1 11 the parking lot .The alarm is going off. So that 's
jl121 an alarming situation.
:1131 Please go ahead.
11141' MR.GRAFTON: Since we are calking about
il lS] the - I guess it' s the Executive Summary - th is one?
11161 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Are: you going to calk
!1171 about the: Executive Summary?
[181 MR. GRAFTON: On page 13,you identify the

1191 Eisenhower Mouncain Trails as being Pal~ Desert,
(20) They're not. They are in the Cicyof Indian Wells.

1

[211Correct that.
, ('22) MR. KENNA: Page 13.
[231 MR.GRAFTON: And on page 50,you list me as
(2., the Chief City Planner. r thank you for the
(2S] promotion, but I'm not. 1am a Senior Planner.
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(II just that as well.We will move as qui ck as we can
(1 move and. you know. try and get these trails
PI identified and ideally built.
(41 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:Terry? No? Anyone else?
(51 We will continue. Oh , sorry. Larry.
(61 MR. GRAFTON: Question. Larry Grafton. City
m of Indian Wells.
(81 This is a NEPA document?
(91 MR. KENNA: Correct.

(101 MR. GRAFTON: So you nee d an EIS stat ement
II I ) for the NEPA process?
(IZ] MR. KENNA: Th!.s larger one Is,uh-huh,
(13) MR.GRAFTON: Some of these trails are on
(14) private land, which would be then subject to CEQA.
(151 MR. KENNA: That's correct. That was the
(1G) other part of the process that I think I referenced

(171 earlier.
[ 181 MR. GRAFTON: Because looking at some of
1191 your proposals for these trails, I mean, I hate to
(201 tell you this, but this draft environmental impact
[2'1 statement is really lacking in any detail, without any

[22J of the potential impacts of these new trails.
(<.II And I am concerned that you are even saying
(24) that you are going to build these trails without
[25) having a lot of study into w hat 's going on there.
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[I I MR.KENNA: No. I am not trying to say that
[2J we are going to build any specific trail. I am not
(3) trying to make a predietional Statement at all. I am
(4) just trying to articulate intent. I think. of the
151 alternatives. And the intent of the alt ernatives is
16J to try and get peripheral trails in place where trail
m closures are also planned.
(81 MR. GRAFTON: I think you need to State
19) that. Because my opinion from these documents is that

110) there will be certain trails that will be built. So
(1I) if your intent is basically just saying. ' We are going
(12J to look for other alternatives.' that 's one thing.
(13) But when you Start saying, 'We are looking at Corridor
(141 A, B,and C.' that 's a totally different realm.
(15) MR. KENNA: Well, yeah . I think you 're -
(16) th is is probably pan of the disconnect between the
(In federal process and the multiple species planning
(18J process relative to trails.
(19) I think that in our federal process. at the
(201 resource management planning level. which is the level
(21) this document is at. we would not do the detail or
(221 specific stuff that you are talking about.
(23) However, that being said, we recognize that
(241 it needs to be done. So anv specific trail alignment
(25) probably would have a subsequent NEPA document on it ,.
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, (11 this. the: "City of X" doesn 't like: this. and Fish &
: [Z1 Game: has a legitimare issue with sornething. and the
; (31 end result is we don't have anyplace,
; I~I And we could end up with lots of corridors
: ISJ and zero perimeters unle ss we: have: some kino (If

: {51 blessing that somewhere within this it's going to

! (7l happen.
: [81 MR. KENNA: I think there are two things
; 191 there. And, one. I think yo~ want to make sure, if I
'(101 heard right. that these aren't just straw dogs. that
1111 they are real. And that's a fair comment.

:[t21 And I think. you know, certainly to the
![131 degree I can speak for, at least to BL'l. our intent is
'[t~ 1 certainly to make sure that they're not.
;(151 That being said . you know, there are a lot of
: (151 players in the mils planning process, and so we want
:117] to get it as precise as we can. But there's going to
;(111 be a point where we can 't carry it a whole: lot further
1[19) and get to a decision that there are going to be some
I{(Q) details of engineering and this and that with the
i{21J number of mils and the number of areas affected that
![22J we will have to go to the next step in the process,
! ~I CHAIRMAN KI88EY:leff?
1[2~1 MR. MORGAN: Yes.jlm.Nine years is a heck
j[2SJ of a long time. In th e last nine years, I think
I

,I

Page F-1 16

[II there 's been 15 golf courses in the valley and it
[Z1 probably won't be any different in the next nine
[:JJ years, And if you don't identify where these trails
(~I go now, you might come back in two or three years and

I
(5) say, ·O h, that 's where we wanted a trail," but now
(6) they are all playing golf.

I r7J You have to do something now before the
I (81 development occurs, Otherwise. you will not be able
1191 to do it at a later day,So even if you don't build

1

11101 them for nine years or twenty years, I believe you
(111 have to identify them now and seek rights-Of-way or
(12) purchase the land and go through the stages before

1

1131 it 's too late .
(1~ 1 MR. KENNA: I would agree that there is a

11151 sense of urgency in this and that. you know, what I
(151 think we arc attempting to do with the nine years ­
(17J and we can take a look at that, I guess , as well.
1181 but - is to make sure that we are not writing a plan
(19) that then we turn around and say, ·Well. this was
[201 supposed to have happened a year ago and it isn't done
(21) yet." I think we are trying to be very realistic . I
r22l would love to have it all in place in much shorter
1231 periods of time. as I'm sure you would.
(2~1 And I think we are working diligently on it

. (.51 and I know members of your group are involved in doingL Page 160
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(II MR.KENNA: I think I understand the point .
(21 And I think probably this is a good opportunity to

PI express on e other concept that I think is relevant to

(4) these comments in general, and that is that what we
(51 have out there right now is the BL~I analysis for the
(61 federa l side of the Multiple Species Plan and that.
(il obviously, for this kind of a Trails Plan to work,
(81 given all the multiple jurisdictio ns. we need the
191 Multiple Species Plan side that is non-federal to com e

(lCI along with it.
(111 This is not expected to be the last hurrah.
{12! This ~":1S our attempt to sort of benchmark where the
(131 process is at this point.And I think that some of
(UJ those comments - you know. there may well be some
(15) tweaking of alternatives in the process with the local
(161 jurisdictions.
(17] CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Terry?
(18) MS.HENDERSON: Did I hear you .Jlrn, just a
(19) few seconds or minutes ago agree that the new trail ­

(20) the perimeter trails should or could be identified for
(211 adoption of this plan?
(22J MR.KENNA:I guess I didn't quit e go that
(23) far. I don't think I did.
(2.1 MS.HENDERSON:Well, that's what the record
(25) is going to show.
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(1) MR.KENNA: I think w hat I did say Is I
121 think it makes all kinds of sens e to try and do things
(3) on as concurrent of a basis as possible during th e
(.) course of that nine years so that the trails are being
(5) put in place.

(6) What we did do in this effort thus far is we
[7] have identified those areas where a perimeter trail is
18) needed or should be placed and there is a subgroup
(9) that has been working out of the trails working group

(10) that is looking to identify specific trails . In
(I I) addition, BLM Staff have also been working on trying
('2) to identify specific trail alignments.
(13) How close we will be able to call those by
(I.) this fall when the local side of the multiple species
(15) planning process is completed. I can't give you a
(16J precise answer on it yet , but we are taking a hard run
(17] at it.
(181 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Buford?
(191 MR.CRITES: Buford Crites. Palm Desert.
(20) But if you can 't list a specific location,
(21) you need to be able to list a specific corridor in
(22J which it will happen. One of the worst things we
123) could do in this whole pro cess is. "Hey, here 's a
"2.) p lace for a perimete r trail," and a year and a half
(25) down the road, r .. know. Fish & Wildlife don 't like
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111 at this time: of those: trails. for lack of a berter
(2) word. of concern were not set forth. then perhaps the
(~l land would be: utilized by some: other use and then
I~I block the possibility of a trail,

(5) MR. KENNA: Yes. I think that's a
i6) reasonable comment as we:lI. I think it's, aga in,
[i1 asking for some: clarification in terms of the tho ught
(81 process underneath the item.
19) And that's a good comment. WC: can do that.

{'Ol CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Did the: nine years have

(I II some signlficance?
(12) MR. KENNA: Well.l think it was an attempt
(IJl to take: into account the practical rea litles of

.( ' ~1 working on the scale of the Monument and the: number of
(IS) areas that were ident ified with perimeter trails , and
(16) to acknowledge the fact that it's going to take some

:(17] time: to put all this in place and to put some sort of
,(18) a schedule and an order to that.
;(1 91 And I think that's about the size of it.
(2OJ But. you know, r probably would defer to staff if they

(21) have other ideas that r miss.
[221 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Bob. you had a comment?
f2J) MR. BROCKMAN: Yes. r think it might be
[2.1 useful to clarify that these comments relate to
[251 Alternative B in the matrix. for those people that
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(1) might have read some of this. and it was in
121 Alternative B where I think the nine-year comment came

IJI up.
(.) And the concern amongst, r think, aUof us .
(51 was that there needs to be a replacement trail that

: (8) goes with a trail closure. not at the end of nine
! £7J years, but as you go all the way through the period.
I (8) MR. KENNA: Sort of a concurrent approach.
i [9) I think that makes sense.
1(10) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: That 's a good point, Bob.
i(111 Thank you.These are aUin reference to
1(121 Alternative B.
ItlJ) Buford?
1(1 .1 MR. CRITES: Adding to Bob's comment, I

1

' (15) think the existing Option B or Alternative B notes
(16) that park closures would happen in nine years, period .
(IT) In nine years, they'd go into effect. And I think
[1 8J there's concern or would be concern in the recreation
(19} community that we could have a lot of planning and a '

1

(201 lot of this and a lot of that and at the end of nine
(21) years a lot of these trails aren't constructed and the

"

1221 other trails will go away, and that there needs to be
f2J) a guarantee of an alternative - I don't care if it

1(2.J takes two months or20 years - before park closures

1

(25) hit .
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(11 We have already heard that perhaps that
(2) wasn't the reason.And.j im, maybe you might want to

(31 comment on that .
14! MR. KENNA: Yes. I think that 's probably a
(51 fair comment and does need clarification in answer to

[61 the first pan.
[7) In answer to the second part. which is, I
[81 think. what was the intent, I do think there was
(91 intent to at least set up the opportunity where there

1101 was the option to look at the differences or if there
11 '1 are differences between when trail users are present
(12) and when they're not. And having this sort of an on
(l31 again/off again approach would give that opportunity
[I') as well.
(15) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: So our feeling or belief
116J would be that there be a little bit of explanation as
(17J to why the two days. because if it hit us, who -
[181 MR. KENNA: I agree.
1191 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: - basically think we
[201 und erstand this whole thing, and mixed us up. maybe a
(211 couple words to exp lain why two days doesn't look
(221 ridiculous.
(23) MR. KENNA: That's a helpful comment .
(241 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: On trail use, the second
(25) bullet, I thought perhaps - "Explain that the free
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[I) permit requirement is to increase education and
(2) provide a system for monitoring trail use."
(3J That was the explanation that came out of our
(4) discussions as a reasonable use.And th en perhaps if
[5] that 's the case, you would also expand on th e
(6) explanation.
[7) MR. KENNA: I think that's also helpful.
(6] CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: By the way, anytime that a
[9] Committee member wishes to jump in here, please do .

[1 01 This is the representation from your ad hoc committee.
11 1) But. certainly, it is just that, a recommendation.
(12) And I just thought it would be he lpful if we had Jim
(13J up here to explain some of these that we weren't too
[14) sure about.
[IS ) Trail use, fourth bul let. "The question
(16J arose concerning the 'nine years' target date.
[17J Perhaps an explanation should be pan of this
(18) paragraph.And if the nine years is necessary, then
(191 perhaps the paragraph might be changed to read, .
(2OJ 'Within nine years, Seasonal Trail Area closures will
(2\ ) be phased in, as new perimeter tra ils are
[22) constructed: Finally,it is suggested that th e 'new
(231 permit trails ' be identified as a pan of this plan."
(241 The concern that brought up that last
(25) sentence was that if some i~entification wasn't made
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i
j (I ) MS. WATLING: I am sorry - the tire crews
; 121 in particular coordinate very we ll.And I encourage
1mthat too. Out we have a big tour-wheel-drive fin:
: 141 engine that !3L;\\ sent up with a crew of six that rea lly
i 151 supplements our little: crew ofthree and volunteers.
/161 So it's kind of there . rdon't know if it's
i f'1 forma lized. but at least they are all looking at the
i (SI same issues and working together on them.
! 191 MR. WAITS: Well, to bring up tire as a big
;1'0/ example, in parks we have certain areas where we would
!(1'1 not be opposed to letting things burn.There are
:(1 2] other areas, such as cultural sites , that we would go
!(l31 to great lengths to protect from fires .Things of
I .
1(14) that nature.
1r151 And so we know that. We have that in our
!(161 plan. r think the Monument needs to have that same
1(17] type of approach overall so that we all know what each
I('SI other is doing in the event of a fire that escapes
1(191 boundaries; we have a good, coordinated response with

1

11201 everybody that has a piece of the pie dealing with it.
(2IJ CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Any oth er comments?

I(22J Questions?
[231 . Thank you, Connell. .
(24) Next item is the discussion concerning the
[251 recommendations by the ad hoc committee on th e Plan
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o

I ~
Q.

I
(I' ~~~dment. ~~~ Plan Amendment, and Trails Pla~ . · · - "
(2J • And.jtm, if you might make yourself

. (3) available at the podium if there's any questions,
~J comments, since th is Is your baby.
151 ~ directed at our last meeting, the work
(6J groups met and discussed the BL\1 draft trail plan, and
[7J then on July 30th representatives from those
(8) committees met at my call and discussed the various
[8) .portions of the Plan and how they might affect their

(1 01 committee.And then after chatting a bit about that.
("J we then decided to go down piece by piece, square by
(12] square, as it were, and make recommendations.
(' 31 The recommendations, then, as set forth in
(f 4) the memorandum to the Monument Advisory Committee
(lSI which you find at your desk before you dated Jul y
(fS] 30th . "Subject: Reconunendations on BLM draft Santa
(17] Rosa- San Jacinto Mountains Trail Managem ent Plan "
(f8) refer to the Executive Summary.
['8) Executive Summary. page 523, concerning the

. 1(20) trail use. if you look to the first bullet. and
[2f) suggested that th ere be some explanation as to the
(Z2l reason for th e two days per week schedule, and it was
123J suggested by one of the Committee members - it was
(24) meant to evaluate the impact of human activity on th e
(251 she ep .
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luly JO. 2002

MEMORANDUM TO MONUMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Subj: Recommendation. on BLMDraflSan.. RosaandSan Jacinto Mounralns Trails
Management Plan

As agreedon al our last MACmeeting,represenlalives of our fourworkgroupsmel this date as
an A<!hoc Groupand aiRed uponthe following recommendations '0 the subject plan:

Executiv. Suromary, PageES·2J
Trail Use, roD' bullet: ExplainthaI the reasonfor the two da)" per weekschedule
is to evaluatethe impactof humanacdviryon the sheep.

Trail Use,secondbuller:Explain that the free pennil requirement is '0 increase
educatioa and provide. $)'$tem for monitoringtrail-we.

Trail Use, feurth bullet:Thequestionaroseconcerningthe "nine y..,." lArge'
date, p.map, an ..pl.n.tion should be part of this paragraph. lfth. niney..,.ls
n.c.sJat)', then perh.p. th. paragraph mightbechanged to read"Withinnine
yean, Season.1Trail Area closures would be phased in. IS new perimeter trails
are eoastrueted", finally, it is SUUested thaI the"new perimeterrrstls"be
idenrifled ... pan of this plan.

Trail Usc, rofth bullet: TherewasdoubtexpressedthaI the SheepAmbwadors
were ...onh the expenseand perhapsihould nOI be continued.

Execulive Summ.ry, PageES·24
Camping: Changethe ...ords"esscnti. l sheep habit.I"10 "S.ason.1 Trail Are a",
Th.... is. largeareaoflhe Monum.nl oulSid.th. designlled Se.,onal Trail Arm.

Eleculive Summary, P'II. ES·2S
New Trail Development: There..... questionraisedas 10th.luly I lolanuary 14
Iimil for trailconstrucdon, since theseare perimetertraits andmostlynot within

the essenrialsheep h:lbit31 area,

Murroy Hill Focili,i..: It is suggested 'hallhe ...ord"permanently"be inserted
prior 10 the word " relocated' in lhl#third line .

Executive Summary.P'ije ES·~7

~Iolorized CommercialRecre.,ion Activities: MACwili probablybe,ugijesllnll
'hallhe portionof DunnRosd trom Highway74 10the nonh side of the orchard
1)( open foryeararounduse to provideopportunities10 utilizetwo trailsin the
area, IIwill furtherbe suggested that 'his pontcn or DunnRood be Improved10
allowuse byallll1'es of 51ree1 vehlcles, Addi'ionally, we would suSs.s'lhal

. I.nsoage be added ,h., wouldprohibu through-travelon the remainderof Dunn
Road.

These: arc suggeslionsor the work groupsand in no way are mecnt to limit discussionby
membersof MAC" theirmeetingon Ausus, J, 2002,

Respeclfully Submitted:

Ed Kibbey
AdhocGroupChair
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16. ~OO ~ DAC r.port . pg. ~ l

The cur rent e f f ort to de.lqnat e driveabl e t rail . i n severa l pl-anni nq
areas was di scus s ed. to see ado! providinq valid eviden c e tha t certain
t roU t IIl\IIt be clos ed due to :t
e vi denceo f environmenta l impact s on thoae t ra i l. , t he BLM i s ta kinq t he ,-
approac h ofelc'ing all dirt roadl and trail , to vehicle us e unl e s s t he _
us ers haveidentifi ed th em as
tra il. t hat n. ed to remain open A • and they are c l osinq somoof those i f ::!
al terna t e rou t • • are available ! Many member s of th e CAe expressed .....
conce rn about th e
prol! t er atinq trailclolure s since acc es s tor all publi c l and users i s
being' denied . InclUded &P\ong the dis.entera wecerepceae nce c Lves f rom
the cattl e industry. the mining
industry. t he filmingincustry. County 80ards of Supervi sors. the OW
cOll'lll\ln i t i .. . a nd . ven thewildli fe prot.ction cOllllllW\iey .

The qu..tion of lIIOney wu railecl. None of the plans acldr e ss the con to
impl ement cheirreconwqnc1&t1on.. Thl C••e r t DlatrictJ1anag er indicat ed
tha t . h. has u.e<! up
t his ye.rA "I budq .t .trudy &lid there area evera.! more month. to qo in 1 _
this U seal year. To 1mpl em.nt . 11 of the new manaq.m.nt plans and 'II
monttor the reaultwould t ak . _
s .v.ral tim.. the . t a ft eurrently available A • and no inereasedbuclqe t rv
~~t~:~~~iP;~ ·~h: :n~f r:~~~~i~r 8LM appr opr ia t ed funds are be i nq (J
a t t.mpt i nqt o implement th... unrealistic plan s will b. that Q,.
impl.mentation l e hedul el willnot be m.t and the env i r onmen t al is t qroup.
will . u. the 8LM one. again forfailing
to 1mpl.m.nt plan ••

Do•• &lIy of this matter to the c alifornia De• • rt D1It rictSLM7 Th.
an.w. r 11 a r ..ouncl1nqa ClNOla 7 Not on . sinql. el....nt of &lIy ofth. n.w '"
Cesert Kanagement Plans . r , . ,

addr• • • • • I ven mai ntaini ng . tatus quo forpublic: land u. er l . Certainly, N
there 1Ino m.ntion of . xpa nd i ng public u• • opportunities . Instead. a -
l i ngle l o l ut i on po l1ey 11 beinq V
a pplied acro.. the board tha t ean onl y b. d..er ib.d u A lIIIanaq.ment by 0..
Clo.urell 7

Th. unfortunat e 'r u ul t ' of t his managem~nt by ·c l oi urephilol ophY. tli at
iqnor.. input from a majority of cI..ert inter elt qroups. 1Ithat more and
more I1tiqat1on will tollow.
Th••• int ere.t qroups are banding toq.th.r. with California
bu.in••••• th at ar e being impacted by conc inuo\u manaqement by c l o.ure .
to halt thisun tai r a nd illeqal proce.. .
LltilJationby e nv i r o-extremis t qroup. hu been s o e f fe c t i ve in di rect inq

8LM pol1ei.. t M t ot he r interest. are l .ft wi t h no eltem a t ive.

A A crlut hope! 7 propo.al was offe red t o t he SLM a t the ., . etinqto avo i cl
expanding litigation eesea . !twas propo. ed by recreetion repr..enta t i ve
DeMer that. if the
8LM "an qet thunvironm.ntal qroup. that . ued the desert distriet ee pu t
up . ome money , theothe r inte rll t vroup. wi l l IM cch th at ImOWlt . The
lIIOn.y woul d b. uI .d to
perform a u d ou••cientifie . t ucly ot t heeal1tom ia De. ert Torto ise .
Law l ui t.wou l d ItOp . t he oeurt Tort01l. R. cov.ry Pl an would b. upda t .d .
&lid pl&ll l wouldineorpor a te
the r ..ults of the Itudy. If the e nv ironm.ntal groups a re seri ous abo ut
IIvi nq the tortoi .. , they .hould jump a t t his offer. Wd "ll . ee !
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J1JNE. ~oo~ CA OESERT ADVISORY COUIJeI~ HEETING REPORT

ItI REPORTER'S CERTIACATE

By
A.oy Denner . Reereat ion

Repr ••entf,tive

121
(:II I.judtth \1;' GiU~sple. ~ cerufied shorUwuJ

fC) reporter. \10 hcrclly cerufv thai the 10r~ltol11~ P&I:C'

151 eempnse ~ rull. l1\ICand correct transcrrpuon (II thc

lSi pro«~d!n~s had and the iesumenv taken al thc ht'MI11~ In

f7l thc hcr~lIIlxrore<ntlUc\l mauer or june 29. 211U~

'II Dalcd Illn 19th da~' or july. 2002. at

!VI R,\·cr5ldc. f..u.lornta

(to\

I":
t~~

· 1' 3)

I":
1'5;

Judtth \l' GillespIe, OR :-';0 3-1 ()

(til

~ t r:
"11

I'll

1201

r?'l

rnJ

The California Desert District Advisory Council (OAel is aboard ot 15
lndivldua1J who have interest. in the California deee s-e . Tni. Council,
appoint.d by the U.S.S.cr.t...y
ot the Interior. established under Federal 1..... il .lJppo.ed to advilethe
Bur.au ot Land Han.qement II LK) on the rnanaqement ot the 10 million
acree.lifom!. desert
district ,

"'t a O...C m•• tin9 held in £1 cene re durln9 O.c.mber . ~OOlaevoral

Jiqnl!lcanc recommendations .....ere a\ade by . the CAC. to the BLH. on a
voteof 10 in fAvor to '2 oppo••d.

Tho••recommlndacion. were as followll

In thelmperill Sand Dune. Recre.tion Are. Management Plan. the Northern
,E.ltern Colorado MAnagement Plan INECOI , and the Northern
HojlveKanlgement Plan C\J
lNEI101. the BLII should Includ. a provlolon to miti9ate1~acts on land N
user. jUlt likl it tftitlqace. iznpact. on theenvlroNMnt. For example, if 0
~~·~~~l~~~:.t~~u~;O~~SiqnitiClnt impaction Inendlngered speci.l. V
another are. Ihould be opened or expanded toccmpensate far the cIc.ure. a-
Blcauleof the lack: of recent Ici.ntitic .cudie. at the Ita CUI at the
O••,rtTereail. I. .. ehe speci'l thae 1. driving the decisionl included in
the nlwplanl ... implementation
of the NECO , N'EMO plan. Ihould be delay.duntil new 'tudi'l can Do
compl.ted .. B~H biol09lst r.portin9 at the ·m. e t l n9 acllnitt.d that no
goodleientific dltl exiles to .
.upport BLII plaMin9 actIon., which con.llt.ol.ly of clolurel of public
land. to public use.
Slmilarly,cattl. 9razin9 r •• triction••hould not be IlllPl ....nt.d until
turtherlcudi•• at th_ De.ert Tortoi.e are complece .
OHVare•• recoll'lMnded tor clolure 1n the meo Plan. with no evidence of
OHVimpact on species, Ihould reJn&in open.
... r.c.nt o...c .... tin9 WI' h.ld In Baratow on .J un. ~8th~ ~9th, ~OO~. At
thatmeetlnq, it was reported that none of the DAC recoamendationa will
b.illlPl ....nt.d. No
sound Icientific.vidence or rational analyais wa, provided to support
the.e deciaion, .

173;

17&1

1251
Page ~66

When the per.on relponJIible for drafting the NECO Plan waacontronted
wi th I IIYou mu.t hive overwhelminq evidence ot ow icnpactl in the
OliVer••• you are closin;
to Il1Dor. the o...e. -I reco.....ndation with a vot. · of 10 to ~•• II thAt
tru.?'? The answer wa. a cmoa 1. The SUi hal done no enviroru:nental
stud!e. inthole
are•.

It wa. reported by the BtJ1 that the new Coachella valleyplan. currlntly
bein9 d.v.loped, trut. 31 .peci•• , TKAT AAJ: NOT ON AIl'tENDAIlGEREll
SPECIES ~IST, II
it' they vere already listed since' lithey lIlig-htlDEneday be threataned or
endang.red •• 7 In the .ntire l,~ million acre Coach.llA Vall.y (th. Pal..
Springlcorridor along
Fwy. 101 there i. not a .in91. plac. that a kid can ride hio/herdirt
blk. le9ally aft.r .chool . . ....11 OHVare.. have be.n clo.edl .
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:' : uidc: for conservation purposes. u J understand it - and

l7: correct OK if I'm wrong.Jim.And today, there is not a

f), suWe place an the enure Coachd1a Valley where a kid can

!4' nde Ius dul bw:: after school.And I juSI have to wonder

is: 9o'h.a1 those Iuds are doing with their time after school

lSi ansll:::a.d oC uSllli up their energy on the lide of a hill

:-r somewhere .

II : And fi.na11)', I find il absolutcly ludicrous

IV Uul maror Land managemenl plans are being made based on 31
po: S(leClCS Uut rnqtht some day be lIsled? I mean. thaI

:": cerwnJy draws a real picture of where the BLM stands

:'7. retsuve 10 the c:nvu-onmcntaJ issue versus the public use

" J' Issue.

... MR. KENNA: WeU, two llunIts . One, they arc

IIs; slill us~ thar molorcycles.They haven'I stopped, and

1' 1: UuIIS somel1unJt we are trrUlIt to:address, and we just

:' ;; naven't fij:ut'C'd out how.And I agree with you that thaI

" . ; needs 10 happen because what's happerung now is we have got

:'11: pnvate Landowners and some oC the others rca1Jy up in arms.

:?C: And Uut 's not Cau' either, 10 pUI them an thaI position.

:;": So I afJec WIth ~'ou.We are tr')'\Ili to ....orle on it.The

iZ7. state has apC'cd thaI it's an ara thaI needs to be

173; addressed.We don 't have apecmcnl from Slate Parks yet.

f7.J but acrualJ)' Fish and Game has u.k.c:n the lead on that ,

f7S1 MEMBER DENNER: The closure orWincty Poinl I
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('1 could have been delayed until the problem was so lved .ThaI Iu CO
(2]' would have taken aw:ay a 10 1 of the impact. Q. rIl
PI MEMBER FERGUSON : Yeah. but, Roy, Uul was

f41 congressionally done by Mr. Clinton, so -

(SI CHAIRPERSON KEMPER: One al a time, please.

111 MR, KENNA : l trunk jert's poin; is right.

(7J For us to make a decision inconsistent with CcdcnJ ~w is

(I) probably not where we ought to go. But the other thing is

IVl in terms of the species coverage list. II was acrualJy

(10] deve loped by CVAG.An d It'S those species Uut the ciues

11 II and county want to be covered for.And an Uu t process.

(Ill they will get a secuon t().A permn, which means tha t the y

(13] will be able to , with whatever survey requirements happen,

1'4) they will be able to issue bwldUlg permits Uut cover those

('51 species without going through consultauon ajtaUl with the

(I f) Fi.shandWUdlife Service.And that's the purpose from

(171 their standpoint. It helps streamline their perlDlrtmg

111] processes, and they sec that u a posruve. So If you can

11v] understand it (rom the ety and county's perspecuve, I

(2OJ think it wi.lJ make more sense .

f7 1J CHAIRMAN KEMPER: Ally other comments? 11u.nk

l22'1 you, jim.

(73) MR. KENNA: I also apologize, I'm goang 10

(2.1 have 10 leave. One of my employees L5ge~ marned tlus

[2S1 afternoon, and I told her I would be there .
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, . then oUlcJ also the closure In Indio Hills . I w o uld Uke to

7. knll~' ho w vou propose - and I understand Drop 31 , but tha t's

'J' ~h" ,I"rn.t.Ies south, almost. I'm lt0lng 10 as sume: It'S close

• . I II ,,, rruJes easl or ",·tulever of where th ese tndl uonaJ uses

:~ ; ,He.1I AmI ho w do ~'Ou propose 10 gel the local community

:6' 10 'WI USlnlt Drop 31 as an OHY area?

7' MR. KENNA: I'm nOI sure thai thai as wtul

.•' we ~re ,ltOlnlt 10 need 1000.1 don't Uunk thai Drop 31 will

'I' : ~cJcJrr" the mororcvete-out-the-back-ocor lund of user. It

"=' cJ''C"'" 1 see lhat.11 currently IS a carnplnlt am W1lh

., ,, Ih rr C' ,w hC'C'lers and Iou r-w heelers In th e wash .l1ut's the

'7'; Io.JncJ .. ' use It'S 1t0IlC'n (or a lonlt umc, and I would

" J' ~n ll~ 1('''le Uut Uul would conunue.

" 0, I uon I - I a~C'e WIth yOU thai Wlnd~' POint

'Or \.I"('I,,,"c, some UKrs The prunary UKr base there IS out of

; ' 6j Or"n,lte (;ount)·, has been, and one of our dlfficulues has

" :- been II 'S lars:ely Sparush·spc:akmlt ,And so we trl el.! 10 put

:' .: r.lnJ:er, oUI there WI speak Sparush when we C2Il.And we

;'9: Me In'mlt to work WIth the state on a new area.The area

;21:: Ih.1t ~'e arc 100lunlt al rlltJ'll now IS norlh of - u 's nOI

j?': fCl.k raJ There lust aren't any opuons that Will allow us

;n: lei meet uie PM·I0 alr quiLl.lry reqWl'Cmcnu WI the valley

j7)j tu_ to meet to ltCI us Iujth",-ay tundanjt for lhOK Interchanges

/70j IrC'Cd up and to meet tne pcmultUllt ~wremenu (or Fish

I2Sl and ~'aJ<1liIe ScrvJcc for both the Clues, count)', and us ,
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(I) I don't think there Is anyirung there, to be

I2l quite honest. But the options arc very J.imjt.ed.Where most

1'31 of the use occurs right now - as you indicated is

141 correct - it's trespass use on private Lands and also on

ISl Indian land.And particu1:lrly around lron Door is probably

(6J where it 's most concentrated, Those issues, while the~'

f7J won 't be BLMIssues, J suspect that the local jurisdicuons

(I ) will have to uk.c a pretty hard look at those, given the

(VI vacant or disrurbcd va.c:ant Lands ~uirc:mcnu in the sUle

11 01 implcmcnution plan in order to get the air quality stuff

I l l) addressed,

(12) So it 's a tough problem.There Isn 't jtOllljt to

(131 be an e:::uy sotuuon,You know, the ciues, if vou look at

(l41 it from their perspective. arc also faC1l\,lt tremendous

(1 5) pressures in terms of oevelopmen; and hous~ In order 10 ­

(16] where to put these people.The buUdulJt InduslT)' Ieels like

117) lhey have taken the brunt of~s thus (ar.l1ut and the

(1 '1 agrtculrure industry.And they arc ba3lca1Jy s.a~ thaI

l tV] particularly in terms of the au' qualat)· Iss ue . lhe)' expect

(201 the federal agencies to step up and SWt dol11Jt thetr par t ,

1'2'1 nut message came: throulUl pretty loud and clear

122'1 MEMBER FERGUSON; Th e OliV co mmunal)' has - I

(2:11 mean. It nuy not be an issue because Irs on private

/74j property or stare bod 15 where the people arc enc1Jn/: up

('251 ll0lnJ: , But it ISa direc; lInpact trom BL\' closures, AncJ
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;1S ' Iron Door, and the preferred alternauve IS the closure OUI
Page 323
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III from sand and gravel and energy generation to recreation and

m open space.

rJJ CHAIRMAN KEMPER: Before we start on

!CI quesuons.J'rn gOIllR to ask wt the other man:agc:rs that are

(51 ~1"llljt reports being prepared to suy within their time

II' 1111'\115,

"',

MR, KENNA: My apologies,

MEMBER FERGUSON: Firsl. aJJ the presenters,

191 vou guvs are doing an exce llent job with the Power Potnt.

110: II would be rcaJ helpful if we could lave copies of that.

MR. SANCHEZ: I will get copies,

MEMBER FERGUSON: I haven't lad a chance - I

fiJI mean, l have glanced through the Coachella plan and I have a

(lC! Iut u( concerns. I understand the Windy Point closure on

:' s: not onlv - re~ardless of the frin~c·tocd lizard issue, I

I' I ! ;,U)() understand that because it's a monument, that vehicle

I' r: travel Ius to stay on desl~ted trails, which isn't ~01ll8

p ' ! III h.lppen 111 the sand)' area,

~I that aside, you lave displaced a 101 of

[20: pe op le out of there and nOI gsven them a lot or places 10

;1': 110 '" v,'hat Ius happened now .5 there: has been a lot of

;?7'. anlru\lun throughout the pTlYate property and the CoacheUa

rn: \'.111('\" preserve.

~"w, I know that there .s a lot of uses out at

III nus ISsand and Jtf'2\'el.\\'e currenuv have

J?: producuon orr of fcderallands al about 600,()()t) tom a

[3) ~'ear \I'c have about 33 nullJon tons til reserve.j« ~ 1~\'e:l1,

141 plus, 01 suppues We also have private suppllcs cormng on

(51 line Our rudlt"lenl. JU\'cn our opuons. 15 10 buLld our

fll re5Cl'VCS system so that we have plenrv of supph' OUld we
m won't be III thc srruauon thall.A, and Orange County arc

'II III

:v. Here 15 the annual unp tementauon informauon

1' 0; and lU51 the jtcncral COS15 WI wc arc Joolunll .II tor the

1" \ Icoeral Sloe o l the plan Issue "'"as ralscd prC\,ou\l\, ;/.bOUI

11 7. what "''ill that cost, and these arc esumaies 01 Wh.ll llal

;'J: Ilencrally "''\II ron

IIC; ~ III surnnury, 11 you arc jtOlnjt 10 remember ~

lIS] Ie"" Uunlls, thn 15 a mulu'Iu'rlsWCUonaJ pLararun~ dforl

liS: It's not lust 8L\1 There IS an excepuonal 1C\'cl 0'
,,~ IncluSlvencss over a lonll period of urne There MC ,I

II' : number of tu~h profue ISSUC) and areas In\'ul"cd an Ihe

IIV! \'aJJer And that ""e bebeve ""C can deuver both

!?OJ conservauon and tn!rastrUcNrc to support the \,"Iue\ and

[2' 1 theU' developmenl needs over ume \I'c arc comrrutted 10

1m deuvcrtll,lt thc resuJu thaI we &p«d 10 WIth thC'C1Ues and

rn: county And we lave ta""sUIl ISSUCS, bur we have trlcd 10

[2CI Wrut the cffect of that 10 the schedule ,And 'WC beueve

[?SJ WI we have come up WIth a way to provioe lor evervtrung

Page 322

Page F-104



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F - Public Comments and Responses

1'1 bUI PM·IO is a much. much laricr part of it in the Coachc:11a

I7l Valle)', JtlVen the current issues with EPAand highway

IJ j tunc1l.nft and 50 on.

14; Route ~lgnation: There: is com p le te: route:

IS: dcs1JUUuon .It's pretty Iimited.There: is not a lot of

/s; route: mileage that you can work with in the Coachc:11a

;;-: Valler

I': TraLI awugemcnt is probably the biggcst

tv: public Issue. And then there: is a series of pcnnItlcd uses

I' ~ that I will quiclcly run through.

,II: All rllthl .What you sec here: is just - I

1'T. told rOU aboUI all the: areas that have existing protection

P3; on them.The wildc:rness arc:as arc the: yc11ow.This is the:

"4; ~auorW Monumc:nI.The:se are: the: c:xistingACEC areas.

:' S; Chuckwalla Bench.nus is the: fringe:-toed lizard reserve.

I' S: nus one: shows the route catt:gories and the:

i';, om' areas thai were under consideration.As I indicated,

,II; the opuons Ul Coachc:lla ValIe:yarc: very Iimi ted.This is

I' ~: ~'Uld}' POUlI up al this c:nd of the: valley.There is a small

!?OJ area Ul Indio Hills .There is anothc:r one down here: and

I?'J this would require withdrawaJ revocation because it's

'1221 currc:ntJy under Bureau of Rc:cJamation down at Iron

1131 Door.And th en Drop 31.which is a traditional use area

1'4' parueuLul}' on weekends.Iocal usc: picnicking and

:(2SI three-wheeler use in the washes, thai sert of thing out of
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(1J the: areas around north e:nd of Salton Sc2. pius there ISsome

('2]' de:stination OHV use, similar 10 Glami s, wh er e 'I has

('3J verucles affiliated with camping.

f41 MR. DANNA: Jim. you have gone over IS ,

(51 MR. KENNA: I will try and wnp Utis up .

lSI These are: the trail issues: II lus mainly 10

f71 do with bighorn sheep, We: work very close ly W'\th the: tulunJ;

(8) and equestrian groups, as we ll as with the b iologrsis We

(Ill hav e: hammered OUI a consensus alternauve W'\th the countv

(' OJ and cities.

1"1 One: tlun~ before: we: lo ve this You can see

(1 21 the: development area on the photo.And remember, we arc

(131 318.000, and we: are: gOUlg 10 pUI almost double thaI In thI;'

11 41 valley in the next 20 years .

(IS] This is a wild horseand burro sue . Irs

(' Il joint W'\th the A~ua Caliente band, and 'I"e arc working on

(17'1 reducing or elinwullnlt the horses there.Tlus IS an

(II) exchange area W'\th the: tnbe .nus IS the: ""Nle'l"aler

11V] aJIotme:nt.1t Ius been III resl for three years now,

I?Ol although we have: nOI seen a 10 1 Ul the 'I"ay of results S:1\'cn

(211 the drought condiuons and 50 on. It will conunue In rCSI

l22I These are wind energy sues, and the 'I''UlU energv '1'1 11 rernam

~1 more or less the same, and we will not have WUlU energy I1l

(24) the Nauonal Monumenl. whrch is basically south of IlIJ1,h 'I"a\

(2S) Ill.
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1': The other parlOr Uus tNI I also cmpha5w:d

17, 15 tNI there 15 a 101 of apaClt)' bul.ll 1tI to do

1'3: unplerneruauon There arc a number or sl10njt partnersrup«

1' 1 thaI alrad" exut.Tribal aJtTecmcnts arc 1tI place ,We

IS: have advaso~' and I'IU1UJtcmcnl commmees. both federal . the

lSi :'-/atlonaJ Monument, and a number or local ones as well

f7l Fncnd~ Jtroup~ In place tNI help With the \'arIOUS Uuns:s an

III ccrwn spots, and thaI we have a tusIO~' or the dOlll$:
I'Dj mulu.,unsdJctlonaJ acquisrucn proiecu

fl O: The commuru~' objecuves 1tI terms of _'hal

Illi brought C"'en'body 10 the Lablc and ha5 made: uus, I Uunk. a

I' T. prettv Jtood collaborauve process 1tI IU execuuon IS that

:13; there IS a deSire on all parties, by all parties to make

:..: sure th"l - 'c h.l\·C" cuorwnatcd conservauon and plannans.:

j'S: dec rsrons so -'h". -'e deCide on the h:dcrallcvcl makes :\CnS('

liS: -,th the' CIt)' II happens 10 apply to

fl ~ The' second Uunl:. C"'e~'bod~' -'aIlt.' 10 -oaJk a_-ay

flll ~,th some cenamrv whether they arc the conservauon

fl l ; cornmurutv or the hUlldmjt commururv And the Uurd Uunl: IS

f?C j thaI we meet a Secuon ~ consunauon The clues and the

r7 '1 counry meet the 10·1'. JlcrltUl In order 10 streamline the

l27l Endanl:ered ~pecles ACI process

17.1: nus 15 ,USI a sununarr. and I won't dwell on

~'J II The formal part of the process I~ down here, bUI uus

r7SI process ha5 been so lons:·runrunjt and 50 open ~,th 50 many
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1'1 loc:almeetings and jurisdictions and~ from dty

121 councils to the Association of G<m::mmcnt meetings tNt I

PI th.inJc almost no one is surprised by the outcomes,

1'1 Here is the incentives and desired outcomes

I(Sl tNl if you look al it from z lC1lc:ra.l public ltandpoint, the

, III most common one is concern, one way or the other. about

f7I quality of life, open space, Then: is a lot of eeotourism
111 in the valley aJrcady.And then looking at some of the

, !VI urban interface issues. one of the mayors is fond of saying

Ir'D) ·We don't want Coa.chc:1b Valley to be one of those places

11111 thai used to be z nice place ~o live," and with due respect

11' 21 10a few folks here, I think he is refc:rTing to L.A,

111 3) Speci.. con ••rvatlon: These an: some of the

11141 high profile ones that are involved in the planning process.

11' 51 And then then: an: certain land usc: things that have to be

11 "1 addressed in order for the communities in the valley to

ll71 function .

111'1 So hen: an: the major issues:Thcn: is z land

i1111 tenure issue.This ha5 a couple of aspects. One is the

:1201 ' reserve assemblage. but the other aspect to it is cost.

1(2'1 CoSI to the loc:al jurisdictions. to the counties, to the

l22l cities .And that's one reason why they were YaYadamant

11231 abo ut federal partidpation.

:12'j OHV·usc: areas. probably the driving and molt

' r751 1uJth<0ncem issue in this case. Spcdes an: part o( it,
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;'; 0 0 1\' plm III town . :" 0 51 obVIOUS one people usualJ)' pick up

:T. on f\ the re ISan onJtolllJt :-lauonaJ Monumenl planrunJt

:'3: pn)ct~s, bUI there arc ICYcraJ other processes wtuch have 10

:" he' me'l WI arc abo concurrentJy JlOIIIJt on. There IS a

:5; !llalc "MIts platuunJt process for the Slale Park al the top

;5' of the tram, 'lIl.'tuch IS also parI of tJus.The Aqua ~enle

i7: baml I~ ,",UlnJt their habllal censervauon plan III their

'fj l'llnsullalJons 'lIl., th FISh and W'L1dlife Sem ces concurrently.

:g: There IS currentJ~ · a number or pl.uuunj;

:'01 cHorlS JtOIOJt on around Salton Sea restorauon down al uus

:' ' I cnd of the \'&lJc~' \l'c have 10 IIIleJU"alc With the four

j'''l /-nrc,. I'I.ln WI s JtOIllJt on In 50uthern Calalorrua.

:')' lIopCluth', thiS Jt,\'e~ vou some Idea of some ur the

,' " cumpleJ.II~· Invulved We abo have an overlap area With :-lECO

:'5) thaI runs haslcall~' from Dallon ROo&d 10 the eas t.

l ' l j Tunc frames and sehedules 'We arc on a verv

:'7: aAA1eSS1\'C ume trame .nus IS the one place where the

I' ll lawsuu hlu afreeled the plan. \l'e have tried very, vcr)'

"'I hard 10 make sure thaI the contents of the plaruung process,

(?OJ parlJeularly JtIven the close retauonshrps we have With

;7'J local Jt0verrunenl w;u nUl affected, bUI II did affect the

:n: lIrrunlt of the federal component of the process,We will

1131 ' have 10 complete II by the end of the year.ThaI's 'lIl.·h)' you

17' 1 sec tJus \·efl '. very awesslve schedule.The plan IS no w

1751 OUIIIId.raIt , It wiJJ be open to comment until September ,
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(lJ the 5th .

[2J Here are the scheduled pUblic mcc:tinls.

(3) )uJy 22 is in Palm Desert. and there is a news release out

felon the table ilyou walltto - you don 't have to write these

[S) down, You an pick them up. We are going to have public

1'1 mcc:tings al all sites right in the middle of the valley to

I7J start. Up at the Palm SPrlnss end of the valley on Tuesday,

III and on Thur sday, we wiJJ be down al the lID board room do wn
/Vl at the very south end,

1'0} One of the thin8s WI I tried to emph.uizc in

fIll our briefing back in DC is Wt there is an awful lot of the

1'6'J history in tJus va1Je)' of invoJvins problems together.We

(13) were one of the first areas in the earl}' c:lJthties to address

(1·1 a listed species LSSUe: and its direcI effect on developmenl

1' 51 in the valley With the Coachella Valley fnnJIe-tocd Li.zard.

I' ll The: local jurlsdicuons, in combll\ation With the Slate:and

(17) federal allenClC5,Iummcrc:d OUI a solul.lon , wtuch resulted III

("/ the lr~e-tocd Li.zard reserve.

f'~ And WI sort of set a pattern WI LS very

(?OJ actrve in the: va1Je~·, We have a joint siles act plan in the

12'1 mountauls With Fish and Game'Then the National C" arc

I22l dcsijUU.tion came &lonlllll 1990, which 'lIl.'a.S secretarial. And

1131 the se are all pr etty much JU"a5s roots eHorts.And it's the

12' 1 same set of IUfisdielJons and interests that work 10Jtether
I2s; 10 solve problems
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1'1 about ~8 percent. \l'e 'Vc ~Ol rune CIties anvolved \l'c are

I?l loo~ to cover ~ I SPCCICS And the concept berund uus I~

1'31 10 make sure wc arc covenng SpeCIC::S that prospecuvely

141 nuJthI be Irsted .There are rune Usled species an the

151 Planrunlt area. and then under the SUlc la~', we ~'lJl be

IS] coveranlt 26 natural commuruues.

f71 The ownersfups, altiWl, arc broken down a

,al IIltJe bit here nus 50rl of reinforces. I 0Unk. ~1u1 you

191 saw III the prior map The reserve acreage thai I~ belll~

I' C! dncussed mosl IIlleml\'el,' 15 reall~' about the I(1O,(XX) or

!' 'j ;WO,OOO acres III the nllC'y Iloor where tne development

1'2'1 pressures are the most mrense

1131 J( vou look ;1\ II purelv lrom a BL\1

lU I sU1ldpolllt. tne pubuc lan d acres Lhal BL\I bf1nl't~ 10 this

1'51 ptanrunlt proces!o " :!8~.OOO out of the 1.:! nullion The ilL"

:'6) Ptanrunll area u slJ~hth' larger. sunplv because of some

1' 7J thlzlA' we needed 16 pICk up III terms of the Ca1Jlor~

I'a: l)e~1 Conservation Area thaI aren't strlclJy III the "alley

flVI F.x.ample would be the remamder of\l'hlle~'alerACED and the

i701 alIotrnenl

[<'1 L:rban interface IS3 bl~ deal (or us \l'e arc

l77J affected nOI IU~1 h~' the Itro~'th thaI's It0llljt on rrght there

1731 10 thC' vallC'y, hUI we have a 101 o( people, 15 youknow,

174) that come 10 the Coache1J.l \'allc~' for lounsm purposes . ',Xo'e

r251 nave a IuJth volume or folkJ .And we bve f1,u,1 next door,
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(11 just over the hill, 10 24 million people.

I?l The a~ecment10 do joinl planrung, which was

PI the BL\1 commitment 10 work direclJy With the cities and

141 counry was initialed in 1996, which started the monthly

151 meetings that have all been public, All of the intenm

(6) produc ts have been p ublic dra.fu and aired a t those

f71 meeungs . So it 's been a very, very open process.

181 The lead agency in the process ha.s been

[9! Coachella Valley ASSOCiation of Governments .And in my

(101 rrund , they have done a masterful job . If you look at it

l' '! from a BL\1 standpoint, the: Coache:1JaValier IuSlonc:a1lr has

(I t) alwavs been an area WIth a lti,u,lC'VeJ of conservation

(131 desrgnauon III the v:Uley.Most recently the nauonal

114 ' monument, which passed by law and actually was a locallv

(l SI ,ltene:rated billllul came out of Uus PWuun,lt process.

(1&) The:re are live ACECs, all of course wiOUn the valier and

(I T1 four wilderness are:u, So if you take the toul of the

('11 elU~unlt 'pec:a.aI areas already WltJun the valle)', remember

(l gi th~1 our IOul planrung acreage IS 283.000. The BL\1's

i70: exisung and special areas are already 2S0,OOO,

17': ;IpprolWnalely.The oecrsron areas for other resources are:

r27. (wi\' narrow and limited.

rnl nus one, J OUnk - JUSI wanted 10 ulk a

:74 ; lillie: bll about the overlaps and retauonstups to other

1751 ploUl~ In thIS case, It'S verv complex. \l'e are: not the:
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1'1 you who WCl'C al Ute IDCC~ in De5CTt Hot SPrlnBS when we

m went OVC1 this before. But I think ror others it will be

Pi very unporW\t roundation material.

~: And a little bit look at the schedule.Talk

ISj aboUI the partnC1ship and the w:ay \h.inIs were developed in

II : WS ""'''~'.Ther arc similar in some n:spcc:u to whal you
rr. heard for Wesl Mojave, although in some w:ays I would sa)'

II: even more so .We spent almost - although not rorma1l)·. we

1'0: spenl almost SLX years in a quasi-scoping type or tra.mcwork

11 0: ...,lh monlhl)' meetings that were public. working sidc-by..idc:

:. '; ""''1lh the cllles and the county.And baslcaJJr, we an: all

l' :: worklnlt orr or the same plan.
!" Public parllclpauon as a resull w:as also very

" " mtensrve .\l.'~ willltlve a bnef overvie...· or some or the

!' ~ ; nulor Issues and decisions and talk a little bit about whal

:'1: the COSI and unplementauon looks like

:':-: JUSI Ior context, we are Ulvolved in six

1'1: habl~1 conservauon pLa.nnins: processes Ul Palm Spr~s and

:'11' ~ulh Coast , MOSI or them are on the South Caut side , so I

:70: won 't spend a 101 or ume with you rolb on those , BUI in

, :7'; J:encraJ . thcr always snvolve a rdationstup with loa!

r2T. Jlovernments wh ere we arc~ to joUlOy develop a O'OS5­

r7.\; lunsdlcllorW plan to make sure the decisions work.We

1"'; have IWo Ul san DIC:go County. One in Western Riverside:

125: Coun~·.And W I is a Coachella Valier Plan, We also have
Page 312
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(11 one in a small area in San Bcnu.n:llno Counl)'.

l2'l A little bit about land ownership. The color

[JJ you sec here. this is lhe 8lM land.This is Joshua Tree

~1 National Park.nus is San Bernardino National Forest .

(SI There are s~le lands. lhe blue color right here, blue color

Ie) here. blue color here, Wh.11 I also pointed out back in DC

rrI is nOI only do you see - you might assume that everything

III that is state is under a stngle JUrisdiction , and iI's not ,

1'01 We have State Parks land. We have fish and -

Illll land managed by Fish and Game. And we also have Lruversirv

Illi or Riverside research center thaI's Ul the planNnlt area .

It2) Similarl}-, thas color. wtuch IS tribal. represents five

tlJt different tribes involved Ul the plaruUng process

114) The bottom line IS - and hopctuUy thas

lI S] conveys it - It'S a very complex set of ownerslups and

118) partnerstups invotved in thas planning process , BL\1 IS one

it T) or those, and we an: not in this by ourselves.

(11'1 Here is some ractual uUormauon thaI puts

11 8) ~s Ul context. First or all_ if )·ou loo k al the lotal

j2QJ county, this is the acreage . BUI if you look at lhe plan

1211 acreage across the war,and the plan ilself IS a little over

[221 a quarter or the total counly. You make a simi.W'

~I comparison. poputauon at the county level. if you look at

12'1 CoachelLJValier It's ~IH.OOO now; 2o.yc:ar projecuon IS

1251 600.000. Poputauon growth rales from 1990 to 2000 arc
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1'1 if tht' closure or the ~,Ioerness IS even rrotecU11~ the

IT. species

P: And aSlW\. I m SlOIJ1$: to itO back to 'a1ut R.a.ndy

14: said . Here we have closures for ~'c:ars and years and "cars,

IS; and we ar t' ~uJ lllc:l1lSl - the moronzed access commururv I~

'f: still bclOSl dulSlt'd lor tht' de!ICrt torlol!IC decurung.And

I7l yel there: aren I anv reports or proo! of thai

If : CHAIRMAN KEMPER: Okay DICk.. can we move on

Ii: with the rrel>CnLalion'Thank vou verv much

1I0; MR. KENNA: I m Jun Kenna I'm the facld

III) ma1UJler In Palm :-rrl1llt~

" 7. Be/orc I launch into ~cheUa.ant! I don ' I

113: wan t lCl IX'lat~ur lIlc arltumc:nl. bul I do hope people will ICXlk

114; OI l v.'hal ~';I' uone rn Ihc fmal retauve III rou tes ~I 051 of

Il5i the cornrneruv - and I Uunk jerr, ~'e were or trred verv hart!

PI; 10 be verv responsive and ~dded routes and moved routes from

PT, closed III open And I hope people will Lake a loo k at lIla l

PI: Look at uie I~CI th.al there 15 ever - a rOUIC network of

flV: over S.<X)() nule' in the de~rl And we ilid In' to loo k OIl

[20; Uunlts .And I do thank w e -

~I I MEMBER DENNER: The net resun .\ ~uJJ a

f22J reducuon rn route

1?31 MR. KENNA: I dont mean 10 af ltuC' with yo u

t24J I hope people v.·,11 LakC' a look al th~1 And ,len. I hope

(25l you v.i11re me m ber our lllf' oul lCl Rice Dunes and the
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III conclusions we made on-site wi th you and Ed. My p urpose

I2l really is to talk -

PI MEMBER FERGUSON: II wasn't me by m)"dl,

·11'1 CHAIRMAN KEMPER: U I can take just a

: [51 minute:, Let 's allow the: District Manager to give his

lIS) presentation,We wW have an opportunity (or comments and

I (7] questions, but I wW believe it wW go a 101mon: orderly

I llJ and a lot quicker if we allow him to give his presentations

i IV! and then make comments or ask questions,

1110) MR. KENNA: I wW locus mosdy on Coachella

il' ll Valle:y.You got a little bit of sense of the types of

I" ll issues going on in the Coachella Valley when I did my fic:1d

11I 3) manager report yc:stc:rday,

i114' It's a ditfc:rent sort 01area than most of the

IliS) desert, We were: taJlcing about that at dinner wt nighl.

illS) So hopc:Iully. what I an do in the: course of this bric:!ing

, (IT) is give you some sense of what the ditfc:rc:nccs are an d ho w

11 ' 11 they an: being addressed.

11IVI Hen: is kind 01when: we an: going.The

1(20} bric:!ing that w e:gave back in DC looked - a pretty good

1(2 ' 1 overview of land ownership because it's much more compla

! I'Z21 than the rest of the: CallIomia dc:scrt.Th e planning area

11231 iLSdf. 1wW give you a little bit 01contest in se tting

1174 ' information. a hctua1 review that should give you a

' (25) Ioundation.And some of thi s wW be: a repeat (or those o(
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REP 0 R T E R' S C E R T I r I C AT E

I, Diane L . Martin . a Certiti ed Shorthand

d o hereby certityl

stated and was thereatter red uced to printinq

::<~----,
Uu

That the said proceedinqs were take n down by

me i n ste notype at the time and place therein

Reporter , No. 826 8 , tor the St ate ot Calit or n i a ,

under my direction.

In witness Whereat, I have

subscribed my name this ~~~y
20 02.

4

6

7

5

9

11

12

13

1 0

14

We wi l l stay tor a while and be availa ble

So thank you.

( Th e hearinq was adjourned at 6135 p. m. )

-000-

a nyone e l se wo u l d like to speak . It not, I think

we wi l l qo ahead and close this tormal portion ot

our meetinq.

t o an s we r any questions yo u may have. An d , " aqain,

on behalt ot Jim Kenna, myself, Rachelle, and 8LM ,

we wo uld like to thank you tor takinq the time to

be here and provide your input. For me, I know it

only makes the document better, and we do it tor

yo u as pUblic • • rvants and want to do the best we

can.
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It you look on page 2-7, there's a little expanded. Because I knov this vas mentioned 1n

bit in here that I wanted to talk about. Being a their impact report , You guys had a letter in

local water well and pump contractor, working with there. And this is a lot ot work. And yet it

5

the aquiter and pumping systems on a daily basis,

I'd like to make a tew comments on our declining

4 seems to me that there should be a book three

times this size on what little intormation I have

6 water levels.

bit.

And I can relate to this a little

7

here on this one page.

So I think with the area growing larger

Let 's see. I am just trying to tind a 8 and larger, you know, it's going to attect the

well c l o s e t o wh~re we're Btahd!nq "h e r e . 9 wilderness areas and how the animals act . And,

Jetterson and Avenue 58 is as close as I can get10

11 to this building. In 1992, ~he water level was

10

11

you know, plus, we are lightening up the sides ot

the mountains. And I don't see how that got

12 130 teet. And in the year 2000, it was 175 teet. 12 through, but it did.

13

14

That's a 45-toot drop.

And it we go up to White Water Canyon,

13

14

But anyway, you know , there's -- you are

talking about stream channel size , appropriate

these stream courses get covered up with

development, the areas up against the mountains

soils tor geology and landscape and maintaining15

16

17

18

tour years ago, it was 50 teet. And about two

weeks ago, it was about 85 teet.

And it we go back right up here next to

the wilderness area boundary, in 1985, we had a

15

16

17

18

the stream courses and water courses. And as all
0"­
.,g
Q

r,J
CL.

19

20

21

22

23

water level ot 159 teet. And this year, in March,

we had a water level ot 205 teet. That's 'a

46-toot drop,

And this is right in the area ot the CVWD

recharge area. So they are pouring it in, but

19

20

21

22

23

are more pervious and recharge has a hard time

getting into our groundwatsr.

So that's what I wanted to say. Thank

you.

MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you ,

24 it's still being pumped out. And know that this 24 Mr. McKeever.

25 has a lot to do with, I guess, La Quinta being
15

25 I have no more pink. I don't know it
16
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in and see.

on for y e a r s, becau s e nobody t o o k th e time t o go

riders to mayb e apply f o r certain license s, s o t o

And s o it's not a l wa ys wi se to c omp l e te l y

If you wa n te d ho r sebackshut out the pUblic.

I think it would be a good idea. Most of us just

s pe a k , s o that you know who they are a n d so f o r t h ,6

5

1

7

4

t r a ffi c g o i n g through th ere. An d th e e wes will

g et b ac k awa y a nd get i n safe predi ca ments.

Another thing i s you ca n ' t e x pe c t your

lamb s to s u r v i ve when you ar e protecting the

coug ar, who ha s to 90 home and f eed it s baby

cou9ars. Th ere ha s t o b e a bal ance in everythi n9,

and es pe c ia l l y so in thi s fi eld. Otherwis e, it

1

4

6

5

7

8 doesn't work. You a re going to have one 8 wa nt to 90 up and see what th e a r e a is like , and

9

10

s pe c ies -- you ar e 90ing t o t ry to p rotect th e one

speci e s and it won't work. You jus t r e ally h ave

9

10

if we ride it over and over and over a p eriod of

time , we know if som ebody ha s been up in t ha t

there just periodically, they won't know that.

good common s e n s e. Unfortun at ely, it' s

Thi s is just f OOd f or thought. Maybe

ca~yon~ we know if something has b e en disturb ed,

if plants hav e be .n t aken. You s end a pe rso n in

But that's wh a t I would

like to s a y.

dis appeared these day s.

11

13

12

16

15

17

14

to hav e a balance.

As to closing the s e plac es, the Indians,

if you will remember, tried to clos e off Tahquitz

Canyon. Rememb er they wen~ down end th ey closed

o ff and go t a l l the hippi es out of th ere a n d they

said, "That's it . We hav e h ad e n o u g h prob l ems.

We a re going to clos e it off." Arid they did for17

1 2

11

14

16

13

15

18

19

20

21

22

2 3

many y e ars.

Well, the homel e ss wen t back i n t h er e and

b ecau s e no on e was th ere to g o in a n d s ee thi s

b e a u ti ful ca n y o n a nd sa y , "You kno w what they're

doing?" Th is we n t On for y e a r s b efore th e Indi ans

f ound out . And that wa s tha t t he h ome l e s s we r e

18

19

2 0

21

22

2 3

Thank you .

MS . MISQUEZ , Thank you, Ms. Smith .

Mr. McKeev e r, would you like to com e up?

MR . McKEEVER : J e s s e McKeeve r, 8 2550

Av enu e 60 , Thermal .

kind of got off base here a little

24 lug9in9 in c emen t a n d ce me n t i n g in th e wond e r ful 2 4 b it . But I a m imp res s ed with your hour s of

25 I nd ia n canyons that wer e i n th ere . An d t ha t went
13

25 studie s h e re .
14
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get if you just sit and take the time and are

2

grows all the way around. We down here say it

only grOWS on the north side. But up there, it 2 aware. ~nd I know that in these modern times we

grows all the way around. But they would mark the J don't have that kind of time . But you also cannot

sit in an office and do it in theory and out of a

idea, to keep people out .

It just doesn't work that way.

4

5

6

7

8

north side Of that tree, that little tree, so that

when they planted it - - guess what? -- it was

planted the north side - - the ~ay it started was

the way it was planted around their cabin .

They used to -- they would watch

5

6

7

book.

okay.

Let' •••e.

Closing areas .

was getting down to --

This is not always a good

Because when you keep

down and slaughter the caribou. They never

interfered. They just watched this, and they

waited to see if perhaps the wolf families would

come along, the infirmed would come along and

9

10

11

12

13

animals. They watched a wolf pack one time come 9

1 0

11

12

IJ

the good people out, such as your horseback riders

who just meander along and do not gO up and rope

the deer or goats or Whatever, they are just out

to enjoy the landscapinq, they obssrve . ~nd most

Of those people have a cell phOne. And if you

scouts and report back on things, you would be so

You can't, in those mountains, cover

much better off than trying to hire it ,d o n e .

allowed them to go into theae areas and be your

I am 72 years

I rode these

I've ridden them all.

I have lived here since '76.

everything.

old.

14

15

17

18

H

' 16

claan up the kill, but it never happened .

They had the time to just go and sit on

the mountainside and watch. ~nd it never

happened. And it was strictly a sports kill. ~nd

a lot Of things like that that we city people

don't rsally understand or would try to interfere

14

17

18

16

15

19

2 0 with. 20 mountains 15 years befor e that. So I know what

21

22

And as Gayle pointed out, there are

thing s that man creates when they are tryinq to

21

2 2

I'm talking about. They're big. There's

crevices.

all my life, been around horses all my life . And

it's interesting th e communication that you can
11

2 3

2 4

2 5

study the se animals. I've been an animal lover 2J

24

25

And by the way, no lamb is going -- or no

ewe is going to lamb by a trail. Just doesn't

happen . The smell is there. They are aware Of
12
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2

5

6

8

9
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1 7

18

19

2 0

H

2Z

23

Z4

H

obs erv e. " Sci enc e journal s are tull of s t u d y

docum ent ation, s o - c a l le d inst rument . t te ct s.

"Wind t ag s induce~ ruddy duck s to spend

less tim e courting and more time sle eping . Ear

ta gs on white -tooted mice kept them trom grooming

away their ticks . Hallards wearing one-ounce

radio transmitters rested and preened more ,

started their ne sts later, and l aid te wer and

smaller eg9 s."

Scientists have a n obvious interest in

reducing th e number ot animals that ar e either

Killed or injured in the process ot stUd y . All

to o otten we neglect one ot th e major opti ons that

we h a v s , and that i s to l eave the animais al o ne

and let the humans try and live in harmony wit h

the endangered species.

Ok a y . On the various selections with

regards to the proposa ls by BLK, ther e i s a page

on trails, pag e 4- 2 1 , with regard s to trail

r eroutinq . I am bles sed with th e position ot

b e ing th e Trails Commis sion Board Hember tor

Di strict 4 in Riverside county. I would very much

appreci at e b eing onboard with a n y and all trail

i s su e s with r egard s to BLM, e nda n qe re d species,

multi-species habit at, biodiversity, e t cetera ,
9
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only because I would liKe u s to work harmoniou sl y

toge the r t o map out ei ther existing rou t es, such

a s the Boohott , or alternate ro utes that are

perhap s right n o w ju st pencilled in.

ThanK you .

HS . HISQUEZ: Thank you , Hs. Cady .

B. Hangan Smith?

HS. SHIT H: Oh , my good ness . I

have n 't written my speech yet.

HS. HISQ UEZ: Would y o u like someo ne

else to go tirst?

HS. CADY: Ad-lib , Be t t y . You're g ood

at t hat .

MS. SHITH: Like Gay le, I am trom

Vista Santa Rosa . Hy name is Betty Mangan Smith,

8247 0 Avenue 54, Vi sta Santa Ros a .

Why do I teel I'm qualitied to g et up

here and s p e a K to you peopl e? Well, I worked tor

tour summ ers up in the h e a r t ot British Columbia

with the Canadian Guides . And. I consider them

probably the best e n v i r o n me n t a l is t s I'v e ever

known. Whe n they went out to q et a tree , a

sapling , and bring it b ack t o their cabin, they

would alw ay s mark it on th e north side. And up

t here in Canada , o t course, yo u kn ow, the moss
10
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, 1 MS. CADY: Good evening. My name is preserve endangered species mayor may not be the

Gayle Cady, spelled C-a-d-y.

Avenue 54 in Vista Santa Rosa .

live at 82831

3

exact, pertect way to do it.

Anywlly, a tew things: The methods that

has a Lethal Side."

Thie evening, however, I brought a new

Whatever, moose, in the Alaska area.

article. This one is trom Juneau, Alaska, and it

In this partiCUlar

Some ot the things that have happened

edge. They are trying to get tood and water.

can turn into a selt-tultilling prophecy.

you use are set by the philosophy that you have.

It you think it's okay tor an individual,

endangered species to die once in a While,

untortunately, things like that, thought patterns

ettect they have on their subjects. This is trom

a gentleman Who teaches biology at the University

Wildlite researchers otten underestimate the

Okay . Hoving right along here - - okay.

stress.

it's hot and maybe they were perspiring and the

ot Colorado. Wild animals are living on the

when collars were attached to some animals, maybe

They are trying to survive. They cannot tolerate

get sores, they get intected.

collars began to itch, sO they rubbed, and they

happened to.

article, it talks about a polar beer that that

It says. "Ethical is.ues aside, intrusive research

can change the behavior that scientists hope to
8
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9

8

10

6

5

7

12

13

14

17

16

15

18

19

20

21

24

2 2

23

25

I am not

hiking.

This is my second response meeting to the

report that was issued by BLM and my third meeting

on basically eimilar subject.. I trequently talk

about the bighorn sheep issue, because, obviously,

that's a major issue with regards to trail access

tor those ot us that enjoy riding horses and/or

Now, I just highlighted a tew things.

reads, "StUdied to Daath? wildlite Research otten

This photograph, tor tho.e ot you that

can't see, like myselt, is a picture ot a

helicopter chasing down some reindeer, elk,

one thing I must say, I have the absolute utmost

respect tor those ot you that have gone through

school and learned your prot.ssion.

trying to say anything against the protession ot

the biologists or anything. All I'm trying to do

is explain that maybe what we are all doing to

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

I
13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

GILLESPIE REPORTING' DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT, INC. GILLESPIE REPORTING' DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT, INC.

Page F-91



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F - Public Comments and Responses

The 2000 Recovery PI.n for Bighorn Sheep in the Peninsular Rangel, C. lifomia.
mlde ,pecific recommendl tions for JeI30nl l trail closures in lhe COlchell1 Vill ey
area in order 10 promole recovery of PBS. PI.n f.i ls 10 analy.e I lUll rlnge of
alternlti ves for Trails Management. Specifically, there il no RecoveryPlan
Allemalive for lrails. BLM conlendl lhallhe R=very PI. n il only a guidance
documenl and lhal it is not neceslll')' to retleet ill recommendations II written.
However, the RecoveryPIll! reprelents years of works by PBS biologists having
dec.des of experience, IlId il is very ,pecific on Ihe subject of recrealional Irlil l
around the Coachella Valley. Therefore. Sim a Club andIhe wildlife agencies
have repealedlyrequested thallhere be a Recovery Plan allernalive lhal follow,
the Recovery PIll! accuralely. Instead, the Plan proposes . watered downversion
of the currenl condilion(All A), a walered-downversicn ofth e RecoveryPlan
(All B), 1lIdlhen makes. quantum leap 10 a "I hut every1hing down"venion (A1t
C), IlId then givel No Action (All 0). Thil leave, Ihe reviewer wilh an ".11 or
nothins" type of choice regarding recreationallrai l, in PBS habilat. Moreover,
Ihe reviewer receivel no accurate idea ofwhll the Recovery Plan actually
recommends, or how ill specific recommendalions wouldcompare withthe
altered versions presenled in the PIll!.

AI '.15 IlId 16, Ihe document fail, 10 name the RecoveryPlan IS one oflhe
policydocuments guidingIhil PI.nIOEiS.

The Plan'l discullion of the Sikes Ae:t Plan i, not informative. The Plan purport,
to fuifilllhe Sikes Ae:t Plan objectives, yel the Sikes Plan called for removing
trClpUi roads IlId trails. The DuM ROld was built in trespass,and BLMsued
Mike Dunnregardinglhi l tr~pUJ In the 19701. Yet the Plan preposes tc
maintain thil trespass raid. This inconsistency hal 10beanalyzed.

The Plan also alludes 10 certain "modifications"oflhe Sikes Ae:t Plln il proposes.
What are these modifications? ThoPlan neecb to spell thaI 0lIl.

Tho Plan needs 10 report thll the moniloringdala galhered during the two SCISOnl
of voluntaryclosures demonstntCllhal the voluotary closuresdo not work. Oala
has shown lhallhero il a high percenlage ofdi srogard oflhe se voluntaryclosures.
OnbulYiraill, such u M Smith, Jarge numben of tniJ UICl'I contioue 10

diSl'egard the voluntaryclosum and continue 10 recreate io prime lambins and
panurition habitat dwi"llthe lambinSseason. The eovironmenl&l analysis fails 10

Icknowledge thil fact llld 10 analyu ill probable impact to PBS if it continues 10
eeeur. We hereby incorporate SheepAmbu sador and 1110' enforcement ranger
records by reference; however, the Plan should provide thil infarmllion, or II
lcul an objective summary ofll,lO the public for review.

The'Plan', information aboul lhe currenl required volunlary closuresis
iocomplele. Closure of CathedralCanyon itself, in addition to C. thedral Canyon
Trail, is required by Ihe Stipulation . mong BLM Ind Sierra Club/Cmer for

I~~
N
o
~

J~~

3

Biologieel OiversilylPEER ("Slipulalion"). The Stipulation also call' for hoi
season closures, and advisories, The Plan needs10 beaceurate in ill presentation
oflhe ""isling 'i tult ion, which will remain in force until the completionoflh e
CYMSHCP.

In the event thst rheCYMSHCP il not completed. II 2·25 the Plan assern thai Ihe
1/01 (u revised 2/01) Biological Asses,ment (DA) will bethe defwlt le:tivity
level plan. II i. our understlllding lhal Ihe Biological Opinion (DO)for thai
use..ment hu not been finalized,llId IUrthermore there has been no public
review ofth . above. A1so,lhe Plan differl dramatically ITom the BA. Iflh e Plan
is to propose thi, BA u the default, it must include the BA and ils BO I nd Cully
analyzethem for publicreview and consistency with the RecoveryPlan, this Plan
and other interrelated plans.

We concur that proposedtraill restriclions should apply 10 areas, not specifle
trails. HowOVCf, DLM', Iraill inventory il not complete, For example, omined
trails/routes include: Cedar Creek, Bullseye Roclc; Mad Women Spring. ; Gamet
Ridge; Toro Canyon;Agua Alta Canyon; Martinez Mountain; Sheep Mountain;
Onion Spring' ,

The Plan need, to provide berter maps. For instance, where is the "second gsre"
on DunnRo.d in Section 57 Where in Section I) i' the Bear Creek closur07
Where, precisely, are tho dog-permined areas in PBS habitll? How do lhey differ
ITom the lemporaryBLM dog closures and dog pcnnined areas currenllyin
effect? Where, precisely, are the proposed newOHV areas, and how do lhey
interface withsensitive areas such u wilderness7 Also, potential new perimeter
trail alignmenl' shouldbemappedso theycan bereviewed [for certain newtrails
andconnectorsin LaQuio!&, Palm Desert,Rancho Mirage. Clthedral City, Palm
Spring, newperimetertraill the "Ad Hoc" trail. committee bu providedthem
IlId will continue 10 provide them10 BLM u lhey become lva ilable]

The Plan faillto propose an effective proeess to deal with avoiding human
inlJusion100 close 10WIlersource for PBS. Por instance, the Plan propolCl 10
prohibitcamping wilhin V. mile of wil er sources. Whal if lhe waler source i. V.
mile below campers,within full view of camperl? The Plan needs 10 idenlify
WilersourcesIlId do a oomprebensive view lhed analysi, 10 determine whelher
trailsor polential camping areu, etc. need to beIUrther removed ITom water
sources so that PBS do not avoid ClUc:ial heat stress season waters,

All non-commercial, non-competitive, non-special use permits should beself
Issued II trailhead or made availabl. by internel, phone or fax. Iflhe inlent ii, u
lhe Plan wert,.10 use thia information for moniloringand .da plive management,
lhenBLM should make it u convonient u pollible 10 obtain I permit. If Ihe
permitl are inconvenient to obtain, BLM will not receive nearly u accurate
informalion.
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At theIOUlhem (lOp) end of the DunnRoad,the idealplace10 physically c:ontrol
vehicles is at the exillinglOUlherly BLMglte whic:ll wu carefullysiled in a
dellle in S.16 precisely for the pUrpollof c:ontrolllng motoriud vehicles just two
yearsago. Now,however, lhe Plan proposesto allowvehicles milesnorthof this
c:ontrol point. The OElSfailsto analyzethe feasibility of c:ontrolllng vehicles .
beyond this new limit. Ifit provesinfeasible to c:onlrol ac:c:ess at thisnewpoint,
the Plan's propoul wouldperpetuateDuM Roadimpaetsto PBS and other
re5OU1ces, including culturalresources. The Planneedsto addressthis.

ThePlanfailsto justify c:ontinued motorized use on the upper DuM Road. We
herebyinc:orporate COCAlawsuit,DunnRoadclosureand appeals, etc. by
reference. ThePlanfailsto fullyanalyzethe benefitsof closingDunnRoad
permanently northof the gale in Section16. Instead,the preferred alternative
proposes perpc:tuating DunnRoad,givingrightsof way, permitting recreational
motcdzeduse,etc. Thisnics in the faceof PBS recovery.

The Planproposesto deferfullCEQAlNEPA reviewof the proposed new
perimeter trailsuntilsomeuncertainfuturelime,to be c:ompleted by local
jurisdictions. Thl. undermines Ihe foundation for ICISOnal closureof the sensitive
trailsar..., sincethe preferredalternative actuallyc:onditlona the seuonal
closureson the construction of new perimetertrail.. Either the Planor the
CYMSCHP mull do fullenvironmental reviewof the archeological, scenic,and
anyother impacts that are notcoveredby the BO forthe Plan.impactsthotcould
potentially be causedby newtrails. Al.so,a cost analysisand implementalion
planto ensurethat thesenewtrailscomeon line timelyshouldbe inc:orporated
into thePlan.

ThePlan's propoul and timelinefor implementing tbe new perimetertrailsis too
open-ended andprotracted. It Slretches OUI nineyean, withoutanycertaintythat
the new trailswillactuallycometo fruition. Meanwhile, PBSwouldcontinue10

be subjecled to intrusioninto sensitivelambingand water IOUfce ar... at sensitive
times.

• ThePlan's phuing of the seasonal closuresvis a vis the construction of now
perimeler trailsis inequitable. For IlWIIple, the preferred allemaliveproposes
that the trails inCslhedralCity be ICISOnally closeduponcompletion of trails
around PalmDesert. WheredOlI this leavethe citizensofCstbedral City? The
phuing shouldcoordinate the closureof trails in one city with the openingof new
trailsservingthat city,noI one IS minutesaway. Thi. undencores the needfor a
funding andimplementation plan for newperimetertrails. The implementation.
phuing andsequenceproposedin the PlandOlI notserve eitherPBSor trail.
users,andneedscompleterevision.

• The Plan failsto analyze the potentialbeneficial impactof new perimetertrailsu .
avoidance barriers betweenmoresensitivePBS habitaland the urbaninterface.
Urbauimpacts haveshownto be hattnfuland oftendeadlyto PBS in recentyears.

~

~

,~o:
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As notedabovethe Plan fails10 give loc:alions and extentof proposed summer
heatllress closuresfor PBS. Moreover, thoPlanproposesIhatsuchclosuresbe
deferredpendingthe construction of newtrails. Giventhe extremelow numbers
of PBS and the waterstresson themexacerbated by two yearsof drought,the
Plan needsto analyzethe alternative of making summerheatstressclosures
immediate.

The Planfails to considerhiSloric PBS lambing and lisear.... The Plan Ignores
the facl(u outlinedin the Iilling) thatPBS numben are extremely low and that
additionalhabitat for Iambinfl, fonge, etc. will be needed to w:ommodate the
Iltpandedpopulation necessary for the longterm recovery of PBS. IllS1ead, the
Plan simplytakes the dlla poinu wherePBShavebeensightedrecentlyand
drawsa line aroundthem10 protectthaIareaonly. This leavesmuchinfrequently
used but historically important PBShabitat, wideopen to heavyrecreational use.
This proposal failsto ensurethotadequate historic habitatwill be unavailable for
lambing, waterseuon and othersensitive activilies. Thloapproachdoes not
ac:c:ornmodate recovery of PBS. Weherebyincorporate the PBS lilting by
reference.

The "existingperimetertrailarea" in theMurrayHillcomplexincludesimportant
wller/ historiclambing areas. The plan to remove redundant trails In tbe Murray
Hill complexis vagueand needsdefinition. SinceEagleCanyonis in this
complexand containsa permanent oui. withwater, the Planneedsto analyzeand
alternative in whichalilrails withinthe immediate EagleCanyonwatershed and
viewshedare closed-..onally, upon c:onstruction of new perimetertrails.

• With regardto wildhoraeherd management areas(HMAs) , the Planwerts at
4/50 that it will e'fentually reducethe herd in the PalmCanyonHMA, presumably
after the AguaCalienteTribe takesit overu proposed. However, thisassertionis
contradicted by the discussion of the preferred alternative, whereinit is
acknowledged that theremaybe supportwithinthe Tribefor maintaining the
herd.

Withregard to advancing the knowledge of how non·motoriud trail use affCClS
PBS, BLMhu been less than cooperative. Tlws far,BLMhu opposedallowing
wildlifeagenciesto conductmanipuilledltudiesof trailsuse and ill efl'CClS on
PBSon public Ianda(seevariousdraftsofBLM 1101 and 2/01 BA and supporting
documentation). SinceBLM0PPOICI manipulative ltudies, wildlifeagencies
have not been able to oonduct raearc:llon the Impacts of trails to PBS,because
hikersandriderscould not be sent intoPBS habitatat timesand places
appropriate for observingcontrolled Inleractiona. It is nearlyimpossibleto
conductresearchon the effeclof trail. on wildlifewithoutthe ability to
manipulate trailUlcfs. BLMneeds10 unambiguously agreeto allow manipulated
trailsuse researchif itlruly wants harddataon the effectsof trailsuse on PBS.
The Plan failsto do so.
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The Plans usens that 7000 visitors would be displaced annually by restriction of
jeep toun on Dunn Road. This usenion needs firm foundation. Desert
Adventurcs and its predeccssor, Red Jeep Tours, were obligated to paycertain
moneys to BLMbased on use numbers. The Plan needs to makethat dala
available. We hereby incorporate the Desert AdventuresIRed Jeep Tours files by
reference. Funher, if it proves that 7000 people a year used this road that bisects
the nonhern Santa RolU and runs through sensitive lambing areas, this could
euily explain the abandonment of muchof the nonhem Santa Roau by PBS in
recent decades, and why the Dunn Road should be closed permanently.

The Plan usens that closure of Windy Point, Iron Door, etc would"displace"
OHV users where free play hu become"informally established," Since when did
illegal use become "informal?" Since when did enforcing the law become
depriving someone of their righls? Does BLM really have to sacrificean aru
inorder to jullify enforcing the existing limiteduse areas? The Plan performs no
analysis ofimpaeta to adjacent existing or proposed Wilderness or of the "magnet
effect" of creating an open area and the mayhem that generally follows. Nor does
the plan analyze whether or not opening an area in lhe extreme east of the Valley
will stop problems in sensitive habitat areas such IS the Coachella preserve or
WindyPoint at the extreme well of the Valley. Nor doesthe Plan analyze the
effectof ils route dcsignations or mOlorized vehicle area designations on existing
or proposed wildernesses or loshua Tree NationalPark in general. We are
enclosing herewitha map of the conservation organiZitionapreferredpotential
wilderness for loshua Tree National Park, The Boxer bill propoaaJs are available
on the internet and elsewhere,

Contraryto the Plan' s usertion, we have fouod areas In the adjacent Mecca
andIorOrocopia Wildemessea where OHV users have intrudedfrom the Drop 31
area, The Plan does not stale any specific credible management plan to stop these
existing inlruJions, much leas to prevent the far larger future potential intrusions
that wouldocau if Drop 31 is legitimized u an openarea.

The Meccaand Orocopia Wildernesses are conapicuoua by their absence in tbe
proposed areas requiring VRM at 2-'.A1so,loshua Tree NationalPark is in the
NECO Plan and hu not been usigned either,

The Coachella Valley is in gross non-compliance with PM 10dust standards, and
Plan UserlS it will cut down on particulate dUll emiasions. In that regard, the Plan
does propoMto control OHV use at an area close to the Indio monitoring ltalion,
This is all very weiland fine, but elsewhere In the Coachella Valley thePlan
would increase emissions. How does the Plan justify its propoaaJ for an ATV
open area II Drop 31 and free play area at DillonRoad in this regard? Isn't this a
violation of the SIP, and potentially other laws? What about the dust emissions
caused by MUC designations. route designations, and other special recreational
designations affecting loshua Tree National Park's Class lair?
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There is not a preferred alternative given in the text or the summary for the Route
Designalions. Nordoes the analysis examine what routes existed u of the 1980
Plan aod which have beenabaodoned or are new. Only the map at 2-1Ob purpons
to represent the preferred alternative. No specific routes are identified. Although
we commentedon BLM's earlier route inventory (incorporated by reference),
neither we nor the publiereviewingIhis Plan have any notion of which routes are
proposed open &ad which are proposedclosed at this juncture. Howcan we
weigh the merits of the alternatives without such information?

What is the status of the Whitewater allotment? Has it been acquired for
conservation? The Plan needs to answer this question. It sIso needs to
subllantiate irs claim that closure of pan of the Whitewater grazing allotment
would eliminate 248 AUMS a year. It is uoderstanding thaIthis is the numberof
AUMSthat are pennined, but that the actual use has been far lower, The Plan
needs to provide hard data on the current status and prior acrual use of this
allotment.

In its proposalto inmll additional water sources for desert (not PBS) bighorn
sheep in the area of the Coachella Canal, the Plan fails to address the direct,
indirect and cumulative impacts of these water developments on the recoveryof
desert tortoise and other sensitive species. It fails to address safety issues,
potentialpredation, affects on wilderness, etc. It fails to analyze other potential
alternatives, such u removalof tamarisk from existing waten . It relies on
consistency with the NECO Plan, which is also grosslydeficient in this regard. It
relies on a yet-to-be-eompleted CDFG Plan, therebypiecemealing the analysis of
the proposedaction.

• In general the Plan is contusing. For inlllOCC, it stales that the preferred
alternatives are highlighted in the Summary. We find no such higltJighting. lull
findingthe preferredalternative for an issue such II route designationscan be a
challenge, when it is neither in the text nor the Summary, Plan maps are on a
very large scale, with few reference poiau &ad scant infonnation. The MUC map
and discussion is contusing and be inconsillent with the MotorizedVehicle Aru
designation aod the upcoming CVMSHCP for the Whitewaterl Snow Creek area,
a key regional wildlife corridor. This corridor wu called out by Michael Soulet
u "the place where northerlland southern California meet" [biologically].

- The Plan's analysis of Alternatives A, B and C impacts on PBS recovery is
grossly inadequate. For instance, simply '11miting disturbance" to PBS may nOt
be enough, Doesthe Plan provide prote<:tion for enough undlJlUrbed habitat to
permit survival aod recoveryof PBS? Doesit have adequate mechanisms to adapt
to needed changes? Furthermore, the Plan's proposed Trails Management
Committee is dominated by localjurisdictions. Very likely their decisions about
trails would mimic their historic altitude about development in PBS habital, that
is, consistently approving intrusions into habitat (witness the need for six Sierra
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Club lawsuiuto prolCCl PBS in the lUI dou n years). The Planneeds 10have
clearly definedgo"'" which . nlure long term recovery for PBS, IS well IS

miles.onesby which cenain aclions have been succeSlfully completed, and, if not.
a eommhment that the Plan's permil willbe pulled.

In summary,the draft Plan Is flawed in manyWIYS,including but not limited10the ,
following . II fails10consider a reuon able rangeof allernalives. AJoutlined above, il is
confusing, incomplete anduninformative on mlny key iSlues. In somecues , IS regards
conservllion areas for instance, it cannotbecomplete untilinterrellted HCPs are
available. ThePlanfails 10adequltely consider the cumuliliv. efTects ofils proposed
lelions, sinceil considers onlylheactions proposedon BLMlands, notthevastacreages
of private landscheckerboardedwilhfederal lands Inthe Coachella Valley. ThePlan
largely ignoresthe impacts of its proposed Icrions on adjacenl existingandproposed
wildernessand NationalPark lands and air. IIconsistently fails 10 propose clear
manlgemenl plans for iu actions or to analyzethe feuibility thereof. We urge the BLM
to revisethis Plan to beconsistentwith the CVMSHCP and ACBCI HCPwhen lhey are

. available, Ind to re-circulate il u a draft, witha newdraft EIS to beconlislentwith
NEPA andotherapplicable staMes.

Verytrulyyours,

~~=-rCalifomialNevada Desert Committee
1800S. Sunrise Way
PalmSprings, CA 92264
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Seplcmbc:r 4. 2002

UnitedSlates Department of the Interior
BUlCIUI of Lmd ManaICIDCDt
Palm SprinaJ-SouthCout Field Otll~
690WestGametAvenue
PO Box ,.1260
Nonh Palm Sprinp, CA 92251.1260

Oel1tlemen:

OnWednesday.August28, we _ ootifiedby lID mla'catedputy of your pi......
reaardinllWhitewaterCanyon.. outlined in your ''DraftEavironmentaJ Impact
Statement" for the Draft California Desert ConJOMtlon Are&, P.... Amendmentfor tho
ColoCheU. VaDey, We ha~ not receivedlIDY direct notiCCl of any kindrcprdinll this
ltUdy,despite Ibo fact that any chaogu wouldhavo • ~or impacl 00 our business and
on the established 0C»C)'3tem. in IhiJput of thecanyon.

Nevertbeles.s, afterrcadlna the sIIllemcm, weare UJUmjag that whatever action Is tal<an,
thaI the diversion that hale~~ on Section H linco April 9, 1932willllOl be effected. 0
The ..... semC«1 by lha divmion hal developedan eco-tya1em that it entirely dependeot ~
on thi, water, .. I, the veryexistenceof the Wbilllwatar TroUl farm. Since a mted llO&1 0
is to uMaiDtain Hydroloaic Coaditioas", satiafaotion ofthla coat wouldrequirethe \J
oontinlWlCC ~fthe divenioo to proll!lCl aDd maintain theatablilbed "RJp8rianlWetiand 0.
aDd Stream Function"

1\ dlrectl'C$pOnse will be apprec;iated.

~coroly YOW''flJIi:..
r~ rJ" Iv-' ; .

~O.Adelizl

t E><TRAC:S"".'OW TROUHOOAU. MPO'" "NO< "" ~
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James G, Kenna, Field Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office
690 West Gamet Avenue
P,O. Bo)\; 5g1260
North PalmSprings, CA 9225g·1260

Dear Mr. Kenna,

As a part-ume residentofldyllwild. I wouldlike to submit the following commentswith
regardfo the DraO Environmental ImpactStatement(DEIS)for the DraftCalifornia
Desert Conservation Area PlariAmendment for the Coachella Valley and the DraftSanta
Rosa and San JacintoMountains Trails Management Plari.

Generally speaking, I wouldlike to sec the Plan Amendment better emphasize the
protectionof native plants andwildlife as a paramount obligation. This responsibility is
acknowledgedin the DEIS,whichincludes ''the recoveryof federal and state listed
species" and"avoid[ing] futurelistingsof sensitive species" astwo of BlM's
management goals. In pailicular, it is particularlyimportant that the Plan Amendment
complywith legal requirements to protect the Peninsular Ranges bighornsheep.The
sheep waslisted as endangered by the federalgovernmentin 1999; a recoveryplanwas
completed by the U.S. Fishand Wildlife Service in October2000; and criticalhabitat was
designated for the species in February200I ; However, the alternativcs listed in the Plan
Amendment have variousshortcomings in terms of fulfilling the BlM's obligations 10
the bighorn sheep under these provisions.

Grazing
Closureof the grazing allotment at Whitewater Canyon would become permanenl only
under Alternative C. Conductingfurther studies on the suitability of livestock grazing
thCTC, as stipulated by the preferred Alternative A, is superfluous. Amplescientific
evidence already shows thatgrazing is incompatible with the protectionof desert tortoise,
arroyo toad. and other sensitive wildlife; withthe healthof riparian areu; and with the
preservationof ecologically sensitive public landJ in general.Livestock kills wildlife,
tramplcs burrows,compacts soil, fouls streamside areas,and alten vegetational
composition.Considering that Whitewater Canyon contains critical habitat for the
federallylisted arroyotoad, it is hard to see how grazing could possibly continue there
without violating the Endangered SpeciesAct.
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ORVuse
The preferredalternative, Alternative B, proposes an OHVopen area at Drop31.This
overlaps withestablished bighornhabitat and is a poorchoice.The restrictions on ORV
use under Alternative C are better. In additionto not designating Drop 31 as an open area,
Alternative C provides the best range of route closures since it is the only alternative to
properlyconsider the contributionof ORV's to the severeair-pollution problems being
experienced in the Coachella Valley.

In addition. contraryto the preferredAlternative 'B, the Dunn Road should be entirely
closed to recreationalORVuse. Oneof the goals of the bighornrecovery plan is to
"manage roadusc to reduce or eliminate habitatfragmentation or interference with
bighornsheep resource use paltenu" (2·25). The DunnRoadis an illegal road,
established by trespass, which passes through important bighornhabitat. Even though the
lower portionof the road is more important forbighornthan the upper part, implementing
differentmanagement schemesfor the two sectionswill invite non-compliance and
frustrate enforcement. E)\;isting recreational usedocs lIo/legitimate ongoing use,and
BlM has not justified anyneed for reopening the roadother than for emergencyor
government vehicles.

Wild horses and burros
There is currently a herd of eighthorseswithinPalmCanyon. The Bl M acknowledges
that these horseswere illegallyreleased freeze-branded horses. not wildhorsesunder the
legaldefinition, and that they are presentwithinsensitive bighornhabitat. Vet it proposes
(under the preferred Alternative B) to legitimate the horscs' presencethere through a land
exchange with the AguaCaliente Bandof CahuillaIndians. It claims by spurious way of
explanation that "there 1IIQY be sentiments withinthe [tribe]to maintain these animals"
(emphasis added),

This is an unacceptableweakeningof the BLM's responsibility towards the bighorn,
particularly sinceone of the goals listedin the specics recovery plan is to "reduce or
eliminate wild horse populations frombighornsbeep habitat" and since wildhorses have
been foundto preventbighornfromcoming to water holes (4.54). Alternative C, which
wouldremove the animals, is the onlysuitable alternative.

Coral ReefMountains
Wildlifebiologistsacknowledge the presence of Peninsular Ranges bighornsheep within
this range of mountains bordering the Santa Rosa Mountains, yet the DEISdocs not
mention themand provides no management recommendations for the area. This would
appearto be a serious omission.

Millgalioll alld buffer tones
Accordingto the bighornrecoveryplan, the BLMshould be using mitigationmoney to
buy land in the urban-wilderness interface as a wayof protecting importanthabitat for the
sheep. This is critically important in areaslike LaQuinta,where real estate developments
arebeing proposed right up to the base of the Santa Rosa Mountains. Over 18,000acres
of suitable bighornhabilal between PalmSpringsand LaQuintahas alreadybeen lost to
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urbanization and agriculture, accordingto the Fishand WildlifeService. Yet there is no
evidenceofBLM havingmade the purchaseof importanttractsofland therea priority.
Ihope that whatever plan is eventuallyadopted will do beuer in this regard.

Socio-economiclactors
The BL.M claims that AlternativeC "would substantially restrictopportunities for future
economicdevelopment ofthe BL.M-managed lands" and goeson 10supportpreferred
Alternative B. Other than by not creating an OHVopen area, it is unclearhow
Alternative C reducesanythingbut the short-termexploitation ofland and natural
resources. Elsewhere, the DEIScorrectlyargues that the"protectionofland health
through the implementation of the proposedPlan amendments will havepositivelong­
termeconomicimpacts."1nits socioeconomic analysis.the BL.M shouldconsidermore
stringent conservation recommendations 10be an economicbenefit, not a cost.

Trails Management Plan
Recreational opportunities arc important,and I enjoyhikingand campingin the
Coachella Valleyarea myself.But certain goalssometimesprecludeothers.e.g, "multiple
use" is not alwayspossible in everyarea.This principleis acknowledged by the BL.M
whenit states that

Rarelydo a widevarietyof public uses occuron the sameparcelof BL.M­
managed public landdue to land use and resourceconflicts, Generally, the BL.M
willdesignatecertain public lands for one suite of compatible use anddesignate
other lands for a dilTerent suite ofcompalible uses(DEIS3-1).

Yet the DEISandproposedTrails ManagementPlando not alwaysadhereto this
philosophy. To protectbighornsheep, largecontiguoustractsofland must remain01T­
limits,and accessto them must be restrictedduring importantpartsof the year.But,
whilemostoflbeTMP alternatives propose limitedrestrictions on hikingandcamping.

. the plan fails to adequatelyclose trails throughbighorncriticalhabitat.

Alternative B, thepreferred alternative, would retain a voluntarysystem of seasonal trail
closuresdespitehigh levelsof dceumentednon-compliance withexistingclosures. Rates
of non-compliance on the Art Smith trail, whichpassesthroughbighornhabitat,were
often in the 40percentrange- and this figureomits numerous hikerswho werenot
questioned or spottedby survey·taken. These are unacceptable levelsof non-compliance,
and shouldnot providethe basis for the continuationof the currentsystem.

The BLMprolTers the excuse that enforcement resourcesare not suflicientto institutea
morestringentclosuresystem,but this Is not a validexcusefor failingto meet its
conservation responsibilities for the bighorn.

Alternative B wouldalso permit th·euse of the Art Smithand Boo HolTtrails two days a
weekjust beforeand after lambingseason(1an. " to Feb. IS; May 1 to June 30). This is
a compromise solutionthat will do little for the specieswhilespurringfurthernon­
compliance. It cannotpossiblymeet the BL.M's obliptions underthe speciesrecovery
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plan. Considering that the BL.M's monitoring to dale has not preventedncn-compllance
rates fromremainingso high. how will they possiblycontrol such a system?

Finally, the TMPdeclaresthat there is scientlflc uncertaintyover the cumulative effects
of humanrecreation on bighornpopulations.Consideringthat nine of the elevenstudies
cued concur that thereis indeednegative impact, this is a peculiar interpretation.

Conclusions
For the reasonslistedabove,the DEISdoes not adequatelycomplywith the recovery
plan for the Peninsular bighornsheep, nor does it provide the best possiblerangeof
alternatives underNEPA.However, AlternativeC is the best of the fouralternatives
offered, It creates23,631 acresof Areas of Critical Environmente! Concern(ACEC's),
more than anyotheralternative. And it institutes considerablerestrictions on grazingand
ORY use, whichare essentialto safeguardbiologicaldiversitywithin the monument.

OnlyAlternative C (with the significantmodificationsdetailed above)wouldadequately
protectecological resources withinthe planningarea, and more specifically movethe
BL.M towardscompliance with the recoveryplan for the Peninsularbighornsheep,a plan
to which it is a legallyboundsignatory.

Thankyou for the opportunity to commenton this document.Pleaseplaceme on the
mailinglist for thisplanningprocess.
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Plu .e conlider tbe Collowln, polnu wh.n mokin, comments:
r­
~

~'"-U ;$,

WHlt f: lv?ItEr CALlf . 331 I 6 /{6 " .:-M. p name:

Pin se usa on. comm.nt Corm per m.p. IC you believe the loc. lion of . route I. inaccu....ly depicted
on the invenlory mopor knowof , route thOl wu overlooked. Ule the , rid providedbelow for dn wins
the correclion 0( addition. The grid l~lIlrally cornsporwb to sections on the route in'ICnlory'm.1ps. Be
sure to write 1M ~pproprii1te sectlon number In lhe correspondina: box of eherrid when: You hi vedniwn i1
ro UIe. ." .•

Rout. number. IC applicoble:

~ (continue on a separol' , heet iC necesllry). PLEASE DONOTCOMMENT ATTHISTIME
ASTO WHETHER ROlTTESSHOULD BE DESIGNATED"OPEN," "LIMITED," OR "CLOSED,"

(/r~;(u IlO .If(£"rlll / ViE! I'I' / (lftr!. I'r",d~rrr /3 1t7 ';"CEN I

t ... .4V'-E/fl! ~~ ,/.,,¥q ", ,,,,,. I t' IT!C,.,1' .!'rep. 1t7.."y. V( ow.l
,,1'''/''0)( l(o lI.re 1.1 / (r'cr lfC- l"'#r C ~l J v"'u"; f«. It(. INc t ,."" L(

..- ... ~ - ~ ~ - - ~ - - - .- - .
H
I

~

f/f'1 f IVg" IJ i/J( t7 110/' tilt eN ! gl' t1 r
J(U' 'ovA pI" ""If/ '/. ~

02 AUG 26 PM Ii' 17
J',.IFffl' v'~lcute Inventory mApSthilt h3ve been prepared ilS 'he initio1l step or the
'dl'slt s or trov. 1onBLM·m.na, ed lands, Al lhls Um. , your comm.n ts should
be Um I . d compl. t.n ... oC the rouI.ln... tor)'. Arethe rou,u on BLM.mon,sed
I.nds . « ulOt. ly depicled? Hove lomeroul.s on BLM.man"ed I'MI been everlocked?

The desl..,ti on oC rout.s u "open," "limiled," and "closed" . pplies only10BLM·
mon. sed I.ndl . Henee, the Inventoryd.picls only roul. s Ih.1 In lhelr.ndrely or in portoccur on
BLMI. nds. These an theonly routes thaIhavebeen.umberedand hive beenhishllshled with
• pee n lin•. Rout.s .nti relyon non·BLMIIMs are sen.raUy not hi,hUJhI.d, . lthouSh somean
erroneously idendliedwith. creonline-Ihe rona l maps willnot hlShliJhllhese routes. The
rOUles .ndroly on non·BLMI.ndl. however•• re 110I numbered on lhecurr.nt mapl.

The Invenlorydepicts e>dslln, routes oCtr.vel cooslstent with the Collowlns d. linldon
providedin the COCAPI. ...s . mended: •An e.lslln, rouleoC tnvel ls • routeu"bllsh.d
beCore . pprov. 1of the De.en Pl•• in 1980. wltl". minimum widthortwo C..~ showinS
siJDlroQJII surface evidence oC priorvehicleuscor. Cor w••he•• historyoC prioruse." However,
",..ny wuh route. will be addressed u • clus . that Is. theyarenot Individuallydepictedon the
route inventory INIPI aDd. willbedeliJl1lted either "open" or "closed" as a clou in eertaln U'US.

The d.s lJllldon oC routes oC tnvell. the pl.Min, ar•• oC the Coachell. V.II.y Multiple
Specl.s HabitstConserv.llon PI.n thaiov.r1.p. the plannln, are. Cor theNorthern aM Easl.m
ColoradoDesert Coordln.led Manl,ementPlan(NECOPlan) IsdeCerred to the NECO Plan.
Theroulelnvenlory maps. IhereCore,do notd.plct roules Inthe . verl.p anL

All comments ro,onlin, theaccur.cy . nd complele.... oC lite routelnvenlory .hould be furni.hedon the
reverse lide. U youbeli... . route Is In." uralely depictedor has been overiooked.pleuc use the
rovene lide oC Ws rOlllllo draw the route10the ben oC your. bllil)'. AdditionalinltrllCllOnl are
provided on thereverse. Conunents will be ICc.peedthrouJh close oCthe public commenl period for the
dntl COCAPlan Amendmenl' EnvirOnrnetltallmplC1 Stste...n~ . ntlcip. led in I.te Iprin,2002.

Pleuc provld. your. . .... . ddroll. and tel.phone numberbelow. In the evenl therearequulions aboul
yourcomments. we may.-.I to contscl you. Yourconunents areImpo<Unl aM verymuchapprecl.ted.

COMMENT FORM
RECEIVE D Routes of Travel In ventory

BUREAUor l AHO MAIIIi(/(.,.hts 10 C. uromll D. sart Co. s. n IUon MOl (CDCA) Pll n
COl cb.UI VIU.y , CIUCornl1

,, '

Name: Jt !.Jlr.,) HlIrriJ

Addroll: .l9JII lI.f· /-I, VII'! 11/

!'A ljf'1 J fJrivc,,f Uf · ~ " J. ~!L

Tel. phone: 7 hIT - ('6'1 - 9'f1J.5

Pl.... seM comments to:
Burllu of Land Mln. , oment

Palm SpriD, •..soulh eoastField orn.e
P.O. B Ol 581260

Nortll Pl ltn Spri..., CA ' 2:151
ATTNIJim Foote

TelepboDe(760):151-4100
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09·03-02

Stephen Mescaro·
P.O. Box 23-1148
Encinitas, Ca. 92023·1148

James G. Kenna
Field Manager
Bureau of land Manegement
Palm Springs South Coast Field Offlce
P.O. Box 581260
North Palm Springs. Ca. 92258

Re: Comments on lhe Draft Callfomla Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment for the
Coachella Valley, the Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails Management
Plan, and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Dear Mr. Kenna,

I have reviewed the Oreft Plen/EIS and have noted a couple of Issues I wanted to address.
I am one of the owners of Section 35 T1SR3E SBM located up the Mission Creek's main
channel and as an adjoining landowner, I am very Interestad In any changes In land
classlfications on BlM land near my property.

The Route Designation Proposals Table 0·2 shows.Roule CV029 with a closure of 1.1
miles of roed. I further reviewed a portion of map #4, which shows a gate In the weslam
part of section 17 T2SR4E SBM (please see the enclosed map marked BlM MAP #4) this
gale does not exist. The gate Is actually located further west on Route CV029
approximately 1 mile at the wesl side of section 16 T2SR4E SBM (please see exhlolt"A·).
The portion of Route CV029 located between Highway 62 and the existing gale at the
west side of section 18 (approxlmalely 2 ~ miles) Is a Riverside County Maintained Road.
This county road Is essential for accass to my private property located up Mission Creek.
The fact lIl.at CoiJnty of Riverside maintains this portJon of the road Is another advantage
that I would not want to Jeopardize.

In the MUltiple Use Classification & Visual Resource Management under Altematlve A, B &
C lIle southem, half of Section 1 T2SR3E SBM becomes a limited Use &VRM Class 2
Area. This makes little slnca because my eXisting right away goes through the
southwestern comer of thl. parcet, Thl. exlsllng road Is In use and requires periodic
grading & maintenance. This area of section 1 has also been a popular placa for parking
& camping. In addition, the Southem California Edison's high voltage utility lines go
through the eastern hall 01 section 1, with the needed access lor repairs and malntenanca
& allowing for any expansIon the above classlf1callon sounds like It missed the mark. Class
M for Moderete use & a VRM Class 4 would allow the current uses to continue while stili
conserving desert resources.

Another of my Concerns fa Fire Management under Alternatives B & C the land around my
property will be designated 8 Category B which will severely limit prescribed bums.
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Prescribed bums would have helped this area tremendously during the past Verbania Fire.
Because of the Increased public access allowed by the Wildland Conservancy, the BlM
should be more open to all fire preventive practices. The delays caused by BlM In gattlng
approvals for California Division of Forestry (CDF) crews 10 entar BlM Wilderness almost
allowed the Verbanla Fire to bum through the entire area to the city of Morongo Valley.

One Issue I am having a hard time fully understanding Is the Potential Upper Mission
Creek Area of Critical Envlronmenlal Concem. Table 3-2 on page 3·5 does not seem to
match the infonnatlon provided on FIgure 2-6a or 2-6b. FI9ure 2·1 through 2·12 shows
Hwy 62 to fer east, which makes It tough to Identify lhe particular sections Involved In
these aress on the maps. Using Table 3·2 on page 3·5, it Identlflas Sections 2 &11
T2SR3E SBM as polentlal breedIng habitat for the Southwestem Willow Flycatcher, least
Bell' s Vireo. Yellow Breasted Chat, Yellow Warbler, and Summer tanager. I have.drIven
through and hunted this area for over 30 years and I have not notlcad lhe ebove­
mentioned species. Section 2 Is a dry wash with an occasional surface stream & section
11 has a small dry wash with gradual sloping hills that hava a sou1heastem exposure. The
vagetatlon Is such thaI I believe It to be a very remote change that this area Is Indeed a
breeding area. If Table 3-2 was actually referring to the south half of section 1 & all of
sactlon12 T2SR3E SSM lhen I agree In part thaI section 12 has a possibility of breeding
habitat even after suffering a small flre from a lighting strike several years ago. The sou1h
half of section 1 has a couple small southern facing canyons and In my opinion Is not
breeding habitat.

In looking through all the different alternatives, I must agree that Alterative 0 Is the best
choice at this time. A lot more wor\( needs to be completed In preparing the Final EIS
elong with weeding through all the Inconsistencies found In the Dreft EIS. It Is my opinion.
that much more actual physical groundwork needs to be done before reclassifying any
areas,

Sincerely

~~
Stephen Mascaro
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CERTIFIED COpy

U.S . DEPARTMENT or T H~ INTERIOR

BUREAU Of LAND MAtiAGEMENT

Palm Dese rt, CA Mo nday, July 22 ; 2002

P-R-O-C -E -E -D-I-N-G -S

PUBLIC MEETING

fOR

DRAfT BLM/tIS PLAN

MS . MISQUEZ: Kayla Thames? Plea se state your

name .

MS . THAMES: My na me i . Kayla Tha me., and I am

t he produc t io n s peci al i.t wi t h th e Californ ia film

Commi•• ion. Thank you for t he opportuni ty to comment a nd

LOCATION :

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT Of PROCEEDINGS

City of Palm Desert
Council Chambers
73-5 10 fr ed Wa ri ng Drive
Pal m Desert , California

10

11

12

13

give input to the draft plan. toda y .

The Ca l i f o r n i a film Commi •• ion i. mandated to

attract , retain , and facilitate film production i n the

State of Califor nia f or t he benefit of the .tate an d

14 I l ocal economie. . The film i ndu.try i. a 32

DATE AN D TIME: Monday, Ju ly 22, 2002
6:00 p.m . to 6:50 p.m.

. 15

16

bil lion-do llar industry t hat empl oys approximately

500, 000 Califor nia ns. The i ndu.try is compri.ed of many

17 I different type. of film-maki ng activities from

HOSTED BY : £lena Misque. 18 f ull-l ength featur e films to stude nt fi lm., music vi deos ,

19 I commercial. , .ti 11 photography , and many other. in
.REPORTER BY: KATHY BAUERNfEIND, CSR

CSR NO. 11921 20 between. Still they all .hare somet hing i n common, a nd

21 I that is t he need to acce •• pUblic land. in California in

22 I order t o wor k .

23 I As the BLM moves for ward with this Draft

OILLUI'lIIIIPORTlNO AND DOCUMIHT MANAOEMIHTINC.
3333 c:emr.1 AVL IlL 0, IIIvwtlde, CAtUOI ' -..e2.- ' fu~

1InI1l: grdm••rthllnlc.nel
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Caiifornia Desert Cons ervation Area Pla n Amendment f or

t he Coache lla Valley , the Draft Santa Rosa and Sa n
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6
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16
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,18
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24
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Jacinto Hountains Trails Management Plan, and the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement. the CFC asks that the BLM

be mindful of the impact and importance of filming to the

state and its local communities. In this capacity we

would like to consider ~ny and all effects that the BLM

draft proposal would have on the film production

community, th e local jurisdiction, and California

citizens that derive financial benefits from this

industry.

Under current federal law, u.e of federal lands

by a film production company is considered a commercial

use. This categorization limit. filming on federal lands

because most other types of commercial operations that

occur under this category have a far greater impact.

Filming is an environmentally clean, .hort-term, and

noninvasive business and should be categorized as such.

The amount of film production from California has an

enormous impact on jobs and revenue in the state, and CFC

ofter. its assistance to work with the BLM in California

to addre.s the need. of this important and often

overlooked and misunderstood industry.

I'm just going to end by saying that one of my

favorite commercial photographers, Ancel Adams, believed

that photography is and should be a democratic art form,

and that people are drawn to national parks and

GILLESPIE REPORTING' DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT, INC.
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wilderness to find inspiration and beauty in nature,

believing the idea that expcsure to the beauty of God's

creation enlightens and uplifts the soul.

MS. MISQUEZ : Than~ you, Ms. Thame s . I! I

mispronounce your name , my apologies . Mr. Ralph Sargent .

MR . SARGENT: My name is Ralph Sargent, and I

represent a group of people that live out here in the

desert, Desert Side Trac~s, a four-wheel drive club. I'm

the president of Desert Side Trac~s, a four-wheel drive

club locally here in the desert. And we spend a lot of

our time on the wee~ends and in the evenings out

trail-riding or going to the mountains and such as t ha t .

And as we watched over the past few years things

happening with the ,l a nd closures and such, just with this

draft, we're seeing this happening, more and more access

to people has been limiting. And for most people, I mean

for young individuals they can get out and they can hi~e,

but as people grow older, as most of us are here, we all

experience we can't get into th~se areas without a

motorized vehicle. And I would hope to see out of this

whole plan that these trails per se would stay open so

that we can contlnue to be exercising our right, really,

to go out into ,our land and enjoy it.

I ~now there i. an issue with -- we see

off-roaders as f a r a. motorbi~es and quad. and stuff,

GILLESPIE REPORTING' DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT , INC.
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2

5

they tend -- some, not all, but s ome tend to go out and

go .cross the desert and not even have any consideration

ot the habitats . ?ur club. though, we believe in

education. Anybody that comes and joins our club or

associates with us, we continue to educate them on proper

trail e t i que t t e and such, that I think that's really

necessary. And I think maybe that's where I say the

government per s e, not just BLM or the state or anybody,

--N
~

2

5

7

We believe in preserving what' s there . We think that as

a comme r c i a l venture, th e way BLM designat es us, with

mining and grazing a nd everything e l se . that we've always

thought that was a little unfair becaus e of th e temporary

natur e of what we do . We don't d lg holes.

I 'm not sure that some of you rememb er, but as

far as back in thi s last 10 decade. Bugsy, there is a lot

ot other pictures that were filmed here. I myself ,

fit
o
N
\J
Q,

has failed. They don't educate the community as far as 9 before wo r e a sult and tie, did four different TV

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

19

19

20

21

22

23

24

2S

off- roading goes and how the proper way to do it. Or

even here. locally we have no open are. per se to go and

enjoy those things . So my hope would be to see them open

an area and designate it, and two, at the same time the

trails here locally in the desert and mountains would

remain open tor us so we have access to it . Thank you.

MS. MISQUEZ: Thank you , Mr. Sargent. Mr. Jim

Fitzpatrick.

MR. FITZPATRICK: Good evening, my name is Jim

Fitzpatrick . I'm d i r e c t or of Government Pr oduc t i on

Atfairs tor th e Motion Picture Association, which is

basically several major studios. Kayla Thames has

already spoken about most ot the e co nomic impact

situation, s o I won't bore you with rephrasing how

import ant that is, but I migh t say that the studios have

al ways taken a position that we believe in conservation.

5
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movies and a series and I actually lived here in

Cathedral City tor six months with PS I love you .

So going back to 1999, I would say the e c onomi c

activity t ha t I was involved in, involved quite a long

trend and all the desert areas , Not just Palm Desert,

not just Palm Springs, but Thermal. all the way up to Sun

Fair, and as far south as El Centro . We believe that it

is important tor all to consider us as a player .

It's oft en not mention ed that we are an economic

an d co mmercia l activ it y t hat generates a lot o f income.

do es not leave things behind. In fact, often l eaves

things better than they were and has been r esponsible for

actually doing some major cl ean -up s in the national

f o r e s t and othe r public l ands where prior to that people

wouldn't - - no on e was concern ed with the clean-up of the

area. We need to make it look pristine so that we can

GILLESPIE REPORTING' DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT, INC.
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2

3

tilm, that' s what draws us to the a rea. So I just would

l i ke to have that co ns idered.

And a lso, to -- in the COCA, a particular note

to us as appendix 0, t he motorized vehic le access. We

" Bi gho r n no t sheepis h i n water quest." Shown he r e , as you

may all have seen, i s a pictu re ot several difterent

s heep in tront ot one ot 'our co untry clubs i ns t e ad ot in

t he ciiffs ot our mountains.

ca n accommodate most any kind ot road or I won't speak Additionally , t he second is dated April 5th ot

6

1

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

to the trails , j ust to t he COCA in te rms ot r oads, dirt

roads, etcetera. It it ~s a location that we ne ed to tilm

at, and it doesn't l end itself to bringi ng 40-toot

trailers and large rigs, we wil l downsize if it's

somet hi ng that people r ea l l y want to 90 to, and we will

accommodate whatever ve hicles are necessary to get to

t hat prist i ne location. So with t hat i n mind, I just

want to say t hank you very much tor having us. We drove

all the way down he re from ' Enci no , but we thought it was

important enoug h to make sure you heard our commen t s .

Thank you.

MS. MISQU EZ: Thank you . Ms . Gayle Cady, would

you please come up .

MS. CADY: Good atternoon. My name is Gayle

Cady. , I l i ve at 82831 Avenue 54 in the new community of

Vi sa Santa Rosa . Thi s atternoon I would l i ke to mai nly

6

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

2002 . It's entitled "Mi r ada unveils hab itat group."

This is a picture ot Jim OeForge with the Bighorn

Instit ut e, Represe ntative Mary Bono, and Mira da project

director Chuck Strother. The main me a t of t his

particular ar ticl e - - I'll just read you a couple ot

excerpts trom it. The developers are pay i ng mo r e t han

$1.5 mi llion f or s he ep recovery and re search efforts ,

money t hey are required to pay i n exchange for gaining

approval on the development .

That s ounds really, rea lly, really great.

However, it goes on to sa y, we're not questi oning that

the area wher e t hey are go ing to build t heir development

histo rically is the best s hee p habitat i n t he community.

That means, at leas t trom my poi nt ot view, that

as long as you have s utficient mon"y , you can live and

build and develop wherever you wish .

22

23

discuss th e issu e ot the trail s ystems and the Santa Rosa

and San Jacin to Mountains with r ega rds to the bighorn

22 I Additionally , although he wishe s t he Mirada were

23 , I nev er built because i t s its on s ome of the be s t bighorn

24

25

sheep issues. I have wit h me t his evening two articles

trom the Oes er t Sun. One i s dat ed May 22, 2002 , ent i tl ed
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habitat i n t he valley, Bighorn I nstitute Executive

Di re c to r J im DeForge said he appreciat es the developer's
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6

effort to be a good neighbor.

This doesn't sit well with me'at all. I feel

that if we are going to be responsible individuals in our

community with regards to the bighorn sheep, we should

allow the sheep to be in their be,t historical habitat

and stop the madness of building in the mountains.

I can appreciate the motion picture industry

being concerned about access to the mountains, both In

the San Jacinto and the Santa Rosa Mountains. Just for

2

I~
9

read and reviewed the bighorn report, having perused

other information with regard. to the bighorn .heep and

their habitat, a couple of thing. come to mind. One, the

potential effects of aerial .ampling and the condition

and perhaps reproductive .uccess of large mammals.

Capture indisputably does cause stress and habitat

displacement to bighorn sheep. They go on to say that

the sheep have few If any long-term effects.

Secondly, research tells u. that ewes are more

If\
!:
oe,

10 factual information. have here some stati.tic. from 10 sensitive to the disturbance during the lambing season.

11

12

13

the Horse Indu.try Directory of 2002 that ' I acquired a. a

member of the American Horse Council in Wa.hington D.C.

The eque.trian industry contribution to the United States

11

12

13

The last time I checked, the developments in the

mountain. and the hills are pretty permanent. They are

there year-round. To me, that would be a definite

poorly understood. Capturing, collaring, monitoring

Lambs are more .ubject to stre.s when captured. When you

bighorn lambs provide. cause-.peciflc morality data.

14

15

16

17

is greater than motion picture servlces, railroad

transportation, furniture and fixture manufacturing,

tobacco product manufacturing, and is only slightly

smaller than the parallel and other textile manufacturing

14

IS

16

17

di.turbance to the ewes. Causes of land mortality are

\I)
0--
&

18

19

2C

21
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industries. There are 6.9 million horses in the United

State" . both commercial and recreational ho r s e s . 725,000

are involved in racing, while 1,974,000 and 2,970,000 are

used in showing and recreation respectively. 1,262,800

are used in other activities, such as farm/ranch work,

rodeo, polo, police, etcetera.

By their own admission, with all their respect

to bighorn sheep experts, having read this report, having
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capture a lamb, they stre.s out like any wild animal.

per.onally have not worked with lambs. I have per.onally

worked with cattle, with hor.e~, with ostrich and other

birds, and dogs and cats of course. My personal

experience has been that once you traumatize an animal,

whether that animal i. of the human species or the animal

four-legged species, that particular individual i.

traumatized forever. Maybe not to the degree that the

10
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2

6

7

a nimal was traumatized at the moment, but it never fully

recove rs .

Additionally, once you drench a wi ld a nimal with

the human s ce nt and then proceed t o collar the animal,

f requently -- I have no data to s upport this -- but

f r e qu entl y th e mother . i n t his pa r ti c ul a r c a .e t he e we ,

mig ht very well reje~t that ba by . I ' ve experienced this

with cattle, I've e xpe r i e nced t his with hor.es, neither

o f which were wil d animals .

liJ
0--
U
Q.. 6

7

going i n at the entra nc e of Lake Cahuilla and s ou t h-a l ong

the ba.e of Sa nta Ro.a Houn~a in.. There i . r ea lly

nowhere e l s e for t he hiker and/or the e ques tr i a n pe r . on

to enjoy the beauty a nd awe.ome area tha t the Lord has

created f or al l u• .

Additionally, to my knowledge, and I have hea r d

t his repeatedly , a non p r eda t o r y fou r -legged herd anima l,

as in a sheep a nd /or a ho r s e , is not a fraid of a

no npredatory four- legged he r d a nimal . I can a ••ure you

10

11

I might suggest an alternative to .ome o f t he

plan. presented by t he agencies t hat are here today . And

10

11

that t he equestrian. t hat I know, the hiker. t hat

in the mountains a nd on flat land, have no desire to

know,

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

2 4

25

t ha t i s to perhaps reevaluate t he value a nd / or t he

injurious effect On hik i ng and riding ho r s e . in t he

mountains of our community. Specifically , I live in t he

eastern Coachella Valley , again , i n a c ommunity Vista

Sant a Rosa. Vista Sa nta Rosa i. a 20-square mile area, a

newly formed c omm uni t y , We ar e es s e nt ia l l y equestri an,

agricult ure, ~~d r ural . We ar e trying very ha r d , very

diligently to keep it ~hat way . We are ' bordered by one

o f the largest c onglomeration of horse. and horse

activity in the co untry. The cou nt y employ. 38 ,00 0

people in the hor. e industry. We have in Riverside

County, the la rgest group of horse. in the state. There

i . a Coachella Vall ey Park a nd Recreat ion, de s e rt museum ,

hiking, equestrian , and handicapped-provided project

11
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disturb t he sheep . Pr obab l y more than a nyone else , we

want to preserve t he resources t hat are here for us to

enjoy.

So in closing , I would like to ask for . aga i n ,

to reconsider t he Boo Hoff Trail, reconsider opening a

year-round access to t he Boo Hof f Tr ail and the a re a

around Lake Cahuilla, Hartinez Canyon, Cactus Springs,

Guadal upe . This is a prime, prime bea ut i f u l area that

will be well take n care of by thos e of us that live in

t he community. Thank you .

HS. HISQUEZ : Thank you, Hs . Cady . Mr. Will

Lewis , will you please come up .

HR . LEWIS : Hello , my name i s Will Lewis and I'm

also a member o f the Desert Side Tr ac ks , 4x4 club, an d we

12
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communi ty a r e those who oft en s pea k in public forum.

peopl e who really . n j o y t hese a r eas a r e not being hea rd .

2

are a l ocal cl ub he r e that support s th e con s ervation a nd

enj o yment o f na tu r e a round he r e in t he va l ley and i n t he

Coa che l la Val ley. I th i nk a l ot o f t he f ocus he r e i s

Howeve r, think a lot ot t he voi ces ot t he

I~
5

6

7

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

on - - approp ri a t ely s o , on t he conse r va t i on of the

envi r onment . And I t hi nk we need to r eali ze why we 're

con s e rVing t he e nv i r onment. Not only becaus e i t is a

wonderful t h i ng , becau s e we wan t t o hav e it fo r our

f ut ure f amily t o enj o y . And a lo t ot people t ha t are

i nv olve d in the na tu r e around us here ge t t o se e an d ge t

to e nj oy i tl the peopl e that are i nvo lved in ou tdoor

ac t i vi t i es, such as hiking, eque s tr i an, trail -rid ing, 4x4

eve nts, respectively.

And a l o t o f t rend I se e lat ely , a lot of land

closu res for nati onal pa r ks, where th ey ar e set aside

only to pre s e rve an imal ' and ,uch . I be liev e that i f

you -- this trend cont i nues , we wi l l not on ly s ee the

land closure, but al so s ee ext reme decline in the

int ere st of outdoo r activiti e s s uch a s hiking, etce t e r a .

We have to r ealiz e th e peopl e who support thes e type of

outdoor eve nts and are as , peopl e of the core suppo rts o f

a l l t hese areas, are the pe ople tha t contri bute and t he y

9
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And e i t her becau s e t he y a r e no t invo l ved in th e public

forum s uch a s thi s , but t hey need to be hea rd and t he y

need to be rea l i ze d that thes e outdoor ar ea s need to

r emain open s o that we can t each our children, s o th e y

ca n e xper ie nce the se th ings, s o they can de velop a love

fo r nature and dev elop something tha t the y r ea ll y learn

to re sp ec t . And i t th ey can't se e that a r ea, i f t he y

ca n 't enj oy it the way it was intended , th en ther e is no

way t he y ca n l earn that , and truly l earn to r espect the

natu r e , Thank you .

MS. MISQUEZ : Than k you, Mr. Lewi s . Gr eg

Mottino ?

MR . MOTTINO: Mottino .

MS . MISQUEZ : Than k you, sir.

MR . MOTTINO : Good ev eni ng. My name i s Greg

Mo ttino . I live in La Qui nta a nd I 'm also a member of

t he Dese rt Side Tr ack s 4X4 cl ub . As the othe r member s

a lready s poke . th ey touch ed qui te a few a re as a nd I ' m not

1"\
N

~

they a r e the on e s that pa r t ake in most of t he se

22

23

are t he one s that they are included in the activit ies , 22

23

goi ng t o go ov e r t ho s e same i.sues. One it em tha t was

ment ioned - - tha t Ralph mentioned was, wit h t his new

24 ac t iv i t ies . Tho s e a re t he peo pl e you ne ed to li s t en to. 24 propo s ed pl an, that the areas are becoming l es s and l ess

25 A lot of the voi ce s tha t a r e being s poke n in t he

13
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a cce s si ble and closing down more and mor e areas.
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t hat in t he long term as tar as what Ralph s a i d , people MR. KAY: This document , the Dr a f t tn~ironment

2 are getting older, myself, I'm in the wheelchair, I'm

unabl e to hike i n these a~eas , and t he se areas are

Impa ct Statement, indicates it's prepared by th e

Departme nt of Interior and Nova - - Terra Nova Pl anning

beautitul. I e njoy t hem thoroughl y , And the only way a nd Research in Palm Spri ngs. Was Terra Nova t he ma j o r

MR. KAY: Wh o was the maj o r co nt r i bu t o r o f the

5 that I can get into the se area s is by a vehic le . And I

really do enjoy that ki nd of activity . And with these

proposed closures, t here is go ing t o be less access for

:to-V
~

5

6

c ontributor to the tex t that

MS . MISQUEZ: No.

see in here?

people in my co ndition . So agai n, I just want to voice text?

9 my co ncern that the r e is always a bal a nc e on t hese 9 MS . MISQUEZ : BLM staff .

1 0 issues. And closing everyt hing 10 MR. KAY: BLM statt , it was n 't c on t r a c t ed out .

1 1 MS . MISQUtZ: Can you speak up , please. 11 MS. MISQUEZ: Not allot it, no .

12

13

MR. MOTTINO: I jus t want t o reiterate t hat wit h

thi s proposal that more a reas are goi ng to be closed ,

12

13

MR . KAY: Some of it was .

MS. MISQUEZ: Some ot it was .

14 t hat I thi nk it sho ul d be reconsidered a nd strike a :to 14 MR . KAY: I in t en d to ta ke a better l ook at

15

16

balance and keep these areas open so pe ople i n my

c onditi on would be able t o see t hese areas by use o f a

oe,
15

16

t his , but my co ncern , li ving where I do, i n Sun Ci t y,

we 're at th e eastern edge ot t he lizard p r e s e r ve, and

1 7 wheel chai r . Than k you. 17 when I boug ht t here six years ago, I was i nformed ot the

So what I would like t o suggest i n this report,

I 'm s t a rt i ng t o s ee lizards where I live now .

to move as much as it does . And I wasn't in f o r me d that

t he l i za r ds like to have fresh san". And I'm th i n ki ng

I~

was n't i n f o r med that t he sand likedwind co ndition, but

now that the preserve wi ll e nlarge itse lf to inc lude Sun

s ome con sideration be given t o the people in this valley ,

City becaus e all that sand is moving into Sun City and

25

24

18

23

19

21

22

20MR . KAY: Good e vening . My na me is Terry Kay

MS . MISQUEZ : Thank you, Mr. Mottino. Terry

Kay , would you please c ome up .

and I live in Sun City , Palm Desert . I didn't inte nd to

question it I ca n, it someb ody could answer a questio n

for me. Can I trr it and s ee if you want to take it?

MS . MISQUtZ: We 'll give it a shot.

come here a nd make any comment, but I would like t o ask a

18

25
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21

20

22

23

24

15 16
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I read t wo studies that say that more sa nd is

into it trom th e other e nd . And what they are planning

going to be blowing out into Sun City than will e ver blow

-1 put up s ome kind ot ba rri er s o' t he sa nd sta ys with the

li za rd s where they like to hav e it a nd not in t he

community where we don't l ike to ha ve it . That' s my

major conc ern about the sole operation. Keep th e s a nd

0'".,.
c

'"Q,

3

land - - wa i t , e xc u,e me. to rg H.
QI
:t­
O

~

wher e it belongs a nd l et us get a l ong without it . Thank on doing, I likened to putting a Band -Aid on a cancerous

6 you very much tor the opportunity . mole . Not only is it no t doing any good, but you 're

HS. HISQUEZ: -Tha nk you, Hr. Kay. Hs . Nancy

Hadson, please.

doing harm in that you're no t doing the right thing . And

any proposal now to bUy up property in Thousand Palms

MS . MADS ON : Hy name is Nancy Hadson and I Iive _. area could devaluat e property so people won't bui ld, and

10

11

12

13

in Thousand Palms. Specitically, in the zo ne 8 s ec t i on

that was subject to some restrictions, a vrop08al to

r estrict building a co uple years ago . And we deteated

this proposal to restrict dev elopment in Thousand Palms.

10

11

12

13

to r e s t r i c t development in that area is not a solution.

You could ra ise allot Thousand Palms and you're not

going to get t he sa nd blowin9 into t he preserve that i s

blowing out on the other end.

t he east end and move tha t sa nd back arou nd so that sand

And I've always ma i n t a i ned that there is a way

keeps blowing within the preserve and being tresh dunes

to maintain the preserve within its own bo und aries. To
0­
~
o
V
Q.

physically move the sand, put up barriers atmove th e

all the time , rathe r than carving t he resi de nts and

l~

14

17

18

16

19

0­
o
N

V
Q.

We t ill ed this room . And now it seem s like this intend ed

And this gentl eman trom Sun City, it 's my

proposal to restrict development in Thousa nd Palms,

it roundabout. The wild lite agencies are getting what

they want ed, but j ust in a ditterent way.

although it got deteated, it is -- they a r e going a bout

1~

16

14

17

18

19

2C

21

22

23

opinion that the pres erve is in the wrong place. It

anybody i s driven a r ound t he valley, the majority ot the

blow s and i s sout h ot Highway IC with the exception ot

the part on the ea s t part ot the pre s erve that 's blowing

Ot
:t­
O

~

20

21

22

23

land-owners, developer s in t he Thousand Palms area .

Thank you .

HS. HISQUEZ: Tha n k you, Hs . Hadson. Rachell e ,

do you have any more names? Did anyo ne els e want to

24 into Sun City. And I've re ad s ome ot the r eport s on tile 24 speak that ha s not had a chance to speak ?

2~ in Riv erside r e9a rding thi s issu e, the bureau ot 25 Hr. Fitzpatrick?

17 18
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2

6

MR. FITZPATRICK' I hav e a question.

MS . MISQU EZ, Yes, sir.

MR. f I TZPATRI CK: And I guess I fo rgot to

men tion, it has • • I ' ve been doing this three and a half

year s, a nd I've see n a lot of closures, m~litary bases

closed, a nd some othe r e nvi r onment a l and e ve n some fo r

pres e rving wild l ife . Wh at I nev er s e e in s t ud i e s 1s a

6

The s hee p us ed t o come ou t a nd feed on t he gr a s s a nd

d rin k the wate r and e very t h ~ ng . Sudd enly t here was s hee p

a l lover the pl ac e , you had t o be c areful . We couldn ' t

even film one da y because t he s hee p we r en't moving whe r e

we wanted to film . So I just -- bu t e ve r ybody said back

in the l at e 'SOs, o r mid - '80s, this woul d be th e demis e

of the s heep if we build t his hot el. I ju s t woul d l ike

follow-up s t udy so t ha t the conclusions tha t a r e

proj ec t ed i n this, what you think i s go ing to happen

10 or not you but whome ve r that two or thre e years a fter 10

to see a follow-up and ha ve s ome one follow up and say, is

this really go ing to happen or 1s it not ? Has it really'

happened the way we e xpec t ed 'i t to, a nd if no t, wha t 's

1--N
Va.

11

12

13

this has be en implemented, 1f it indeed will be , that

someone i s then following up saying is thi s rea lly true,

i s this r eally .- ar e we improv1ng thi s? Bec ause the r e

11

12

13

going on now that a l l the pe opl e have be en cl e ared away.

Okay. Than ks.

MS. MISQUEZ, Very good comme nt .

14 a re cas es like thi s can cit e where that's not been the 14 MS . MADSON' Off t he record

lS

16

17

lS

19

2 0

21

22

23

24

2S

case at all. And I think, you know, whil e s c ience - - no

on e i s disputing the value of sci ence a nd science is

good, but it ' s s c i e nc e of the moment. His torically the

sa nd ha s been he re a l ot longer than we have , so hav e the

animal s, but the point i s, three year s f r om now are sheep

going t o improve ? for e xampl e , I remembe r when they

MS . MIS QUEZ , Would you like to come up?

MR . fI TZPATRICK : Per sonally thi s do e sn' t hav e

to be on the r eco rd . But I remember when I wa s f i l mi ng

he r e years a go a nd t he y wer e building up in Mo rongo a nd

e ve r ybody sa i d i t' s going to de stroy the bigho rn s hee p .

19
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MS. MISQUEZ, I'll have you come up , Would you

11 ke to come up?

MS. MADSON' Can I s a y so mething of f the r ec o r d?

MS . MIS QUEZ: Of cour.e .

(Discus. ion of f the rpcord.)

MS . MISQU EZ, . Shall we bring this to a close?

You'r e wel come to s ta y and a sk us que stion s, but we will

go a head and b ring th i s to • "lo. e . Some of you coming

f rom a di stance, I'm s ure you would like to ge t home.

Again , on beh al f of BLM, t ha nk f or t aking t he t i me to be

he r e. Again, i t s houl d be 1n the fi na l EI S . We'll

20
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10

11

inc lude the tranacript of th i s pu b l i c he arinq. Thank

you .

(Th e pro~eedinq was c onc l ude d a t 6,50 p.m .l

-000 -

REP 0 R T E R' S C E R T I rIC ATE

2

I, Kathy 9auerntelnd, a c e rtified short ha nd

reporter, do hereby certify tha t the toreqoi nq paqe s

comprise a fUll , true and correct transcription ot the

proceedinqs ha d in the herinbefore - e ntitled matter of

July 22, 200 2.

Dat ed t his 1s t of Auqu s t , 2002, a t Yuc ca Va ll ey,

9 I California .

10

11

12

13

14

IS

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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I N 0 E X 1 PALM SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA; TUESDA~, JUL~ 23, 2002

2
2 :12 P.M.

-000-

11 I And before I recently became the associate field

14 I preparation of th e document we're going to discuss

12 1 manager, I had been the planning e n v i r o n me n t a l

13 coordinator. That's why I had a big hand in the

15 1today.

16 With me today is Sonja from Gillespie

I've be en in the valley about 10 years.

MS. MISQUEZ: Good aft ernoon. Some of5

you know me already, I k n o v , but my name is

Elena Misquez. I'm the associate field manager

81 for t he Bureau of Land Manag em en t .Pa l m

9 springs/South Coast field ottice.

10

7

14

fAil.

4, 18

7

5

9

COMMENTS

8 I MR. 110RGAN

6 I I1S . MISQUEZ

14

16

10 I MR. GOMSI

15

13

12

11

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

17 1 Reporting and Glen Norton who greeted you as you

18 came into the door. Glen is one of our park

1 9 I rangers who pa trols the Santa Rosa a nd Sa n Ja cinto

20 I 110untains and also some of our wildern ess ar eas.

21 I This i s t he pUblic hearing for the Draft

22 Coachella Vall ey California Desert Conservation

23 I Area Plan Amendm ent, the Dratt Santa Rosa a n d San

24 I Jacin to Mountains Trails Manag ement Plan and th e

25 I Draft Envi ronmental Impact Stat ement fo r both of
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3

th o s e pl an s . Tha t 's thi s documen t h e r e, whi ch it

look s lik e you a l l h av e copi e s of th a t.

What was omi tt ed, a n d wi th ou r a po log ies ,

Trail s Man ag ement Plan i s a much mo r e s pe c i f i c

2 I l ev el pl an, looking much mo r e in d et ail as t o

wh ic h trail s will b e a va i la b le wh a t t i me of y e a r.

was Ta b l e 2- 4 f r o m th e document . And we have So it's much more detail ed.

6 , both i n the same d raft EIS .

51 copi e s of t h ose availabl e for you a t th e t a b l e. I

6 see a coupl e o f you h av e t h at alread y , wh ich is

5 And for eff i c ie n c y we' v e includ ed th em

Whe n i t comes to th e

e x c e l le n t .

8 I Th e purpose , of cour s e, of today's

7 1 final, though , t he y will be sepa rated, a n d I'll

8 explain how .

9 1meeting i 8 to a c ce p t oral comm en t s on both of

10 t h e s e docum ent s . So far I just have Jeff s i g n e d

9 , We hope to have the final Environm ental

10 , Impact stat em ent for th e Coachella Valley

11 1up to s p e a k . But like I said, maybe we c a n do 11 I California Desert Conservation Are a Plan out in

12 ' t h i s in more conv ersation s t y l e , a s 10n9 as Sonja 12 ' Oc t o b e r .

13 I c an hear a n d r eco rd What you hav e to say. 13 , The Santa Rosa/San Jacinto Mountains

14 I just want to giv e you a l it tl e

1 5 b ackground about how your comm ent s will be

16 incorpor a t ed into th es e two documents. It's a

17 li tt l e co nf us i ng i n th a t we p u t an app le and an

18 o r a ng e tog e th e r in on e b a sket.

14 I Trails Management Plan is actu ally part of th e

1 5 , Coachella valley MUltispecies Habitat Conservation

161 Plan. That p l an i s due to com e out, I und e rstand,

17 sometime i n t he fa l l o r i t c o u l d b e ear ly wi nter.

18 , But you will se e ' t h is pl an ag ain, th e

2 0 P la n Am endment i s a na l o g o u s t o a g en e r a l plan fo r

21 a ci ty. S o it do e sn't in clud e s ite-s pe c if i c typ e

22 p r o jec ts , b u t it pro v i d es overall l and us e

2 3 al l oca t i o n f or t he pUb lic l a nd s . An d it only

24 a p p l ies t o th e ted e ral l and s .

2 1 'rounds o t d r aft r evi ew and comMent .

23 I P la n Ame nd me nt , th e COM me n ts ar e du e

24 , Sept ember 5th. And you may submit them, o f

The Ca lifo rnia De s e rt Cons ervation Are a

19 1 trails pl an, in t h e MUlti sp e ci es Plan wh en it go es

20 out for d raft r evi e w. So it will go t h r o u g h t wo

2 2

Th e Cali forni a De s e rt Conservation Ar ea19

25 The Sa nta Rosa / Sa n J acinto Mountain s 25 ' c o u r s e , in wri tin g, fax, e - ma i l. B" Bu re to pic k

5 6
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up a copy ot this neWs relea ae tor the details ot plans.

It is our belieC that these mUltiple

issues should have been addressed in two ditterent

where and when.

That's all I have as an introduction ,

unless you have some questions, or it you want to

2

tormats or two ditCerent draCts. So I'm going to

8
~

6

just begin comments .

Jett, would you like to begin? Would you

5 Iaddress trail issues individually or separately

6 trom the COCA Plan.

7 I like to come down and provide us your comments? 7

8

9 I here?

MR. MORGAN; Can everyone hear me trom

I'll start now with the Trails Management

Plan. At this stage it is almost impo s sible to

9 I review proposal alternatives as they are presented

15 I I'm a resident ot Palm Sprin9s, CalHornia .

10

11

12

13

14

MS. HISQUEZ : Well, tor Sonja's sake, we

would eurely appreciate it it you would --
HR. HORGA/f: '{ou want me to come down?

HS. HISQUEZ; Ves, sir. Thank you.

MR. HORGAN; Hy name is Jettrey Mor9an.

I'm

10 due to the tact that they are SUbject to

11 ne90tiations that are on90in9 with regard to the

12 wildlite agencies regardin9 endangered species.

13 And the Trails Hanagement Plan is being

14 prepared as an element ot the Coachella Valley

15 HUltispecies Habitat Conservation Plan.

16 I here representing the Sierra Club today. A couple l~ Pro9ress and development of the habitat

20 I Stat ement tends to throu9h one document (i. e.,

23 I Management Plan , Which are two separate issues,

25 I further complicat ed by the relationship to other

21 ICOCA Pl an Amendment tor the Coachella Valley) and

22 the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Hountains Trails

17 I plan is at best still vsry much a work in

18 pro9ress, and it may be months or even years

1 9 be t o re it i s adopted . ·Th e r s is the strong

20 possibility that it may tail tompletely and not be .

21 adopted at all.

22 Additionally, the Aqua Caliente band ot

2J Cahuilla Indiana are preparin9 their own plan

24 which may have very, very ditterent plans tor

25 trail use.

These issues are

i'll just go ri9ht into

As the dratt Envi ro n me nt al Impac t

1710t introductory comments.

18 them.

19

24 I they are only partla.lly related.

7
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qeneral comments on the COCA Plan 1n general.

believe is September 5th, 2 0 02 .

That was the trails . This i. just

Specitics comments I 'll go through one at a time.

It the Coachella Valley MUltispecies

2, 1 Habitat Conservation Plan tails or it adopted in a

weakened torN ( i . e . • major citie. drop out ot it,

the county drops out ot it ), in a Nannsr that it

5 I fails to live up to its name by not ,giving 5 Wild and .cenic rivers. We believe all

..
sutfici.nt protection to species and habitat , it

could be wide open to legal challenges that would

probably prove to be termi nal tor the pl.n .

That'. t he Coachella Val le y MUltispecie. Habitet

10 I Plan.

6 I eligible .egments .hou ld be ad d ed to th e nation al

7 I wild a nd scenic river sy.tem. To leave them out

when we have the opportunity ( i . e . , this new

9 I plan ). is clearly n o t -- I can 't read my own

1 0 I writing here -- not t he way to g o.

~
o
\oJ
Q.

11 If t he plan is n ot complete and tails, 11 ACECs. We beli.ve the Up p e r Missio n

14 I troN that ass.s.me nt has not b••n tinaliz.d and

15 I th.re has been no pUblic review proce.e tor that.

12 Ithe Trails Manag.ment Plan d.faults to a

13 biological asses.ment. The biological opinion

16 ~dditionslly, for all the trails, th.r.

12 I Cre.k area s h e u Ld be d.signated a •• 1' ACEC . This

13 I woul d provide a great.r level at protection a nd

14 I p r e e e r-v e c Le n in this unique area, u nlike the

15 1.Xisti ng Whitewater and Big Morongo ~CECs,

16 pres.rving an importa nt corridor tor wildlite, a

("­
:to
o
\l
Q.

17 I should be a recovery plan alternative. ~nd that's 17 I region.l wildlife corridor. ~dditionally, we I

18 Ithe P.ninsula Bighorn Sheep Recovery Plan .

19 The range of alt.rnatives presented goes

18 I belie ve the Dos Palmas a r e a should be .nlarged.

19 I Th.t's t he ACEC a r e a Do. Palmas.

21 I Construction of new comm u nicatio n sites or

20 Ifrom minimal change , "~", to do nothing."D", with

21 a pret erred alternative, "B". Many ot these

20 Commun icatio ns a nd Ut i l i t i . s .

22 I alternative. may not be in compliance with the PBS 22 I windmills s hould not be permitted within the

making more specif ic comments via letter prior to

the date the comment period. ends, which we all areas, careful stUdy and ass essment should be

Utility companies should not23

24

25

recovery plan and should be r .dratted. We will be 23

24

25

conservation areas.

b. permitted al.o in conservation ar•••• And at

011

I~
9
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6 I r e e cv e r y ; To give them mor e tlme . 1 0 mor e year",

7 I then r econsider grazing do esn ·t ma~e sense. The

15 I ~u st have thought about it at on e time.

18 1 grazing . We will be following up on that very

19 s t r o n g l y .

U
Q.

C'
1\1-

To hope to preve nt

Dunn Road a nd Dunn Road access rout es.2 0

5 I us e. o t h e r ar eas s uch a s Willow Kol e a nd Edom

6 1 Kill h a v e ESP problems. That's enda nq ered species

7 problems.

I ando r a ( p h o n e t i c) h a s a d ja ce nt land us e

9 I and PM -1 0 problema, and the Or o p 31 ia adjacent to

2 I Windy Point is no t an option a s th e a r .a

is in the Santa Rosa and t he Sa n Jacinto Moun tains

National Mon ument. whic h by law prohibits such

1 I avai lable.

18 1anYWhSre suitable in the plan area for o f f - h i g h wa y

1 9 veh iclss.

14 1 conducted pri or to o p e nin q the Dr o p 31 area in

15 regard. t o the adjacent wilderness before any

16 I o U - h i g h wa y vehicle u s e in that area should be

1 0 I an existinq wilder ne ss area.

11 Ioff-hig hway vehicles fr om crossi ng over into the

12 wilderness i . a pipe d r e a m.

13 I Far further stUdy will need t o b e

17 I e e n s Ld e r e d . Ge nerally, we don't thin~ there is

ff'-N
U
Q.

.s
00
e
V
Go

00

1°~

So I gue8s yo u quys

MS . MISQUEZ ; Than~ you.

Motori z ed vehicle ar eas. There are

MR. MORGANI That is our position on

the preferred alt ernative .

It should be noted t hat althouqh text in

the plan a h o ws Alternative " A" as th e preferred

alternative. on the ~ap, Fig ure 2-K s h ows

A~ternative "C". the e n t i r e allotment deleted as

Now we 'r e qettinq there. Grazinq . The

Whitewat er gr azing allot~ent has not had any use

5 I s i n c e 1999. and the lands are showing 80m e

3

20

1 Ir equir ed for any n ew faciliti e e on BLM land s.

2 That ta~e s in visual r e sources al so .

8 1g r azing a ll o t me n t s h o u l d b e r eti r ed no w i t it s

9 e n t i re t y .

16

17

13

10

11

12

14

21 I currently no op en off -highway v ehicle a r e a a within

22 I th e pl an area . 1In y s u ch u s e is a n ill eqal u s e ,

2 3 IGiven air qu ality, noi • • • e x i. t i n g land u••• •

2 4 wild .rne " " a n d wildlif e i s su es. th ere may not b e

25 I any suitable public land s for o f f-highway use

11

e­
N

\J
Go

21 I Currently t he Dunn Road and all access rout s. are

22 1 c Lo s e d p rimary by lock ed qat e", secondary by

23 s i g n a g e . 1Idditional closures have be en made by

24 I privat e lando wners . The reasons for these

25 I closures ar e many a nd myri ad. but mainly r evolve

12

GILLESPIE REPORTING' DOCUM ENT MANAGEMENT . INC .
GILLESPIE REPORT ING' DOCUMENT MAN AGEMENT. INC.

Page F-83



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F - Public Comments and Responses

1 I around the Peninsula llighorn Sheep issues. 1 I and c o nsu lt with ris h and Wildlite and rish and

2 Use ot the Dunn Road is considered to be

a major tactor in the decline ot , Peninsula Bighorn 3

Game regarding Du nn Road yet again ,

Other roads. There are many spur roads

Sheep in the Santa Rosa Hountai ns . Reter to the ott the power line route. g uess y ou call it

7

5 I kick-t hro ug h trails in the Big Morongo ACEC. Many

8 I and closed a nd just keep the trattic o n the power

6 lot t h e s e little spur ro ads h a v e b e e n in t onGa l l y

~

III
7-

These s hould be blocked7 I developed i n that area .The best sc ience today indicates that

8 IDunn Road remains closed until PBS have recovered

6 I U. S . fish and W!ld lite.

5 I recovery plan whic h is available trom our ' otticial

9 I sutticiently to be no longer endangered. Dunn 9 I. l i n e route where i t ' s s upposed t o be . That 's our

1 0 I views o n that o ne.

12 I have any wilder ness iss ues a ddressed in this ,

1 0 Road and connecting routes s hould remain close d

11 with the exception: The access trom pinions as

12 tar north as t he gate in Section 16 be open tor

11 Anot her tact or h e r e, we d o n' t seem to

15 Bighorn Sheep and wi ll provide access to trails

16 that are not SUbject to seasonal closures .

17 The BLH pret erred alter native and

18 portions ot the road north oC section 16 and

within any ot the c losed arsas regardi ng Peninsula

15 1plan area that are s uitable wi lderness lands,

16 especially in the Big Morongo ACEC . They sh ould

17 Ibe co nsidered and brought into the plan as part ot

18 the planning process. Thank you.

"1-o
V
Q.

There are several areas within thie

especially new wilder ness areas a nd wilderness

study areas.

13

14

v
CL

0'"
In

This portion ot the r oad is notpUblic use.13

14

21 I Would anyone else like to provide

2 0 I your comments.

22 I comme nts? 'ies, sir.

We appreciate

Can I ,make

Would you please?

I didn't sign up.

MS. MISQUEZ: Tha nk y ou .

MR. GOMSI:

19

23

24 I comments?

19 between Royo Ceriso ( p h o n e t i c) and the commo n

20 boundary between Section 32 and 33, I t hink thet's

21 correct, wo uld not be appropriate, given the

22 current status ot the Peninsula Bighorn Sheep .

23 Additionally, we believe t here should at this time

24 be no comm ercial use ( i . e . , jeep tours ).

25 We s uggest you reter to the recovery plan 25 MS. MISQ UEZ: o e course. o r course.

13 14
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pr o gra m in c o n j u nct i o n with trails and with 8LHSonj a h a s y ou r n ame?

2 I ' MR. GOMUI Ye s.

MS. MI SQUEZ: Okay . Why don 't y o u com e

2 I a n d mayb e po s t e r s or s o me t h i n g lik e t hat l etting

p eopl e kno w wh a t t o look out to r a n d h e alth

'"-f\I
~

down . 4 I s y mp t o ms a nd tho se ki nd s at thing s .

5 MR. GOM SI: Sur e . Well, t ha nk you t or 5 Other t a cto r s that migh t interta c e with

6 I let t i n g me a d dress thi s tin e big a u d ie n ce h e r '". 6 I u s is mosquito br e eding. AnyWh er e there's wate r

7 I Thi s i s quit e a docum ent h e r e . You s h o u Hi b e 7 I there will b e mosquito br eeding . I'm looking a t

A lot at s t u t t in h er e.

I' m Don Gomsi wi t h th e Co ach ell a Vall ey

pro ud o t t hi s d o c umen t h e r e . 8 I t he pl an he r e a n d I ' m see i ng we t la n d a reas ,

~
o
~Her e We hav e ongoing a l mo s t ev ery y ea r

rip arian h abit at s and wild riv er s and wi l d a n d

s cenic riv er s.

9

10

11

I'm no t s ure al l

I haven 't re a d it, but it's big .th e t' s in h er s .9

10

11

13 Ijust to a d d ress s o me ~ojoining t acto r s th at might

1 4 intert ac e with 8LM open s p a ce e n d a ng e re d species

1 2 I Mos quito a n d Vector Cont rol Di st rict . I'm here 12 We stern Equine Encephali tis . Th e r e a r e v ery t ew

13 human cas es coming down with that, but it i s an

14 on90ing di s e a s e we h av e h er e.

l S I a n d th e v e cto r control community . 15 I A n ew one coming up is West Nil e Virus.

16 We h av e se vera l di s ease s here in th e 16 I It's ov er on th e east coat. It' s making it s way

17 I Coa c he lla v all ey that are s p re a d by v ecto r s. 17 I into Texas as we s pe a k right ' n ow. Th at on e

18 I Ve cto r s are in s e c t s or r o de nts Which sp r e ad 18 I a t t e c ts many bird s di e tram it. It att ect s

19 I diseases . 1 9 I h o r s e s . Horses either dis or are put down . And

2 0 On e a t t he m would b e Hant a Vi ru s s p re a d 2 0 I th e r e are s o me hum an d e ath s -- 1 3 to 18 d e a ths

2 1 I by r o de nts. Anot he r i s Are na vi ru s s p re a d by 21 l o v e r in Ne w York . torg et th e numb e r .

22 I r ode nts a lso . Th ose are both wi ld rode nts in th e 22 The y a re antic i pate d to hit Ca li to rni a

2 3 I area . 2 3 I n e xt y e ar . And whe n it do e s com e h e r e, we h av e

24 I Whil e I'm no t s ayin g cont rol t he rode n ts,

2 5 ! TIm sa y i n9 we mi gh t wan t t o h av e s o me e d ucat i o na l

15

til

IN
~

24 I large h o r s e s ho ws a nd th e li k e with p eopl e .

25 I n e ed to t ak e preca ut i o ns to r th a t .

So we

1 6
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6 I that can be done with wat er man agement issues .

2 I MS. MISQUEZ: What can BLM do to help

MR. GOMSI: There's a variety of things

manage and control lIlosquitos and these types of

diseases on the pUblic ' l a n d s ?

Sure.MR. GOMSI,1

5

In
1­
o
~

And with these waterwaye, we need to look

at ways to possibly manage some of the vater, if

there's going to be mosquito br e.ding in those

areas and if theY're going to be there enough

5 I where people can get impacted, and just be aware

o f t h a t .

7

out the wildlife, helps mosquito fish better.

9 I Sometimes choked waterways aren't always the best

So again, I'm not saying control or wipe

out the whole environment. But we need to be

9 Iaware that there are human issues out there. You

7 I Weed management. Sometimes we ed management helps

10 I waterways .10 Iknow, I think maybe in a' future plan sOllle at those

11 things might want to be addressed inside there. 11 There's a variety at things. I'm not the

12 One ot the other things is sand and 12 I total expert on all these types of matters. But I

13 I gravel mininq is an area that does cause mosquito 13 I would love to have a dialogue. We have an

14 I breeding because sand and gravel mines 14 I entomologist that works with us. He worked with

15 I occasionally till up with water, and the water 15 I UC Riverside and UC Davis researchers. If there

19 appreciate your ,comments . Maybe if I could get

20 your business card before you '10 today, I'd

21 appreci~te thet.

16 Istays there for some time if they have a solid

17 llottom .

18 So if they're going to approve those

19 types of sand and qravel mines and they're near

20 any hallitation of people, they need to lle aware of

21 that and prepare for that in the future.

N
Jo
V
Q.

16

17

18

are some issues, I'd love to be able to comment on

them and have our staff have an input .

HS. MISQUEZ: Okay. Thank you. I

22 Those are the only things I wanted to 22 Are there other comments? No? Then

24 I welcome to stay and ask any questions. Glen is

23 Imention, and just let the group know that vector

24 issues are alive and well in the Coachella Valley.

23 I think we can b ring thi s to a close. You're

25 HS. HISQUEZ: Hay I ask a question? 25 I a v e Lt a b Le , He has walked the e r e t i s quite a bit

17 18
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1 I and know. a lot about Bi'lhorn sheep. So he can

certainly help y o u with that.

I can answer any questions you may have

1 REPORTER 'S CERTIFICATE

STATE OF CALIF ORNIA

4 about the CDC plan portion at it. On behalt at

5 J im Kenna, the tield mana'ler, and myselt and .G~en

6 and the BLM statt, we appreciate your takin'l the

7 time to be here . Your input is very important to

ss .

5 I COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

6 I I , sonja Chernick, a Certitied Shorthand

Reporter within and tor the State at Calitornia,

8 I us. Have a 'load evenin'l' Bye .

9

1 0

11

12

13
14

15

16

17

18

19

( Th e meetin'l concluded at 2:35 p.m . )

--0 00-- .

8 I hereby cert I fy:

9 I That the said meeting , taken down by me in

· 1 0 stenotype at the time and p lace therein etated ,

11 I was thereatter reduced to typewritten by

12 I c omputer-aided transcription under my directi on,

13 1and is an accurate transcriPt~on at the oral

14 proceedings in this matter, to the best ot my

15 I ability.

.1 6 I I further certity t hat I am not in any way

17 I interested in the event a t this action and that I

18 I alii not related to any ot the parties thereto.

19 I · DATED THIS 8TH DAY OF AUG UST 2002 .

sonja Che~nick, CSR No. 11504

20

21

22

23

24

25

2 0

· 21

22

23

24

25

Cb~M~ U.J<.l,v, ,-

19
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CERTIFIED COpy

DATE AND TIME:

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND HANAGEMENT

IN RE: PUBLIC HEETING TO )
GATHER PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE )
DRAFT CALIFORNIA DESERT )
CONSERVATION AREA PLAN )
AMENDMENT FOR THE COACHELLA )
VALLEY, THE DRAFT SANTA ROSA )
AND SAN JACINTO MO UNTAINS )
TRAILS MANAGEMENT PLAN, AND )
DRAFT ENVIR ONMENTAL IMPACT )
STATEMENT ( EI S) RELEASED rOR )
PUBLIC REVIEW JUNE 7 , 20 02. )

-----------------------------)

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT

or

PROCEEDINGS

MEETING LOCATION: IHPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT ·
Board Roo ..
81-60 0 Av.nu. 58
La Quinta, CA

Tnursday, July 25, 2 002
6:13 p .... to 6:35 p ....

7

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

2 0

PRE SEN T

U.S . DEPARTHENT OF THE INTERI OR
8ur.au ot Land Manag.... nt
Palm Springs/South Coast Fi eld Ottice
BY: ELENA MISQUEZ, Ass ociate Field

Manager
JIH KENNA. Fie ld Hanager
RACHELLE HUDDLESTON-LORTON,
Wild lite 8iologist

69 0 W. Garnet Ave nue
P.O. 80le 58126 0
Nortn Pal .. Spri ngs . Calitornia 92258
(76 0 ) 251-48 00

PU8LIC SPEAKERS :

GAYLE CADY. Page 7
BETTY MANGAN SHITH , Page 10
JESSE McKEEVER, Page 14

REPORTED 8Y:

JOB NO.:

DIANE L. HARTIN , CSR, RHR
CSR No. 8268

59301DLM

21

22

23
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:l333 CentrIl Ave. .... D,IIIveralde, CAf2IOI • 8QS.U2...... ,.~

EmaIl: gnlm••rUIIlnluMl
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I~~! \ ~ ­
p .......... ~
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25
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La Quint a, CA Th u rsda y , JUl y 25, 2 0 02 1 av ail abl e in th e back at th e doo r it you d on' t

2 PRO C E E 0 I N G S hav e one. It' s a va i la b le to r 90 -d ay pUblic

r evi e w. I t clo s e s Sept e mbe r 5 th. It you would

4

5

6

MS . MISQUEZ: Good e ve n i n g , eve r yp ne.

I woul d like to go a hea d end get th e mee t ing '

sta rted .

5

6

like to r ec eiv e a copy of th e tinal document when

it comes out, pl ease mak e s ure your nam e a n d

a d d r e ss i s on t he gr e en sh e et s in th e back.

7 My n ame i s El ena Mi squ e z. I a m th e 7 Le t' s s e e. I wi l l giv e a li ttl e s h o r t

9

LO

II

12

13

L 4

15

16

17

18

L 9

2 0

2 1

22

23

2 4

2 5

Associate field Manager tor the Burea u o f La n d

Man ag e ment, Palm Sp ring s/South Co a st f ie l d

ot ti c e .

With me this evening i s JIm Kenn a, ou r

fi eld Man ager; Rachell e Huddl e ston-Lorton, who ia

our wildlit e biologi st; a n d Di an e Martin, with

Gil le s p ie Reporting, who wi l l b e r e cording you r

comment s a n d ou r me eting t o da y .

Thi s i s , o t c o u r se , th e pUbli c h earing to

li st en t o you r com ment s and conc e rn s about th e two

pl an s that we hav e ou t a nd a va i lab le f o r public

re view . They are b o th prov i ded in thi s documen t .

Th is i s ; ot c o u rse , t he Or att Env i ronmental Impact

Sta t emen t a na l yz i n g th e Coache l la Va l l ey

Cali f o rni a De s e r t Con s e rv a ti on Area Pl an

Amand men t; and , a lso , th e Santa Rosa a n d San

J acin to Moun ta i ns Tr ail s Manageme n t Pl an .

Now, t hes e document s, o f c o u rse , ara
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a

9

10

II

12

13

L4

L5

1 6

1 7

18

19

2 0

2 1

2 2

23

2 4

25

d e sc rip tion o t ho w y our comme n ts wi ll b e u s ed thi s

e ve n i n g. As I sa i d , W8 hav e t wo separat e plans

b eing ottered t o th e public fo r r eview and

comment. Th e tirst on e , th e Co ach ell a Vall ey

California De sert Con serva tion Area Pl an i s

analogou s to a g an era l p l a n tor a city or the

county. S o it provid es general land use

a l l o c at i o n d eci sions, you know, and g eneral land

uses .

Th e Tr a i l s Pl an, ot c o u rs e , is much mo r e

s p e c it i c a s to which trail s, wh en they would b e

op en ed or clos ed , or seas o na l ly o p ened a n d clos ed ,

a n d dog us e a , and a vari ety o t oth er tac t ors that

we n e ed to consi d e r in t rai l u s e, in prov id i ng

trail u s e whil e s t i l l p rotecting th e bigh o rn sh e ep

a n d cthe r s pe c ies . Be ca uss we h av e two se pa ra te

p l ans, whe n we go out with t he tinal e nv iro nme n t a l

impact stat ement, th a t will con tain, o t cou rse ,
4
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1 the transcripts 'rom th e se meetings , it will

cont sin any letters or e- ma i l s or faxes that we

receiv e, and comm ent s on both of those plans .

betwee n t he t wo plans?

Okay . G·ood.

So I gu e ss without much ado, I'd like to

get i nto the pUblic comment port ion of t his

5

Howev er, th e fin al EIS will contain the

Coachella v a l l e y California Desert Conse rvatio n 5 even ing . If yo u would like to speak thi s eve ning

6 Ar ea Plan i n a more -- it will incorporate those 6 -- I must say, I only have o ne speaker , and mAny

on the pink form in the back

pUb lic c omments and probably wit h some adj ustments

to the doc ument i t s e l f , perhaps, but the Trails

7 more are welcome we ask t hat y ou pl ease sign in

I see a nother one

9

1 0

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Plan i s actually part of the Coachella Valley

MUlti -Species Habitat Conservatio n P la n. We

provided that Trails Plan in this document because

we wanted to be nc hmark the progress that 's been

made through th e meny months of negotiations

between the cities , BLM, the F ish' Wildlife

Service, and Fiah , Game.

So the Trails P lan will reappear when the

Coach ella v a l l e y MUlti -speci e s Habitat

Conservation Plan i s availabl e for pUblic review .

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

c o ming. And this will help , o f c ourse , ou r c ourt

reporter to get your n a me right .

Since we are not overwhelmed by a nu mb e r

0' pe ople, we are not going to impose necessarily

a t ime l imit on you , so we j u s t ask that y ou be

cons iderate o f the a Udience.

And I th ink without much further ado , I

think we will get started . And before we do , I

jus t want to s a y on behal f o f BLM , mys e l f , J i m,

and Rachelle , we appreci ate you taking the time to

19 And I beli ev e it 's e i t h e r late fall or perhaps 19 be here a nd provide us yo ur comments . 'lour input

MS. CADY : Su re .

2 0

21

22

23

early winter is when they are targeting to send

that out . So that 's when you wi l l see that. And

th en any chang es made to th e Trails Plan as well

as relative comm ents will b e ref lected the r e.

2 0

21

22

2 3

is very important t o us.

So shall we

kind to s t a r t u s off?

Gayl e, would you be so

5

24

25

Any qu estions on j u s t th e proc ess? The

plan s? I a th at pret ty c lear , th e di f f erence

GILLESPIE REPORTING' DOCUMENT MANAGEMENT , INC.
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MS. MISQUEZ: Yes, please .
6
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(II know where Jerry lives. but -
121 MR. CRITES; Across the street from the pi~,

PI MR. MUTH: Is that where: the pig lives?
I" MR. CRITES: Across.the street from the: pig.
151 MS.WATLING; Ruth Watling.
161 There will be: a great fear if you put parking
[7J in there for public access from the community members .
181 It won't go over easily.
191 MR. KENNA: Thank you.

(10) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:Any other comments on the
(111 motion?
(121 All in favor of the: motion. say."Aye."
(131 (VOte:.)
(I ~I CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Any opposed. "Nay',?
l' S) (VOle.)
[161 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:Well. let's do hands.
(17) then.
(181 Opposed? One, two. three, four. five
(Ig) opposed. All those for the motion? One, two , three .
1201 four. five. sL'C.
(211 The: motion passes.
(221 MR. CRITES; Count the noes again.There
[23~ were six opposed. ' .
12" CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: There were six opposed?
[25} All right . Let 's U'y it one more time.

Page 189 I
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111 All right. Let's go for the ayes; all right?
(2) Everyone in favor of the motion. please ho ld your land
(3) up and keep it there. One. two, three, four, five,
[,) six.
[51 Everybody agre e with that vote? Six for.
{61 All those opposed. please raise your hand.
[7J One, two. three, four. five.
[81 MR.CRITES; Six.One, two. three. four -
f91 six,

(101 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: And I being the tic Ij
(11) breaker vote in favor of the motion. The motion . -. u
(12] passes. Q.

[131 MS. HENDERSON; Mr.Chairman. before we move
(1' J on to the next item here. might I ask - in a broader
(151 picture here. how this motorized section is affecting
[161 the tours that are currently - well, maybe they
(17) aren't currently operating. Is there any window here
(181 for that kind of a private enterprise to continue,
1191 maybe not where it is currently, but some other
(20) location? Have we accommodated that?
(21) MR.KENNA: Well. first answer is no. Tours
(221 are not currently operating,
(231 Second part of that is there is opportunity

, (2" to consider that type of use in parts of the Monument.
1251 However, currer. ..... there are private land constraints
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I

, III that make that relunvely impractlcul.

I
I 1<1 MS.HENDERSON: You mean for :1 connector
I PI U":lil or just there are pans here. here. and here .
I {JI but they may not connect?
i (51 MR. KENNA: No. I mean that the motorized
![SI tours. there are private landowners that will not let
I £'l such a tour across.
[ lsI CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Wait a minute. That's it?
~ (91 MS.HENDERSON: Well. I still want to -
:(101 well, I heard him say that there is an opportunity for
il" 1 that except - so then there isn't an opportunity?
: (1 2) MR. KENNA:Well. I mean. the plan that we
11131 are doing is fora long time.And whether there ever
11141 will be an opporrunity is another question. and it
;PS) does look to a - it is a narrow opportunity because
illS) it basically is a situation where there would be
'I (t 7J constraints on the opportunity. So it would be more
(181 limited than it has been at any time in the past. But

!( 9) it is not totally excluded under this Plan Amendment.
(201 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Buford?
(211 MR. CRITES: I think what Jim perhaps is
(Z2J overly polite in describing is a private individual, a
(231 guy named Jim Blixseth, whose interest in sheep does
(241 not extend to not having a golf course in his Yard,
(25) who bought both land at the bottom and near the top of
I Page 191
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II) the Dunn Road and then has refused to allow BLM acc ess
I2l across that land that he now owns and refuses to allow
(3) anyone to have access for, as an example, Desert
(4) Adventures or any of those groups.
(S] My personal bias is they probably brought
(6J more people to the Monument in terms of people who'd
[7J never see it any other way and gave them information
IS) and a love for the desert than anything we 've done.
lVl But be that as it may,one individual has, in

(10) essence, ended the entire public opportunity in that
(1'1 area.
112J MS. HENDERSON; I appreciate that
(13) information, but that sounds like a link in a chain.

"

(1 41 Is there some portion of the chain that can exist
(lS I without that link?
(16J MR.KENNA: In a practical sense at this
(17J point anyway, probably not .
(18) MS.HENDERSON: Well,he didn't buy the
(,g l whole mountain.
(201 MR.CRITES: He bought both ends of the
(21J chain .
[22) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY;Terry, you can walk: around
(23/ his property, but you can't drive around his property.
[241 Some very rough, rugged hills right there,
(25) MS. HENDERSON: Right.
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(I ) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: The second portion, then.
(21 returning to Motorized Commercial Recreation
131 Activities. page E5-Z7, we would suggest that language
PI be added that would prohibit through trave l on 'the
[5) remainder of Dunn Road. the remainder then being from,
(61 according to the motion that we passed. the Forest
mService gate to the bottom.
[8) MR. KENNA: Okay.
(9) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:No comment required. We

[101 just would suggest that that might be considered.
[1' 1 MR. KENNA: I think I understand the: "
(12] comment.
(I~I CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Okay. So then we get to
(14) Competitive Recreation Events.Any comments there?
[151 Going on to Motorized Vehicle Use of Trails.
(161 Comments there?
(17] And ending with Public Outreach. Any
[181 comments there?
[191 Unless any Committee member has further

'('201 comments; that would then complete the Committee 's
[211 recommendationto BLM on their Draft TrailS Plan. ' !

(22J MR. BOGERT: Can I ask one question?
(231 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: YeS'. sir. Frank?
(24) MR. BOGERT: It seems like we have been
(251 universally talking about Plan B, Has there ever ever

, Page 193

Page F-133

(1) been any official approval of PIan B?
[2J MR. KENNA: N.o.At this point, what is out
(3) there is BIM had to do an environmental impact
[4) statement and that had to include both the range of
[S) alternatives and a preferred alternative. What, in
(St effect, has happened is we have taken the status o.f "

, [7J the preferred alternative at the time we issued the
18) document, we have done an EIS analysis on that. and
[91 that's out there. ' .. ",\

(10) But as I inclicated,"the~~ is ,still the draft
(11) ElR/EIS related to Coachella Valley Multispecies Plan
(12) that then will bring the loca l jurisdiction's part of
(1 ~) the process together with what is going on on the
(141 federal side.And the decision point for that is
[IS) probably, I would say, early next year. It's a guess .
(16] MR. BOGERT: Thank you .
[17] CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: And. Frank. in response
(18) to - as far as the ad hoc committee is concerned ­
(19) and I erred in not saying this, the earlier discussion
(20) of the ad hoc commlrtee agreed that B was generally
(21) the accepted alternative as far as the committees were
[22] concerned. So that 's the one we addressed, was
(23) Alternative B.
(241 Thank you very much ,Tim.
(25] I hope that that 's what you wanted from us.
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-I " ,

(1) Thank you, Bob,
(2] Okay. Let's see .We are now rushing ahead
(i) to. "Recommendations by the Committee Regarding

I I~) National Monument P1:ln Issues/Concerns/Opporturutles
I ' '
! (5) for Development of Draft Plan Alternatives .", '

"I' (6) It says the Chair of the Committee has this
(7] little job'. I don't know, '

, (81 What 's expected of me, Connell?
I [9J MS, DUNNING: This time was allo~ed at the
illol end of this meeting to provide for recommendations
1(11) similar to what Gary provided earlier; your ability to

1(1 2) just say individually some recommendations that you
1(131 have.And it's also my time to provide for you a
1(1 ~1 little bit of framework which we have already
'(1 5) discussed a little bit about how we are going to get
(1 6) your input in the future.
(1 7J So we could stan with if you' have any
(18) individual recommendations just from what you've heard
(191 so far, potential solutions, creative methods of
(20) addressing some of the problems, some of the
(211 inconsistencies that have come forward.
(221 I could also provtde e- in this time frame.
(23) I'd also like to provide and have a little bit more
12( discussion about wh ere each different issue area can
(251 be pulled into the working groups that we already have
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,(1) MR. BROCKMAN: Mr. Chairman?
(2] ' CHAIRMAN KIBBEY : Yes,sir.
PI MR. BROCKMAN: Do you need a motion on the

I I·' ad hoc committee's recommendations on all the other
; (5] items? '
1 161 CHAIRMAN KIBB EY:'lf it's the pleasure of
i (i1 the Committee. Myfeeling was that we were providing
I (81 input to the BL:vt and by stepping through each one of
, 191 the sections. we were giving that representation of
:(1 01 the Committee 's beliefs and that would end it.
' It II But if you wish to make a motion . certainly
;(1 2) the Chair is open to that ,
;(1 3) MR. BROCKMAN: [ would move that with the
~ { I . I exception of the one that we have already voted on -
: (151 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: I think the cornet' r,

1(1 61 motion. then, wou ld be the ad hoc co~'cttte';s' •

j(17J recommendation as amended?
1(181 MR. BROCKMAN: Yes.

1(19) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Do we have a second for
1(20) that?
~ (2lJ MR. BOGERT: Second.
(22J CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: I have a second from
(23) Frank, Comment? Discussion?

1

12.' All those in favor, signify by saying. "Aye."
(25) Any opposed? The motion passes. .

I .,1 _
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(I) established. Some of them don't quite fit. But I
(2) think they can fit. .
(31 So I want to nuke sure that we have kind of
141 an understanding among all of us which areas we could
(5) address that have been brought fOM by the public in
(6) those working group areas.
f7l CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Let's begin, then, with
(61 the first portion of Connell's statement, and that is
(91 does any individualCommittee mernberhave a suggestion

(101 as to either process or area of concern that has not
(II) been touched on or maybe they want to expand upon it?
(12) Start over here.
(13) MR. LYMAN: Bob Lyman. I think that one of
(14) the comments that we made earlier today is we wanted
(lSI some starting point.As we went through this docwnent
(16) on the trails , that was the Starting point and
(l7) everybody was able to return comments, look at It.be
(18) ab le to begin packaging things.
(19) And I think that 's kind of the direction we
~I need to - we are kind of at that ethereal stage here.
(21) And I think everybody had that document and was able
('22) to move forward with It.And I think that's something
(23J If we are going to continue and get this plan in
(241 p lace, we 've got to have something to look at.
(25) MS. DUNNING: Would you feel comfortable
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(I) brainstorming in the working groups and then having
(2) the output of that brainstorming coming back and then
(3) having that to discuss at this level?
(4) MR. LYMAN: I have no problem with that.
(5) just so we have some sort of tangible starting point.
(6J MS. DUNNING: Right. I just wanted to
f7l capture your brainstorming.
(6) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: jeff? Any comments?
(91 Nothing?

(10) Bob?

(11) MR. BROCKMAN: Only to say that the planning

(l 2) work group did review the matrix that was prepared for
(13) our meeting about three weeks ago .And our comments
[14) foUow very closely along with Gary 's earlier today in
lIS} terms of trying to consolidate fees, in terms of some
(16) uniformity in signs, and a number of other management
(17) practices.

(l 8) So I will leave it at that. But we did have
(l 9) very much the same feelings as Gary expressed earlier.
~) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Bary?
(21) MR. FREET: Nothing.
(22) (Mr. Bogert exited the meeting.)
(23) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Bye, Frank .
[24J Barbara?

. (2S) MS. GONZALES·LYONS: No.Just that our
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IIII committee: is going to try and work out the same: matrix

"

(~ and come back with that information.
I ('31 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Buford? .
i (.) MR. CRITES: No.

(5) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:Terry?
16) MS. HENDERSON: Well, I did have a concern

• £71 that we are even going to this particular discussion
; III right now given that I thought I heard Barbara

(91 prepared to give us some report from her work group
(101 regarding the cultural aspects which started on
[111 page 36 and she was pulled away.And I thought she

, (121 was going to wait until after we did trails,which
(13) we 've done.And then I thought we would hear from
(1.1 Barbara and what her group has potentially - the
[IS) point that it's reached.
(18) I would agree that it would be nice to have
(17) that in writing, and I think we will by September 15
(181 for our next meeting, but I wanted to hear what
[Iil Barbara had to say about the cultural aspect of this
f20J Plan. It sounded like she had comment.
(21) MS.GONZALES·LYONS: On this Plan?
(22J MS. HENDERSON: It sounded like she had
(23) something to tell us.
[2., MS.GONZALES-LYONS: Uyou don't mind?
('2S) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:No.To be truthful, I had
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(1) forgotten .
!21 MS. GONZALES·LYONS: I thought we would have '
(3J another study session on that portion of it.
~J CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: That referenced something
IS) in the Trails Plan, was it, or -
161 MS. GONZALES·LYONS: No. It was the Trails
£71 Plan.And then -
(IJ .CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:What page was that?
(9) MS. GONZALES-LYONS: It's 536, I believe.

11 01 MS. HENDERSON: Thirty-six or thtrry-seven?
(11J MS.GONZALES·LYONS: Thirty-six.And they
(12) only have two alternatives. One alternative is called
(13) "MotorizedVehicles' in the cultural/native aspects
(I .) and in the Trail Plan.
(IS) And one, it says, "Allow the motor vehicles
(16) to go and let erosion happen as it happens,'
(17) The next alternative is, "Close the roads and
(18) don't allow erosion to happen.' I think there should
(19J be an alternative to those two .You know, you just
(201 can't close or keep it open.There 's other
(21J alternatives, like rero uting of trails in the cultural
(22J areas, you know, maybe covering up cultural
1231 significant areas so that when the trails go through,
(2.1 it's not going to erode it.
('2Sj I think there could be other alternatives

Page 200



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F - Public Comments and Responses

(II other than one extreme to the other.
(21 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: My understanding is that
PI E5-36 is on the COCA Plan and these have to do with
(4) roads , not trails.
(51 Is that correct, Dane lla?
[G) MS. GEORGE:Correct. But we'd asked for
(7] the Committee to provide recommendationson the COCA
[81 Plan and the Trails Plan,
(91 MS.GONZALES·LYONS: Right. .

(10) MS.GEORGE: From our last meeting of]une, '
(ffl was to provide both to the CDCAPlanAmendmentand the
(12) Trails Plan.
(f 31 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: We didn 't do that because
(14) our understanding was we were to be speaking only to

(f 5] the Trails Plan.
(f ll) MS.GEORGE:If you go back to the minutes
(17J of the last meeting, it 's in there.
(18) MS.GONZALES·LYONS: And so they don't have
(191 any aspect within the trails at all about the culture.
{201 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Jim, does this have to do
(2IJ with trails in the Monwnent?
(22) MR. KENNA: Well, I thlrik it probably is
(231 some of both.And maybe if we just,I think, grab
(241 what I think the essence of the comment is - and I
(25) think her comment is well taken - that there are .
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(11 going to be situations where we really only have kind
[2J of one or the other.
(3) And most of that will have to do with the
(4J roads in the CDCA Plan Amendment itself, w here we are
(5] pretty much either going to close them and
(ll) rehabilitate them or we are going to keep them as pan
(7] of some son of an ethical point. One or the other.
(8) And most of that, if you look at it re lative
19] to the Monument, there are some routes in the vicinity

(10) of Snow Creek , and the area that we have been talking
(II) about at the upper end of Dunn road, there are some.
(12) Those are the two areas in the Monument. Most of the
(13) rest of it is either - like into the Martinez Canyon
(14) or very, very rugged and road less, bas ically.
(151 So I think the universal things that we might
(fG) do on roads is not that big.And so there, it might
[17J be pretty much an either/or.And we are generally
(18) going to try and err on, you know, having a decent
(19) road network but protecting the resources in that
1201 case.
(2lJ MS.GONZALES·LYONS: But aren 't there
(221 alternatives for,like, either remova l of those areas
(23) or covering them up?

(24' MR. KENNA: And in some of the route
(25) designations and pro- - proposed to Coachella Valley
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III Plan Amendment. there an: some where we are just not
i (21 going to have a road there anymore. And the area that
: (31comes to mind where I think most of that is is right
I(.)around the - between Snow Creek and Windy Point. But
! lSI in respect of the tratts, then. besides the motor - .
! [SI the. trails, there 's no aspect in here about culture
I m dealing with the trails.
: rei CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: No.
i (91 MR. KENNA: And if I understand your
1(1 01 comment. what you want to make sure is that the:
1(1 11 rerouting option is there for trails based on a
' (121 cultural concern just as it would be for a biological
1(1 31 concern. Which I think that 's a good comment.
' (1 ' 1 MS.GONZALES·LYONS: Yes.
(151 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Did we blow it?Were we
ltSl supposed to give you als~ lnformation - or comments

1(1 71 on the COCA portion of it, not just the trails?
IllSI MR. KENNA:Well, I think comments on the

1

(191 COCAportion of it would also be helpful at this point
[2OJ in time that - where we are in the process, I think

1(21) it'S really.you know - the overlap of the Monument
(22J Area and th e COCA Plan Amendment. the biggest chunk of
(ZlJ that is related to trails and Bighorn sheep recovery
{2' 1 issues and actions.
(251 CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: That was my understanding.
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'1-;' MR. KENNA: So I don 't think -
I

I
(2) CHAIRMAN KlBBEY: I apologize.
131 MR. KENNA: "Blow it' might be an extreme :

I
(.)description. ..
[51 MS. GONZALES·LYONS: Another comment ~

I (6) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: Yes, ma'am?
f7J MS. GONZALES·LYONS: - dealing with the -
fS) what is it? - the Coachella Valley Multlspecies
(91 Habitat Conservation Plan.Your plan proposes that a

' (10J lot of this is, I guess , coexisting or connected to
(I'J each other, that you are looking for the Multlspecies
(l 2) Plan to be approved and done before certain issues are
(13) dealt with within your plan.What happens if that
(I ') doesn't go forward?
[IS) MR. KENNA: Well, no. Actually, it's the

11 '61 reverse. We have a deadline to finish the Plan

,
.(17] Amendment for the COCA Plan Amendment. It has to be
(181 done by the end of this calendar year.That will
(1 9) almost certainly be ahead of the Multiple Species
[2O) Plan.
(21) And so the Federa l contributions to the

1

[221 Multiple Species Plan will be pretty well described by
(231 the time that the decis ion comes out on the nonvehicle

' (2' ) side.
(25) The exception to that will be the trails
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IlJ component, because for us under the BLM planning
(21 system, that doesn't have to occur at a Resource
PI Management Plan. which would be kind of the equivalent
(4) of a General Plan level. For us. that's an activity
(51 plan level decision. And so we will be able to delay
(8) the final record of decision to close that loop
[7J together with the local jurisdictions.
(81 MS. GONZALES·LYONS: But if It isn't
(91 approved, then it wouldn't matter because your Trail

(101 Plan would still be implemented?
[11) MR. KENNA: Well, there's a lot of this
(12) Trails Plan that the - the only way a Trails Plan is
(13) going to work in the mountains is if there 's a
(141 multijurisdictional approach.And so, I mean. it's
(15) conceivable that BLM could do a Trails Plan on some
(16) trails, but we wouldn't really be managing the system
(171 of trails and a system of opportunities and looking
(' 8) systematically at the biological and cultural
(19) resources and how they are affected just by virtue of
(201 the land pattern that we have in the mountains.
(21J And so I for a long tinle certainly have been
(22) an advocate that It's important for all of us to
(23) figure it out together.
(24J MS.HENDERSON: Mr.Chairman, does the
(25J Multispecies Habitat Plan have a logo?
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(I) MR.CRITES: Yes,Adollar bill.
[2J CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: A big dollar bill,
p ) I did read the entire plan and personally had
(4J no problems or questions with all of the CDCA plan.
[S) Of course, I had heard most of it presented by you
(6) guys at one forum or another, so I was pretty aware of
[7J it, familiar with it.
(s) Does anyone else have any comments, then, on
[91 the other part, the COCA Plan and - It talks about

[ 101 all sorts of interesting things and, in fact , covers
(I I) one of the comments we had earlier about finding a
[12J place for off-road vehicles to do their thing.
(131 So if anyone else had any comments on the
1'4) CDCAplan, please - yes, sir?
(15) MR.CRITES: Did BLM bring along their
(161 proposed road changes? A suggestion had been made for
[17J you guys to bring along some maps that you -
1l 8J CHAIRMAN KlBBEY: There are maps in here,
(19) MR.CRITES: They are absolutely useless,
(20) You can't tell on that scale,
(21J CHAIRMAN KlBBEY: Well,you didn't say they
122J had to be useful.
(231 MR. CRITES: I apologize. Did BLM per

i 1241 chance as requested bring along the larger scale maps
.' f2Sj where people cc 'd see the road impacts that are
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[11 proposed?
[21 MR. KENNA: Hold on. I'll check.
PI CHAIRMAN KIBBEY: You had one that you
(41 showed CVAG. at CVAG.
(5) MR. KENNA: You are correct.And it appears

lSI that we left them back at the office. My apologies.
171 But if there is anyone who wants to see those maps.
(SI we 'd be be happy to make them avallable and set up a
(91 personal session and walk you through them.

[101 MS.HENDERSON: Does that include the maps
(I I) identifying the trails clearly named? Because there
(ICJ was confusion over some of those too. In fact, some
(131 of them I don't think were named.
(14) MR.KENNA: I think we are talking about twO

(15) different sets of maps at this point.The maps that
(18) Buford Is referring to arc the route designation maps
[17) that show where the roa d closures would be, and the
(18) map you are referring to Is a different map. I think
(l gl we do have a version - I know we have had this
[201 discussion before - that has color coding and names
(211 with it based on your comments that we can get to, we

(22J will check on that.
(231 MS. HENDERSON: Thank you very much.
(24) MS. GEORGE: To follow up - well, Danella
(25) George.
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[I) To follow up with what]im said, after - I
[21 think you have asked for it at two different meetings
(3) and, yes, we have had maps made and they do have the
(4) trails' names on them and they show the seasonal
(5) closures and we actually have th em to bring on Monday
(6) for our meeting with Barbara and we will get one to
l7J you.
(8J MS.HENDERSON: Thank you.
(gl CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:Then continuing past Terry

(10) to Gary.Any comments?
[II) MR. WAITS: No.
(12) CHAIRMAN KIBBEY:Al?
(13) MR.MUTH: AI Muth. I would just like to ,
(14) comment. I concur with Bob 's comments about needing
(I S) something in hand to look at. For instance, with the
(16) public seeping comments, yes, I read them. Do I have
(17) time to sit down and classify each of those comments,
(181 put them into categories, and propose alternatives
(19) based on those kinds of comments? No.
1201 And I think - I've got a real job, believe
(21] it or not, and that ain't it. So we do need something
(22] in hand.

1231 MS. DUNNING: Okay. So this would be the
. ' (24J point, then, to talk about - since you do have real

(251 jobs, and I recognize that - just to further clarify
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RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

In the following section, the "public concern statements" (PCs) are presented in
bold text, and the response is in normal text. Each public concern statement
identifies the individual submitting the comment, unless the respondent
requested that confidentiality be preserved, as well as the organization he/she
represents, if any. This will facilitate tracking the public concern statement back
to the original letter or source .

Many comments refer to section numbers of the document. The reader should
note that section numbers have changed from the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement to the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The current section
numbers are referenced in the following responses.

DOCUMENT PRESENTATION

PC 001: The COCA Amendment for the Coachella Valley, and the Santa
Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails Management Plan are
only partially related and further complicated by the relationship
to other plans. Therefore, they should have been addressed in
separate documents. (J. Morgan I Sierra Club)

Response: This Final Environmental Impact Statement only addresses the
COCA Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley. The Trails
Management Plan will be addressed in a separate environmental
impact statement. Please refer to section 1.6.4 of this Final EIS for a
description of how the trails management plan will be addressed, and
its relationship to the COCA Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley
and the Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Area
Plan.

PC 002: Identification of the preferred alternative whenever specific .
alternatives are referenced in Chapter 4-Environmental
Consequences was not consistently done, thereby requiring the
reader to refer to Table ES-1 or Chapter 2 to determine which
alternative is preferred. (L. Hanf I U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency; D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road
Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised in
response to this comment.

PC 003: A reviewer cannot judge the potential effects of proposed route
designations and OHV open areas on adjacent existing or
proposed wilderness areas when neither the proposed open
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routes/areas nor adjacent sensitive areas have been adequately
mapped. Maps and data are entirely missing for some issues, or
for other issues they are too large a scale and do not give
adequate reference points to be understandable. It is not clear
where the proposed new OHV open areas are located. (J. Taylor /
Sierra Club)

PC 004: The document does not identify the name, length, and location of
each OHV route and vehicle play area that will be affected by the
alternatives. (D. Hubbard / San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off­
Road Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle
Association)

PC 005: The document fails to identify a preferred alternative for route
designations in Section 2.1.3.17, Motorized-Vehicle Access: Route
Designations, or in the summary. Only Figure 2-10b purports to
represent the preferred alternative. No specific routes are
identified, nor can it be determined which routes are proposed
open and which are proposed closed. (G. Black / California
Department of Fish and Game; J . Taylor / Sie rra Club)

Response : Each route of travel was listed and described in Appendix D, Table
D-2 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, including the route
number, length, map location, and designation under each alternative.
For the Final Environmental Impact Statement, routes closed under
previous planning efforts, as well as routes not available for public use
in accordance with right-of-way grants (for example, wind farm areas)
and effective closures by other land owners, now appear in Tables D-2
and D-3; closure decisions for these routes are not changed. Routes
for which decisions will be made under the CDCA Plan Amendment for
the Coachella Valley appear in Table D-4 of Appendix D. A set of
USGS 7.5-minute topographic maps depicting each route and
alternative designations was made available for review by the public
during the public comment period. This process is more fully
described in Section 3.5. Sierra Club and California Association of 4
Wheel Drive Clubs were provided with a set of route inventory maps.

The proposed OHV open areas under Alternative A are described in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4.16, Motorized-Vehicle Area Designations (see
legal descriptions). The OHV open areas are also depicted in Figure
2-10a .

Special area designations are depicted in Figures 2-6a, 2-6b, and 2-6c.
Relating these special areas to the OHV open area maps (Figure 2­
10a) and the route designation maps (Figures 2-11a, 2-11b, 2-11c, and
2-11d) does require some interpretation on the part of the reviewer.
During development of the Draft EIS, the BLM attempted to combine
maps (such as special area designations, motorized-vehicle routes,
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and motorized vehicle area designations) and found the maps to be
"too muddy" for interpretation. A larger scale, color map with these
overlays is available on the internet and upon request.

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PLANS I COORDINATION
Please refer to the bighorn sheep topic heading for comments and responses
regarding the Recovery Plan for the Peninsular Ranges Bighorn Sheep.

PC 006: A reviewer cannot assess the effects of BlM's habitat
conservation areas when they clearly depend on the boundaries
proposed in the upcoming Coachella Valley Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

PC 007: In Section 2.1.3.6, Habitat Conservation Objectives, it is not clear
what BlM meant upon stating that conservation areas refer to
special designations "within the conservation system approved
by BlM in support of the Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP).". It is not clear whether this
"conservation system" is the same, more or less than the
CVMSHCP conservation areas. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: For the purposes of this plan amendment, the "conservation areas"
are a product of the joint efforts under the CVMSHCP, as they apply to
BLM-managed public lands. The EIS has been modified to clarify what
BLM means by "conservations areas." Please refer to the Glossary
and Section 2.4.6. The conservation objectives proposed in Section
2.4.6 (Section 2.1.3.6 in the Draft EIS) would apply to all BLM­
managed lands which fall within the approved CVMSHCP conservation
area boundary. Pending completion of the CVMSHCP, the BLM shall
utilize the proposed conservation boundary which has been agreed to
by both the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the Coachella Valley
Association Governments to date.

PC 008: Instead of rushing forward to complete the COCA Plan
Amendment for the Coachella Valley ahead of schedule, BlM
should pursue its completion simultaneously with the Coachella
Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan. It is
impossible to assess the Plan Amendment's effectiveness
without the CVMSHCP information on which the amendment
relies, and without essential information from other interrelated
habitat plans that is not yet available, inc luding the Habitat
Conservation Plan being developed by the Agua Caliente Band of
Cahuilla Indians. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: Nearly all of the biological information used to develop the COCA
Plan Amendment was developed as part of the CVMSHCP planning
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effort. This information is now summarized in Appendix E of the COCA
Plan Amendment. The BLM is not required to wait for information that
is currently unavailable (40 CFR 1502.22). While ideally the COCA
Plan Amendment and CVMSHCP would be completed concurrently,
please refer to Section 1.6.3 for an explanation why the COCA Plan
Amendment is now on a shortened schedule.

PC 009: Generally, the COCA Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley
ignores Tribal lands and actions in its analys is. (J. Taylor I Sierra
Club)

Response: The BLM consulted with local Tribes during the development of the
COCA Plan Amendment. The BLM is not aware of any other land
management plans being developed by Tribes within the planning area
other than the Tribal Habitat Conservation Plan being developed by the
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians. BLM-managed public lands
adjoin Agua Caliente lands in a number of locations. BLM's COCA
Plan Amendment was developed in close coordination with the Agua
Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, in order to facilitate consistency in
land uses and habitat protection across the Coachella Valley.
Furthermore, the Tribe and the BLM operate under a Cooperative
Management Agreement and actively seek to find ways to engage in
activities that improve land management compatibility, effectiveness
and efficiency. Specific examples of these efforts include cultural
survey, management of the wild horse Herd Management Area and
control of tamarisk.

The Morongo Band of Mission Indians informed the BLM that they plan
to develop a habitat conservation plan in conjunction with Western
Riverside County's planning efforts. Preliminary discussions have also
occurred with the Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians concerning
possible wetland restoration projects at the mouth of the Whitewater
River. Tribal consultation and coordination efforts are addressed in
Sections 1.6.2 and 2.2.

PC 010: Given that the draft Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat
Management Plan, scheduled for release and public review in
January 2003, will include recommendations regarding a trails
plan, identification of a preferred alternative for the Trails
Management Plan by the BLM at this time is premature. This will
have a deleterious influence on any genuine discussion and
evaluation of CVMSHCP trails plan alternatives by local
communities and trail users. (J. Herman, F. Baker I City of La
Quinta)
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Response: BLM's intent in presenting the draft Trai ls Management Plan was to
benchmark progress made to date and to provide the public with a
clear indicat ion of the alternatives under discussion to represent the
trai ls management portion of the overall sheep recovery strateqy.
There will be an additional opportunity for the public to again submit
comments when the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan is released for review, and BLM will also participate
in that process. The proposed preferred alternative identified in the
Draft Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains Trails Management Plan
was developed collaboratively with the local communities and trail
users through the Trails and Bighorn Sheep Working Group. In
addition, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department
of Fish and Game collaborated on the proposed preferred alternative.
The proposed preferred alternative does not establish the fina l course
of action for the BLM or any city participating in the Coachella Valley
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan.

PC 011: As the Santa Rosa Mountains Wildlife Habitat Management Plan:
A Sikes Act Project was jointly developed by the California
Department of Fish and Game and BlM, any amendments or
updates need to be agreed to by both agencies. The Department
has not yet agreed to update the Sikes Act Plan through the
Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan. The
Department considers the Sikes Act Plan active and any updates
should be done through the mechanism outlined in the plan itself.
Management of the area will continue with the same emphasis
stated in the plan. Further, such management must be consistent
with the 1985 Cooperative Agreement for the Santa Rosa
Mountains Wildlife Area 3, which identifies Peninsular Ranges
bighorn sheep as the primary emphasis species of the
cooperative agreement. (G. Black I California Department of Fish
and Game)

Response: We concur the needed modifications to the Sikes Act Plan do require
approval by both agencies and the process for making the
modifications is described in Section V. of the Sikes Act Plan. Section
1.5, Relationship to Other Plans, has been clarified in this regard. BLM
is committed to managing for recovery of bighorn sheep populations
and will work with California Fish and Game toward that goal.
However much of the implementation of the existing Sikes Act Plan
has been completed, has been affected by changes in law or
conditions on the ground, or will need to be updated based on changes
in the COCA plan. A review is also needed for agreements which
apply to the area recently designated as the Santa Rosa and San
Jacinto Mountains National Monument, and to ensure consistency with
this plan amendment. Both the Sikes Act Plan and the agreement
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were prepared prior to listing of bighorn sheep in the Peninsular
Ranges and prior to designation of wilderness areas and the National
Monument. Reviews and updates would be conducted jointly with
California Department of Fish and Game.

PC 012: The CDCA Plan Amendment proposes to maintain the Dunn Road,
which was built in trespass, despite the Sikes Act Plan calling for
removal of trespass roads and trails. This inconsistency should
be analyzed. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: BLM initiated trespass proceedings soon after it was discovered the
"Dunn" road was under construction without proper authorization. On
December 10, 1971, "Partial Summary Judgment Amending Judgment
of March 12, 1969," was entered in U.S. District Court enjoining the
defendants (American Land Company, etc., et al., builders of the road)
and all others acting with them, or for them from crossing over,
traversing, and/or in any manner using the surface of the road
constructed by the defendants, over the National Resource lands
under jurisdiction of the BLM, and/or in any manner conducting any
further road construction on these lands. The defendants appealed
from this Partial Summary Judgment.

Pending the outcome of that appeal, the BLM and American Land
Company, et al., entered into a "Stipulation for Settlement on the Issue
of Damages Only and Order Hereon," which was approved by the
Court on February 23, 1973.

On June 17, 1975, the Court entered "Final Judgment" for the purpose
of compromise settlement of the issues raised in United States of
America v. American Land Company, etc., et al. (Civil No. 68-1119­
FW, U.S. District Court, Central District of California). This Final
Judgment granted, in part, America Land Company the right to
proceed with the construction of Dunn Road, subject to numerous
conditions, and the right to access public lands to fulfill those
conditions.

In summary, the matter regarding the trespass nature of Dunn Road
was addressed by U.S. District Court and resolved in 1975. As such,
the Dunn Road is not currently in trespass.

PC 013: The COCA Plan Amendment alludes to certain modifications of
the Santa Rosa Mountains Wildlife Habitat Management Plan: A
Sikes Act Project, but fails to identify them. (J. Taylor I Sierra
Club)
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Response: The needed modifications to the Sikes Act Plan do require approval
by both agencies and the process for making the modifications is
described in Section V. of the Sikes Act Plan to become a fina l joint
plan. Section 1.5, Relationship to Other Plans, has been clarified in
this regard. Much of the existing Sikes Act Plan has been completed,
has been affected by changes in law or conditions on the ground, or
will need to be updated based on changes in the COCA plan and
recent designation as the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains
National Monument. These changes would be developed jointly with
California Department of Fish and Game, and may be subject to further
environmental and public review depending on their significance.
Because the Sikes Act Plan is an "activity level" plan for BLM, it would
be updated outside the scope of the COCA plan amendment process,
in much the same manner the original Sikes Act Plan was created.

PC 014: In Section 2.1.4, Plan Maintenance, a discussion should be
included regarding how the trails plan will be implemented should
the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
not be completed. (G. Black I California Department of Fish and
Game)

Response: With or without the CVMSHCP, BLM will continue efforts to develop
a multi-jurisdictional trails management plan for the Santa Rosa and
Jacinto Mountains as proposed in the Recovery Plan for Bighorn
Sheep in the Peninsular Ranges, California. Given the land ownership
and jurisdiction situation in the mountains, a multi-jurisdictional
approach has a much greater chance of effectively managing
recreation and, thereby contributing to the recovery effort for bighorn
sheep and providing better public service . In the interim, BLM will
continue to coordinate with the local jurisdictions, State and Federal
agencies, and private interest groups to manage the public lands in
bighorn sheep habitat, utilizing the best available scientific information.

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPAl AND FEDERAL LAND
POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT (FLPMAl COMPLIANCE

PC 015: The Plan Amendment states that the BLM preferred alternative
consists of an amalgamation of plan elements chosen from three
alternatives (A through C). The National Environmental Policy Act
does not permit BLM to propose a preferred alternative in such
manner. This failure to clearly describe the proposed action is a
violation of NEPA. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition,
Off-Road Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle
Association)
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Response: The Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan
Amendment is not one proposal, but many proposals (called plan
elements) packaged together to reduce duplication and paperwork (40
CFR 1500.4 (0)) . The NEPA regulations require that agencies "Identify
the agency's preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists,
in the draft statement, and identify such alternative in the final
statement.. ." (40 CFR 1502.14(e)). A description of BLM's preferred
alternative for all plan elements is provided in the Executive Summary.

PC 016: The Environmental Impact Statement makes no attempt to
evaluate the selected plan elements of the preferred alternative as
they interact with one another, i.e., each preferred element is
analyzed individually without integrating it into the melange of
other preferred elements. As a result, the EIS fails to meet the
most basic requirement of NEPA, which is to describe the
proposed action cl early and to assess its impacts on the human
environment. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off­
Road Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle
Association)

Response: Many of the plan elements are independent of one another relative to
the impact analysis. Some plan elements are inter-related, such as the
proposed air quality management strategy and the motorized vehicle
route and area designations. The alternatives for each of these plan
elements are designed to track closely with one another, such that
Alternatives A, Band C of the air quality management strategy
(ranging from less to more stringent air emission controls, respectively)
correlates with the motorized vehicle route and area designation
Alternatives A, B and C (ranging from fewer to more route/area
closures, respectively). With this correlation built into the array of
alternatives presented in Chapter 2, the impact analysis indeed does
consider the impact of the preferred alternative as a whole, along with
the other alternatives. Chapter 4 has been slightly reorganized in
order to better clarify this correlation.

PC 017: The Environmental Impact Statement fails to identify the specific
recreational uses that will be affected by the Plan Amendment,
describe the proposed changes in detail , and examine the
impacts of each proposed change. Consequently, it does not
demonstrate that BlM has taken a hard look at the impacts as
required by NEPA. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition,
Off-Road Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle
Association)

Response: Primary recreation activities and their relevant use levels within the
planning area are described in Section 3.4, Recreation. Impacts to
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recreation from proposed management prescriptions under each
alternative are analyzed in Section 4.4, Recreation. Impacts to
motorized-vehicle recreation are specifically addressed in Section 4.5,
Motorized-Vehicle Access.

PC 018: In all areas, careful study and assessment should be required for
any new facilities on BLM lands, including an assessment of
impacts to visual resources. (J. Morgan 1Sierra Club)

Response: Proposed projects are evaluated in accordance with applicable laws,
regulations and policies (Section 1.6.2, Laws, Regulations and
Policies), and land use plan decisions. Assessments of impacts to
visual resources are undertaken when preparing environmental
reviews in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act.

PC 019: The Plan Amendment fails to adequately consider the cumulative
effects of its proposed actions because it considers only the
actions proposed on BLM lands, not the vast acreages of private
lands checkerboarded with federal lands in the Coachella Valley.
(J.Taylor 1Sierra Club)

Response: The public and private land decisions, in a growing area like the
Coachella Valley with complex land ownerships and jurisdictions, are
inherently interdependent. The development of this plan amendment,
in coordination with these local jurisdictions and agencies, using
common scientific and linked planning processes, helps ensure well­
considered public decisions designed to deliver the natural, social,
economic, and cultural values intended. Section 4.17, Cumulative
Impacts, addresses impacts to non-public lands.

PC 020: The Environmental Impact Statement fails to analyze, disclose,
and mitigate the cumulative recreation impacts of the Coachella
Valley Plan, Northern and Eastern Mojave Desert (NEMO) Plan,
Northern and Eastern Colorado Desert (NECO) Plan, and the
twelve interim closures BLM has implemented throughout the
California Desert Conservation Area. Among the cumulative
impacts overlooked is safety. By closing vehicle routes and OHV
open areas, OHV users will be forced onto smaller areas, thereby
increasing the potential for accidents and other safety problems.
Further, these closures will diminish the recreational and
aesthetic experiences for OHV users, and will inevitably lead to
conflicts between users. (D. Hubbard 1San Diego Off-Road
Coalition, Off-Road Business Association, California Off-Road
Vehicle Association)
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Response: Under the Proposed Plan, BLM has not proposed to close public
lands designated as "open" through the CDCA Plan (1980) or
subsequent amendments. There are no designated OHV open areas
within the planning area. Under the Proposed Plan, a total of 26 miles
of routes on public lands would be additionally designated "closed" to
protect sensitive natural or cultural resources, and reduce PM10
generation in the Coachella Valley (70 miles of routes are already
closed or unavailable for use per prior CDCA Plan amendments,
rights-of-way, activity plans, or actions by other parties; these closures
would not be changed under the Proposed Plan). Out of the total 73
miles of currently available routes on public lands (excluding the NECO
Plan overlap area) , 47 miles would remain open to accommodate
recreation use. There are also hundreds Of miles of routes, and
several thousand acres of OHV open areas on nearby public lands
outside the planning area (see Section 3.4, Recreation: Regional OHV
Opportunities).

Given these opportunities and present use levels, there is no evidence
of crowding or safety issues in the Coachella Valley due to OHV
management by the BLM. Issues of perceived crowding may be
attributed to social issues and personal choice; OHV users seeking
solitude and remote locations will find ample opportunities on public
lands or by avoiding holiday weekends. Users seeking social settings
with larger crowds can also find those opportunities by choosing
locations or dates known to attract more users. The BLM encourages
safety by communicating and enforcing State motor vehicle regulations
and by working cooperatively with industry and OHV groups to train
and educate users on the proper handling and use of ATVs,
motorcycles, and other OHVs.

PC 021: As the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 requires
BLM to provide for OHV recreation, the lack of mitigation for
recreation losses constitutes a violation of the Act. (D. Hubbard I
San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association,
California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

PC 022: The BLM fails to provide adequate mitigation for impacts to OHV
use and other recreational activities. For example, if an area or
route needs to be closed to motorized-vehicle access because of
significant impacts to an endangered species, another area
should be opened or expanded, or another route opened, to
compensate for the closure. Further, the BLMdoes not explain
why alternative routes could not be identified and incorporated
into the Plan Amendment. (R. Denner I California Desert District
Advisory Council; D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off­
Road Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle
Association)

Page F-151



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F - Public Comments and Responses

Response: In Section 102(a)(8) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
of 1976, Congress declares that it is the policy of the United States that
"the public lands be managed in a manner that will protect the quality
of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and
atmospheric, water resource, and archeo logical values; that, where
appropriate, will preserve and protect certain public lands in their
natural condition; that will provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife
and domestic animals; and will provide for outdoor recreat ion and
human occupancy and use." Further, in Section 601(a)(4) of the Act,
Congress found that "the use of all California desert resources can and
should be provided for in a multiple use and sustained yield
management plan to conserve these resources for future generations,
and to provide present and future use and enjoyment, particularly
outdoor recreation uses, including the use, where appropriate, of off­
road recreational vehicles."

The Coachella Valley COCA Plan Amendment addresses and provides
for outdoor recreation uses, including the use of off-highway vehicles
where appropriate, consistent with FLPMA. FLPMA does not require
that loss of recreation opportunities in furtherance of its provisions be
mitigated. However, BLM is working with State and local governments
and agencies to identify appropriate lands in the planning area and in
western Riverside County that could be acquired through purchase or
exchange to meet demands for OHV free-play opportunities. BLM is
also proposing design of an area in the vicinity of Drop 31 to
accommodate vehicle-based recreation. Each of these efforts are
intended to address recreation demand.

PC 023: Given that the National Environmental Policy Act requires BLM to
develop and consider feasible mitigation measures to reduce all
foreseeable impacts, the lack of mitigation for recreation losses
constitutes a violation of the Act. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off­
Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association, California Off­
Road Vehicle Association)

Response: BLM is required to use all practicable means, consistent with the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and other
essential considerations of national policy, to restore and enhance the
quality of the human environment and avoid or minimize any possible
adverse effects of their actions upon the quality of the human
environment (40 CFR 1500.2). In designating areas and routes for use
by off-highway vehicles, such areas and routes shall be located, in
part, to minimize damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, air, or other
resources of the public lands (43 CFR 8342.1(a». In Chapter 2,
Alternatives, of the Environmental Impact Statement, BLM includes
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appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed
action or alternatives, as indicated in 40 CFR 1502.14(f). Chapter 4,
Environmental Consequences, also includes discussions about means
to mitigate adverse environmental impacts not fully covered in Chapter
2 as required in 40 CFR 1502.16(h).

Avoiding or minimizing adverse impacts to one element of the
environment could result in new or additional adverse impacts to
another element. As an example and pertinent to the public concern
statement, PM10 dust levels rose sufficiently from 1999 to 2001 in the
Coachella Valley such that the region is designated a "serious" non­
attainment area for PM10. Should the region continue to fall short of
Federal PM10 standards, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
could impose more stringent regulations or sanctions on local
jurisdictions. Man-made and natural dust-causing activities, such as
agricultural tilling in fields, construction and demolition operations, and
driving on paved and unpaved roads account for 96% of the emissions
(per monitoring reported in the 1996 Coachella Valley State
Implementation Plan, South Coast Air Quality Management District).
Responses to Public Concern statements (PCs) 073,074 and 075
provide additional discussion regarding the generation of PM10 by
vehicular activities in particular.

Hence, while prohibitions on vehicular access to certain unpaved
routes on public lands in accordance with the Proposed Plan would
contribute to reducing PM10 levels in the Coachella Valley, such
restrictions result in some level of adverse impact to OHV recreation
assuming the routes to be closed are used for recreational purposes.
Mitigation of these impacts to OHV recreation by providing other or
additional routes for use on public lands in the Coachella Valley would
(1) be contrary to reducing PM10 levels, and (2) require the
development of new roads on public lands or the opening of routes
already closed under previous plan amendments for the protection of
resource values.

Through the CDCA Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley, BLM
has endeavored to balance the need for reduction of PM10 emissions
and protection of habitats for sensitive wildlife species with the needs
of the public for motorized and non-motorized recreation. Relative to
motorized recreation, BLM does not propose to close all routes on
public lands, though doing so would further contribute to reducing
PM10 levels in the Coachella Valley. Under the Proposed Plan, 47
miles of routes, out of the total 73 miles of currently available routes on
public lands within the planning area (excluding the NECO Plan
overlap area), would be open to travel to meet the need for off-highway
vehicle travel and access. This is in addition to the hundreds of miles
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of routes and OHV opportunities on public lands outside the Coachella
Valley planning area (Section 3.4, Recreat ion: Regional OHV
Opportunities). The BLM has also made efforts to cooperate with
Riverside County and the State to pursue options to acquire
appropriate lands to develop OHV play areas or parks in areas where
such uses would not substantially impact sensitive species or other
natural or cultural resources. In a broad sense, BLM has proposed
actions to maintain a balance between the need to "preserve important
historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage, and
maintain, wherever possible, an environment which supports diversity,
and variety of individual choice," and "permit a wide sharing or life's
amenities" (Title I, Sec. 101 of NEPA).

PC 024: Earl ier written or verbal comments between Sierra Club and BLM
regarding the Plan Amendment, including electronic mail
messages, are incorporated by reference. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: The relationship of the comments to the alternatives and analysis in
the DEIS cannot be assessed without some specific information
regarding subject and content (40 CFR 1503.3). Public comments
received during the six-year public scoping period were considered in
the development of the Draft Coachella Valley COCA Plan Amendment
and DEIS (40 CFR 1501.7).

PLANNING CRITERIA I CONSIDERATIONS

PC 025: The COCA Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley
unreasonably addresses 31 species that are not on any
endangered species list as if they were already listed and they
might someday be threatened or endangered. (R. Denner I
California Desert District Advisory Council)

Response: Of the 31 Special Status Species addressed in the COCA Plan
Amendment for the Coachella Valley, 10 are listed under the Federal
Endangered Species Act (1973) as threatened or endangered, and
one was proposed for listing at the time the plan was prepared. The
remaining 20 species are Special Status Species that are being
addressed in the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan and are considered species at risk for extinction as
the human population increases in the Coachella Valley. BLM is
required to prevent future listings whenever possible (BLM Manual
6840) and is taking steps to address the conservation needs of these
species in this Plan Amendment. Similarly, local governments are
seeking to design a conservation plan to address all the special status
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species in order to provide greater certainty for conservation and land
uses in the valley over the long term.

PC 026: Since the Plan Amendment is being driven by the settlement
agreement struck by BlM and the Center for Biological Diversity
to end their Endangered Species Act litigation, the proposed plan
should only address those issues implicated in that litigation, i.e.,
the purpose should be to determine whether the current COCA
Plan creates unacceptable impacts on listed species found on
BlM lands in the Coachella Valley. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off­
Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association, California Off­
Road Vehicle Association)

Response: The planning process was initiated in 1996, well before any lawsuit
activity. The relationship of this Plan Amendment to the Center for
Biological Diversity, et al. lawsuit settlement is addressed in Section
1.6.3.

PC 027: The COCA lawsuit stipulation provisions (Center for Biological
Diversity et al, v. BlM, Case No. C-00-0927 WHA, U.S. District
Court, Northern District of California, San Francisco Division), at a
minimum should be continued through this plan. (D. Patterson I
Center for Biological Diversity, California Wilderness Coalition)

Response: The alternatives and analysis in the plan amendment are based on
issues developed through public scoping, input from a Science
Advisory Committee and other scientists, interdisciplinary staff review,
coordination and consultation with local governments and Tribes, and
an orderly process conducted over a six year period. In contrast, the
lawsuit stipulations were developed quickly as short term, interim
measures through a settlement process, and may not be appropriate
as proposed planning decisions. The relationship of this Plan
Amendment to the Center for Biological Diversity, et al. lawsuit
settlement is addressed in Section 1.6.3.

PC 028: Section 3.8.1, Native Biological Resources-last paragraph on
page 3-39, needs to be revised to reference all State listed
threatened and endangered species within the COCA planning
area because not all State listed species occur in this area. (G.
Black I California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: The Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to reflect the
suggested addition.

PC 029: The COCA Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley should
better emphasize the protection of native plants and wildlife as a
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paramount obligation. This responsibility is acknowledged in the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, which includes the
recovery of federal and state listed species and avoiding future
listings of sensitive species. (J. Cook; D. Patterson I Center for
Biological Diversity, California Wilderness Coalition)

Response: The COCA Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley emphas izes
the protection of native plants'and wildlife by the following.

1) Habitat Conservation Objectives for 8 habitat types are
established. In each of these habitat types, additional
disturbance/habitat loss would be limited to 1% of the total area. This
is consistent with the goals of the Coachella Valley Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan and illustrates BLM's commitment to
conservation in the Coachella Valley.

2) Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, addresses the
impacts of the alternatives to 31 sensitive species, 10 of which are
listed under federal or state law, and one that is proposed for listing
under the Federal Endangered Species Act.

3) Under the Proposed Plan, future development of industrial uses
on BLM managed lands would be restricted to areas already
designated for such use, i.e., existing windparks, commun ication sites,
and sand and gravel mining . This would prevent additional
development in sensitive areas and would provide protection for listed
species while also preventing future listings.

4) The monitoring and adaptive management program described
for the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
would be adopted by BLM and implemented concurrent with the
CVMSHCP, thus ensuring a consistent approach across the landscape
and providinq a feedback loop to indicate whether conservation goals
and objectives are being achieved.

PC 030: The document should include a statement that the boundary of
the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument
includes lands owned by the California Department of Fish and
Game and California State Parks, and the Santa Rosa and San
Jacinto Mountains National Monument Act of 2000 does not alter
or have jurisdiction over the management of these lands or those
owned by other non-federal jurisdictions. (G. Black I California
Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Section 1.5, Relationship to Other Plans, states that the Santa Rosa
and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument Act of 2000 created a
272,OOO-acre national monument establishing the management
direction for BLM and Forest Service managed public lands. Through
the National Monument Management Plan, management prescriptions
will be developed that are applicable only to BLM and Forest Service
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lands. Although this Plan will be developed in coordination with
California Department of Fish and Game and California State Parks,
management actions will not be applicable to lands managed by the
State. Section 1.5 has been revised in response to this comment.

PC 031: A discussion regarding how plan goals common to all
alternatives were developed is lacking. (G. Black / California
Department of Fish and Game; V. Bradshaw / Imperial Irrigation
District)

Response: Section 2.2 has been revised to provide additional explanation.

PC 032: Section 3.2.1, Coachella Valley Roadways-Rail Service, should
include the old Kaiser Mine/Eagle Mountain railroad that is now
active and proposed to transport trash from Highway 111 to the
Eag le Mountain landfill. (G. Black / California Department of Fish
and Game)

Response: Section 3.2.1 has been revised to reflect the status of the Eagle
Mountain railroad right of way.

PC 033: Without California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance,
California Department of Fish and Game may not concur on
compensation mitigation for species addressed in the CDCA Plan
Amendment. (V. Bradshaw / Imperial Irrigation District)

Response: This COCA Plan Amendment has no jurisdiction over private or State
lands, only BLM-managed Federal lands. As such, BLM is not
required to seek concurrence from CDFG on compensation mitigation
for species addressed in the COCA Plan. Nonetheless, BLM will
continue its commitment work cooperatively with CDFG on acquisition
of sensitive habitats.

PC 034: In Section 1.6, Planning Criteria, the Plan Amendment fails to cite
the Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep recovery plan as one of the
policy documents guiding the Plan Amendment and
Environmental Impact Statement. (J. Taylor / Sierra Club)

Response: The Recovery Plan for Bighorn Sheep in the Peninsular Ranges,
California (USFWS 2000) is cited in Section 1.5, Relationship to Other
Plans, of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. BLM
acknowledges and explains therein that certain recommendations
identified in the Recovery Plan are directly related to the Plan
Amendment. Further, Section 2.4.20, Recovery Strategy for
Peninsular Ranges Bighorn Sheep, indicates that the alternative
recovery strategies were based on guidance provided in the Recovery
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Plan. Both Sections of the COCA Plan Amendment also recognize
that recommendations in the Recovery Plan are advisory and exempt
from review under the National Environmental Policy Act.

HABITAT CONSERVATION OBJECTIVES

PC 035: Other than a map of general habitat types, the section of the
COCA Plan Amendment addressing conservation objectives
(pages 2-9 and 2-10) provides no further information regarding
which sensitive, threatened, or endangered species occur within
the habitat types, where these species are located, what
percentage of historic habitat is represented, whether or not the
habitat is v iable or fragmented, and what existing or proposed
land uses occur or would occur within these habitat types.
Specifics on which to judge conservation objectives, special area
designations, and so forth are lacking. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: Species accounts have been added in Appendix E. Additional
information on habitat types, species distribution, and conservation
objectives has been provided in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement.

MULTIPLE USE CLASSES I VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (VRM)

PC 036: Under Alternatives A, Band C, the southern half of Section 1, T2S
R3E would be designated as Limited Use and Visual Resource
Management Class 2. These designations are inappropriate
because of the presence of an existing right-of-way, the use of a
road that requires periodic grading, the use of the area for
parking and camping, and the presence of Southern California
Edison's high-voltage utility line that requires maintenance.
Multiple Use Class M (Moderate Use) and VRM Class 4 would
allow the current uses to continue while still conserving desert
resources. (S. Mascaro)

Response: Multiple-Use Class L (Limited Use) areas are managed to provide
lower-intensity, carefully controlled multiple use of resources while
ensuring that sensitive values are not significantly diminished. Rights­
of-way, graded roads, motorized recreational uses along approved
routes, and energy transmission facilities are not prohibited in Class L
areas.

The Visual Resource Management (VRM) system is an analytical
process that identifies, sets, and meets objectives for maintaining
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scenic values and visual quality. VRM classes describe the different
degrees of modification desired in the basic elements of the landscape.
In determining the appropriate VRM class for a particula r area,
consideration is given to cultural modifications, or existing facilities, as
well as characteristics of the natural setting. In other words, current
uses of public lands (such as rights-of-way, graded roads, and energy
transmission facilities) are integrated into the determination of a VRM
class; these existing uses would not be disallowed based upon
designation of any particular VRM class. Once the VRM class has
been determined, the VRM process is generally employed to analyze
effects and design mitigation to meet VRM class objectives when new
uses of the public lands are proposed.

PC 037: The Plan Amendment fails to assign Visual Resource
Management classes to the Mecca Hills and Orocopia Mountains
Wilderness Areas, and Joshua Tree National Park. (J. Taylor I
Sierra Club)

Response: The eastern portion of the planning area for the Coachella Valley
COCA Plan Amendment overlaps the planning area for the Northern
and Eastern Colorado Desert Coordinated Management Plan (NECO
Plan) which did not assign Visual Resource Management (VRM)
classes to public lands. Likewise, the Coachella Valley COCA Plan
Amendment does not assign VRM classes to public lands in the
overlap area.

Notwithstanding, all wilderness areas (including the Mecca Hills and
Orocopia Mountain Wilderness Areas) are automatically managed in
accordance with VRM Class 1 guidelines. Where VRM objectives
have not been approved through a resource management plan and
when a project for use of the public lands is proposed, interim
objectives are established using the guidelines set forth in BLM Manual
Section 8410. VRM Class 1 is applied to all wilderness areas.

BLM has no jurisdiction for managing visual resources on lands
managed by the National Park Service in Joshua Tree National Park.
Therefore, VRM classes are not proposed for Park lands through
BLM's Coachella Valley Plan.

NATIONAL WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

PC 038: The document does not clearly indicate whether rivers on BLM
lands are eligible for Wild and Scenic River designation. If there
are eligible segments on public lands, it is not clear whether they
will be designated as Wild and Scenic Rivers pursuant to the Plan
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Amendment. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off­
Road Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle
Association)

PC 039: All eligible segments should be added to the National Wi ld and
Scenic River System. (J. Morgan I Sierra Club)

Response: Section 2.4.1, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Figure 2-1, and Appendix B,
Wild and Scenic Rivers, identify river segments on BLM-managed
lands that have been determined eligible for potential designation as
National Wild and Scenic Rivers . Section 3.1.3, Wild and Scenic
Rivers, indicates that once eligibility has been established, a
determination of a river segment's suitab ility or non-suitability as a Wild
and Scenic River is required. River segments determined eligible for
designation mayor may not be deemed suitable for designation. If
suitability determinations are not made through the resource
management planning process, as is the case with river segments
determined eligible through the Coachella Valley Plan, a separate
Environmental Impact Statement is required as part of a separate
reporting package (and plan amendment) to make the suitability
determinations. In the interim, eligible rivers are managed to protect
their Outstandingly Remarkable Values. Designation of suitable river
segments as National Wild and Scenic Rivers is made by Congress.

PC 040: Section 4.1.1.2, Wild and Scenic Rivers-Peninsular Ranges
Bighorn Sheep Recovery Strategy, does not explain how
Alternatives A, Band C would help conserve outstanding
remarkable wildlife values in Palm Canyon related to Peninsular
Ranges bighorn sheep. Also, no explanation is provided in
Chapter 2. (G. Black I California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: An eligibi lity determination for designation as a Wild and Scenic
River status requires the free-flowing characteristics and outstandingly
remarkable values of the stream channel be protected on BLM­
managed lands pending completion of a suitability determination. In
the interim, activities would not be approved that wou ld adversely
impact Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep. The Final Environmental
Impact Statement has been strengthened to clarify this matter.

PC 041: An explanation of the differences between Wild and Scenic River
designations of "wild" versus "recreational," and "wilderness"
versus "non-wilderness" should be provided. (G. Black I
California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Appendix B, Wild and Scenic Rivers, describes the differences
between wild river areas, scenic river areas, and recreational river
areas as referenced in Table 2-1, Section 2.4.1, under the column
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heading "Tentative Classification." The reference to "wilderness" and
"non-wilderness" in Table 2-1 under the column heading "Length
(miles, BLM lands only)" indicates the total length of river segments in
designated wilderness (in this instance, the San Gorgonio Wilderness
Additions) and the length of river segments outside designated
wilderness ("non-wilderness").

PC 042: Segments of the main stream in Palm Canyon that continue onto
the Agua Caliente Reservation may not be eligible or suitable for
recommendation as a Wild and Scenic River. It is the intent of the
Agua Caliente Tribe to manage streams in Palm Canyon
consistent with both the Indian Canyons Master Plan and the
Cooperative Management Agreement with the BLM. (M. Park I
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians)

Response: BLM would agree that management by the Agua Caliente Band of
Cahuilla Indians has been supportive of maintaining the values of
streams in Palm Canyon and appreciates the cooperative approach
the Tribe has taken. Eligibility determinations made through the
Coachella Valley Plan for potential designation of National Wild and
Scenic Rivers are applicable only to BLM-managed lands. Contiguous
river segments on non-publi c lands would be addressed through a
subsequent suitability determination in coordination and collaboration
with the local landowners. A separate Environmental Impact
Statement (and plan amendment) would be required to make the
suitability determinations. BLM management efforts will continu e to be
developed and implemented in consultation and coordination with the
Indian Canyons Master Plan, the Tribal Habitat Conservation Plan and
the Cooperative Management Agreement.

PC 043: The document suggests that the Wild and Scenic River values of
BLM-managed lands in Palm Canyon could be threatened by
uncontrolled motor-vehicle intrusion, yet does not provide
evidence that current motor-vehicle use is degrading these
values, thereby requiring more controls, including the elimination
of casual motorized-vehicle usein Dry Wash. (D. Hubbard I San
Diego ·Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association,
California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: One of the identified Outstandingly Remarkable Values in Palm
Canyon is the presence of archaeological sites significant to the
Cahuilla Indians. Sites that are eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places occur within Palm Canyon and are adjacent
to or bisected by existing routes. Uncontrolled motor-vehicle intrusion
increases the risk of erosion, access by looters, breakage and
displacement of artifacts, and disruption of archaeological sites.
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Vehicle tracks, which originated from the Dry Wash road, have been
observed to lead to and across significant archaeological sites in Palm
Canyon.

PC 044: Data are not provided to substantiate the claim that no
substantive impacts on recreation would result from designation
of BLM-managed river segments as Wild and Scenic Rivers.
Further, the document states that protective management
measures will likely be required at Whitewater Canyon, Mission
Creek, and Palm Canyon. These protective measures and their
impacts on recreation should be clearly described in the
Environmental Impact Statement. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off­
Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association, California Off­
Road Vehicle Association)

Response: Section 4.4, Recreation, states that determinations of eligibility, not
designation, of certain BLM-managed river segments as Wild and
Scenic Rivers would result in no substantive impacts to recreation.
Suitability determinations and associated Environmental Impact
Statements to be prepared at a later date will address potential
impacts consequent to the designation of Wild and Scenic Rivers.

Section 2.4.1, Wild and Scenic Rivers, references Appendix B for a
description of protective management measures pending suitability
determinations. Table B-3, Appendix S, identifies such measures.

PC 045: As the plan addresses wetland areas, riparian habitats, and wild
and scenic rivers, consideration should be given to the potential
for mosquito breeding in those areas and the spread of diseases
such as Western Equine Encephalitis and West Nile Virus. (D.
Gomsi I CV Mosquito and Vector Control District)

Response: This comment has been addressed and included in the Plan in Table
2-8: Policy and Management Guidance for Plan Implementation,
located in Section 2.6, Plan Implementation.

WILDERNESS

PC 046: The identification of potential new wilderness areas and
wilderness study areas is not addressed despite there being
many thousands of acres of wilderness quality lands within the
planning area. Of particular interest is the Big Morongo Canyon
Area of Critical Environmental Concern and BLM lands adjacent
to the southern boundary of Joshua Tree National Park. (A map
was provided to BLM identifying a proposed wilderness boundary
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encompassing public lands in the Big Morongo Canyon ACEC.)
(J. Morgan I Sierra Club)

Response: Inventory of potential wilderness areas was not identified
by the public as an issue during the six-year scoping process for the
CDCA Plan Amendment. Future plan amendments may include
inventories for potential wilderness.

AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN (ACECs)

PC 047: The Upper Mission Creek area should be designated as an Area of
Critical Environmental Concern to provide a greater level of
protection and preservation to this unique area. It would link the
existing Whitewater and Big Morongo ACECs thereby preserving
a regional wildlife corridor. (J. Morgan I Sierra Club)

. Response: The portions of the proposed ACEC known to provide important
wildlife habitat meeting the relevance criteria are already within
designated wilderness. As a result, they already receive a high level of
conservation emphasis. Connectivity between public lands at Big
Morongo ACEC and the San Gorgonio Wilderness already exists
under present designations; the public lands within the expanded
ACEC proposal (Mesa Wind Park vicinity) are not expected to
significantly improve or enhance connectivity.

PC 048: The Coachella Valley Preserve is in the wrong place as the
majority of blow sand is south of Interstate 10 with the exception
of the east part of the Preserve where sand is blowing into Sun
City. Two studies show that more sand will blow into Sun City
from the Preserve than will ever blow into it from the other end.
Therefore, restricting development in Thousand Palms is not the
solution to get more sand into the Preserve. (N. Madson)

Response: Sand transport to the Preserve, located west of Washington Street
and north of Interstate 10, results from both fluvial processes (by
water) along the alluvial fans as well as Aeolian processes (by wind)
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along the toe of fans within the wind corridor. The main preserve is
located immediately downstream of the Thousand Palms Canyon
mouth and receives a significant amount of fluvial sediments during
summer and winter storms (U.S . Army Corps of Engineers 1996).
Although the majority of blow sand is deposited south of Interstate 10,
fluvial, or water-born, sediment transport continues to supply the
Preserve with sand.

BLM has not proposed to restrict development in Thousand Palms
because BLM does not make decisions related to private land.

PC 049: To maintain sand within the Coachella Valley Preserve and keep it
from blowing into Sun City, barriers should be put up on the east
s ide. Collected sand should then be transported to the west side
where it can blow into the Preserve and create fresh dunes. (N.
Madson; T. Kay)

Response: There are no BLM-managed lands in that part of the Preserve.
However, this issue is being addressed in the Coachella Valley
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan.

PC 050: More physical groundwork needs to be done before reclassifying
any areas. (S. Mascaro)

Response: Land use classifications proposed in this Plan Amendment are based
on existing classifications or as changes consistent with changing
conditions and/or circumstances. Resource specialists working for
BLM, Riverside County, or other Federal, State, and local agencies
have recommended these proposals based on their work and
familiarity with the resources and issues in these areas.

PC 051: Regarding the potential Upper Mission Creek Area of Critical
Environmental Concern, Table 3-2 on page 3-5 does not match the
information provided in Figures 2-6a or 2-6b. In particular, the
table identifies Sections 2 and 11 as potential habitat for the
Southwestern willow flycatcher, Least Bell's vireo, yellow
breasted chat, yellow warbler, and summer tanager, yet these do
not appear in Figure 2-6b as included in the potential ACEC.
Further, it is unlikely that these sections constitute breeding
areas given their vegetative composition: Section 2 is a dry wash
with an occasion surface stream, and Section 11 has a small dry
wash with gradual sloping hills with a southeastern exposure. If
Table 3-2 was actually referring to the south half of Section 1 and
all of Section 12, it is possible that Section 12 could be breeding
habitat, but the south half of Section 1 has a couple of small
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southern facing canyons and does not constitute breeding
habitat. (S. Mascaro)

Response: The Final EIS has been revised to correct Table 3-2. Surveys
conducted in 2000 indicate that this area is probably not suitable
breeding habitat for Least Bell's vireo and southwestern willow
flycatchers, although it may provide migratory habitat. The document
has been revised accordingly.

PC 052: In Section 2.1.3.16, it is proposed that the expanded area of the
Dos Palmas Area of Critical Environmental Concern be
designated "closed" to motorized vehicles under the preferred
alternative. This conflicts with the preferred alternative in Section
2.1.3.8 where it is proposed that existing ACEC boundaries
remain unchanged. (G. Black I California Department of Fish and
Game)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised in
response to this comment. In Section 2.4.16, the reference to the
expanded area of Dos Palmas ACEC has been deleted from the
Proposed Plan. Under the Proposed Plan, Big Morongo Canyon
ACEC and Dos Palmas ACEC would remain closed to casual
motorized-vehicle access.

PC 053: Section 3.1.1, Existing land Use Designations, should disclose
that over the last 10 years the desert tortoise population in the
Chuckwalla Bench Area of Critical Environmental Concern has
declined sharply due to shell disease. (D. Hubbard I San Diego
Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association, California
Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: Tortoise populations have declined during the last ten years in the
Chuckwalla Bench ACEC. Chuckwalla Bench ACEC is in the overlap
area of the Northern and Eastern Colorado Desert Coordinated
Management Plan (NECO Plan) and decisions in that region were
developed through the NECO planning process. The Coachella Valley
Plan does not propose any management decisions for the Chuckwalla
Bench ACEC beyond maintaining those developed through the NECO
Plan amendment. Chapter 3 has been revised in the Final EIS to
reflect this information.

PC 054: The Plan Amendment indicates in Section 3.1.2, Potential Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern, that none of the three potential
ACECs (Dos Palmas, Upper Mission Creek, and Coachella Valley)
currently meet the relevance criteria set by 43 CFR 1610.7-2(a). It
is not clear whether the BlM does not, at this t ime, intend to
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designate these three areas as ACECs as part of this Plan
amendment. The steps BLM intends to take toward establishing
ACECs in these locations in the future should also be identified.
(D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business
Association, California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: Whereas Section 3.1.2, Potential Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern, indicates that relevance cannot be established at this time for
BLM-managed lands within the potentia l Upper Mission Creek ACEC
and potent ial Coachella Valley ACEC (Subsections 3.1.2.2 and 3.1.2.3,
respectively), it states that relevance cannot be established at this time
for the potential Dos Palmas ACEC expansion area (Subsection
3.1.2.1), not the existing Dos Palmas ACEC. Section 2.1.3.8 (Draft
EIS), Special Area Designations, describes under "Preferred
Alternative (A)" that existing ACEC boundaries would remain
unchanged. This proposal is carried forward into the Proposed Plan
(see Section 2.4.8).

Section 3.1.2 indicates that relevance cannot be determined at this
time for these three areas because field surveys to verify the presence
of identified species have not been conducted. Should future field
surveys indicate the species' presence, BLM may reconsider relevance
and importance determinations. If relevance and importance are
established in accordance with 43 CFR 1610.7-2(a), designation of
these areas as ACECs would require an amendment to the COCA
Plan.

WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEMENT AREAS (WHMAs)

PC 055: It is not demonstrated that the potential Coachella Valley Wildlife
Habitat Management Area coincides with the u.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service's proposed CVMSHCP reserve design. The Plan
Amendment's language is ambiguous and the maps are
inadequate in this regard. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: The proposed Coachella Valley Wildlife Habitat Management Area
does coincide with the reserve design proposed in the Coachella
Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, as developed by
the Coachella Valley Association of Governments in coordination and
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California
Department of Fish and Game.
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FIRE MANAGEMENT

PC 056: The designation of public lands around Section 35, T1S R3E, as
Fire Management Category B will severely limit prescribed burns.
Due to increased public access in this area, BLM should be more
open to all fire preventative practices. (S. Mascaro)

Response: Under category B, prescribed fire may be utilized as a resource
management tool in very select situations (Section 2.4.7, Fire
Management). The use of fire is not precluded .

PC 057: Section 4.1.8, Biological Resources-Fire Management
Categories, should acknowledge that a program to remove non­
native grasses may be accomplished without prescribed burns,
and that non-native grasses are considered a threat to desert
communities as they provide flash fuel for fires in communities
that are not adapted to fire. (G. Black I California Department of
Fish and Game)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised
accordingly.

EXOTIC WEEDS AND PESTS

PC 058: The Plan Amendment writes in very general terms in noting the
consequences of many introduced pest plants. The plan should
elaborate on the effects of exotic plant infestations and the
importance of their removal, and address some type of
streamlined permit process to accomplish this. (B. Crites I City of
Palm Desert)

Response: BLM concurs with the importance of addressing the adverse effects
of exotic plant infestations. The literature on the effects of noxious and
invasive plants is voluminous and well known. The effects of specific
weeds vary greatly depending upon the species, cause of invasion, soil
type, and the native community it has invaded. Few dispute the
negative effects, and vegetation treatments for exotic plants were the
subject of BLM's statewide Environmental Impact Statement and
Record of Decision in 1988. That policy is currently under review
nationwide and is expected to be the subject of additional future
analysis. Under existing BLM guidance, weed control projects are
normally handled at the activity level. "Streamlining" is normally
accomplished by addressing environmental analysis and required
consultation through a "programmatic" approach. This approach has
been applied in some cases, especially for tamarisk control. However,
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the process for formulation and approval of weed treatment projects
needs to be carefully considered in terms of methods, objectives and
potential unintended effects. A permit is not required in all cases, but
coordination regarding noxious weed removal projects is taking place
among BLM, other agencies, Indian tribes and non-governmental
groups to eradicate noxious weeds.

PC 059: The potential environmental consequences of spreading tamarisk
through seeds that are picked up where tamarisk is planted along
railroad tracks as a windbreak needs to be addressed relative to
the proposal to transport trash from Highwi:\y 111 to the Eagle
Mountain landfill via the old Kaiser Mine/Eagle Mountain railroad
line that is now active. (G. Black / California Department of Fish
and Game)

Response: The CDCA Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley does not
contain decisions relevant to the Eagle Mountain landfill project.

PC 060: The last paragraph in Section 3.8.2, Exotic (Non-native) Weeds
and Pests, should include major pest species found in the area,
such as fountain grass, tamarisk, aquatic turtles, centrarchid fish
(in certain ponds), and apple snails. (G. Black / California
Department of Fish and Game)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to
reflect this additional information.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

PC 061: Pursuant to Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act,
BLM is required to identify and preserve historic properties.
Historic properties are those cultural resources found to be
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.
Historic properties include trails. Certain trails in the Santa Rosa
and San Jacinto Mountains that have been constructed,
improved, and maintained are culturally significant to the
settlement of the desert, to the Cahuilla Indians, and to the era in
which Palm Springs was a mecca for cowboys and movie stars.
Hence, they are eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places and should be preserved according to federal law.
(N. Stacey, R.R. Ramey III Desert Riders)

Response: The trails in the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains have not
been formally evaluated for eligibility for listing on the National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP). The National Register Criteria for
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Evaluation can be found at 36 CFR 60.4. Propert ies are evaluated
according to the quality of their significance in American history ,
architecture, archaeology, engineering and culture is present in
districts, sites, buildings, structures and objects that possess integrity
of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and
association, and:

(a) are associated with events that have made a significant contribution
to the broad patterns of our history; or

(b) are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or
(c) embody the distinctive characteristics of a type , period or method of

construction, that represent the work of a master, that possess high
artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable
entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

(d) have yielded or may be likely to yield information important in
prehistory or history.

The issue of integrity is the first consideration, and trails that have
been substantially altered may not retain the qualities which would
support a determination of eligibility.

Until the trails can be formally evaluated, they are protected in two
ways. Any specific federal undertaking, such as re-routing or
maintenance of a trail on federal lands, is subject to analysis under
NEPA and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). In addition,
the State Protocol Agreement of 1998 between the California State
Director of the Bureau of Land Management and the California State
Historic Preservation Officer states that "for management purposes,
[the] BLM may assume the eligibility of a cultural resource or group of
resources for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places."
Federal agencies are responsible for the preservation of historic
properties which are owned or controlled by the agency and are
required to treat eligible sites with the same respect as sites already
listed on the National Register. Potential impacts to the trails, which
are brought to the agency's attention, will be evaluated for whether
they constitute an adverse effect to the properties.

MINERAL RESOURCES I GEOLOGY I SOILS

PC 062: Attention should be paid to mosquito breeding where water
occurs in sand and gravel mines. (D. Gomsi I CV Mosquito and
Vector Control District)

Response: There are three active sand and gravel mines on BLM land in the
planning area. The maximum depth of mining at all of these mines is
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planned to be above the local groundwater table, so that water will not
be exposed in the open pits. For example , the mining plan for the A-1
Aggregates sand and gravel mine located on Dillon Road in the west
Berdoo Canyon area indicates a maximum pit depth of 90 feet. The
depth to groundwater at this mine site, based on an onsite water well,
is at a depth of 360 feet. In addition, the sand and gravel materials
exposed in the pits are permeable with high infiltration rates. This
condition will result in little if any standing water after periods of
precipitation. Therefore, mosquito breeding is not anticipated to be an
issue at the sand and gravel mines in the planning area. Also, see
Policy and Management Guidance for Plan Implementation, located in
Section 2.6: Plan Implementation.

PC 063: The first sentence of the second paragraph of Section 4.1.3, Soils,
Geology, Mineral and Energy Resources-Motorized-Vehicle
Route Designations, should be clarified. (G. Black / California
Department of Fish and Game)

Response: This sentence states that utilities and communication sites are
generally not considered sensitive receptors for noise or other impacts
associated with motorized vehicle use areas. This sentence means
that noise from motorized vehicle use areas is not expected to impact
utility and communication sites or people at those sites, in comparison
with sensitive receptors such as residential areas or nursing homes.

PC 064: In Section 4.1.7, Water Resources/Quality-Sand and Gravel
Mining, BLM indicates that additional mitigation measures may be
required to minimize impacts to water resources and hydrologic
processes in the event that sand and gravel mining facilities are
developed within conservation areas. BLM should be more
specific about the types of mitigation measures that would
potentially be considered. (L. Hanf / U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency)

Response: Example mitigation measures have been incorporated into Section
2.6 of the document. Mitigation measures that may be required to
minimize impacts to water resources and hydrologic resources from
sand and gravel mining operations in a conservation area would be
developed on a site-specific basis, in order to be responsive to the
nature of the mining project. Some specific types of mitigation
measures that might be applied for water resources and hydrology
would include setting maximum pit depth above maximum anticipated
groundwater levels, location of mining pits outside of active
watercourse channels, and/or reduction of pit slope angles on active
alluvial fans to reduce upstream headcutting and erosion.
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PC 065: In Section 4.1.3, Soils, Geology, Mineral and Energy Resources,
the indication that OHV use causes soils erosion and must be
properly regulated and monitored to reduce erosion impacts
conflicts with the statement that OHV routes in the Coachella
Valley are typically located within natural drainages or sand
washes and are used on a very low frequency or level of intensity.
Data regarding OHV impacts on soils in the Coachella Valley
should be provided. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition,
Off-Road Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle
Association)

Response : The referenced citation under Section 4.1.3, Soils, Geology, Mineral
and Energy Resources: Motorized Vehicle Area Designations (Section
4.3 in the Final EIS), reads "As with other activities with the potential to
induce soil erosion and associated impacts, such activities as off­
highway vehicle use shall be properly regulated and monitored to
reduce potential impacts to acceptable levels" (emphasis added).
OHV routes occur on a variety of soils in the Coachella Valley. "The
most recently laid sediments in the region are alluvial (stream­
deposited) and eolian (wind-deposited) sediments. Eolian deposits are
silty sand and fine and medium-grained sand fractions that are
transported by strong, sustained winds emanating from the San
Gorgonio Pass" (Section 3.3.1t Soils and Geology) indicating that this
common type of soil in the Coachella Valley is easily transported and is
susceptible to erosion .

Passage of motor vehicle s does disturb and displace soil, and thus has
the potential to induce soil erosion, particularly on Aeolian sediments
which have high potential to be eroded . The statement under Section
4.3 correctly indicates that OHV use has the potential to induce soil
erosion and BLM has the obligation under 43 CFR 8342.1 to "minimize
damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, air or other resources of the
public lands."

PC 066: In Section 4.1.8, Biological Resources: Motorized-Vehicle Area
Designations, the document claims that under Alternative B 1,040
acres of public land in the Drop 31 OHV open area would be
exposed to accelerated soil erosion and native vegetation loss,
but does not include data supporting this claim. Site-specific
data regarding net soil loss at OHV use areas should be compiled
and analyzed, including a comparison of soil loss at OHV areas to
soil loss at low use sites (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road
Coalition, Off-Road Business Association, California Off-Road
Vehicle Association)
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Response: "The most recently laid sediments in the region are alluvial (stream­
deposited) and eolian (wind-deposited) sediments. In the vicinity of the
Salton Sea, they consist of fine clay that is probably lacustrine (lake) in
origin" (Section 3.3.1, Soils and Geology). The fine clay "mud-hills" at
Drop 31 do show evidence of erosion where current OHV use,
particularly hill climbing, is occurring. Designating this site as an OHV
open area is expected to attract additional use that would not be
confined to established trails , and that additional use wou ld accelerate
soil erosion . Thus Drop 31 is proposed for managed vehicle recreation
use using a designated trail system under the Proposed Plan, rather
than designation as an OHV open area. This represents a change
from the preferred alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.

PC 067: In Section 4.1.8, Biological Resources: Motorized-Vehicle Area
Designations, the document claims that under Alternatives A and
D 3,800 acres.of public lands would be available for open OHV
use, and would be exposed to accelerated soil erosion, native
vegetation loss, crushing of native plants and animals, and
crushing of burrows, but does not include data supporting this
claim. (D. Hubbard / San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road
Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: See previous response (PC 066). Motor vehicle use disturbs and
displaces soil and has the potential to increase erosion, crush
vegetation, and crush animal burrows. The predominant soils in the
Coachella Valley are wind blown or lacustrine deposited sediments,
and are easily eroded. Designating sites as OHV open areas is
expected to attract additional use, and that additional use would
accelerate soil erosion, and impacts to native animals and vegetation.
Areas receiving existing OHV use illustrate the effects described.

WATER RESOURCES / QUALITY

PC 068: Section 3.7, Water Resources/Quality-Surface Water, should
acknowledge that surface water is present seasonally at some
springs, and that surface water is present in palm oases and
artificial ponds at Dos Palmas. (G. Black / California Department
of Fish and Game)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised
accordingly.

PC 069: Groundwater levels are dropping throughout the Coachella Valley
despite efforts to recharge the aquifers. BLM discusses stream
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channel size, appropriate soils for geology, and maintaining water
courses on page 2-7. BLM should acknowledge that as these
water courses get covered up with development, recharge of the
groundwater becomes more difficult. (J. McKeever)

Response: Covering water courses with facilities or developments that do not
allow percolation can make groundwater recharge more difficult.
However, most recharge of Coachella Valley aquifers occurs on the
upper reaches of alluvial fans and drainages, or in areas with
percolation ponds, such as in the Whitewater River channel west of
Palm Springs. Natural rainfall levels at the Coachella Valley floor are
quite low.

PC 070: Since a stated goal is to maintain hydrologic conditions, it is
assumed that the water diversion that has existed in Section 15
(T2S R3E) since April 9, 1932, which has established an
ecosystem that is entirely dependent on this water, will not be
affected. (P. Adelizi I Whitewater Trout Company)

Response: The subject water diversion is located on public lands within the San
Gorgonio Wilderness Additions, established by the California Desert
Protection Act (Public Law 103-433, October 31,1994). Subject to
valid existing rights, each wilderness area designated under Section
102 of the Act shall be administered in accordance with the provisions
of the Wilderness Act (COPA, Section 103). Section 4(0)(7) of the
Wilderness Act (Public Law 88-571, September 3, 1964) states,
"Nothing in this Act shall constitute an express or implied claim or
denial on the part of the Federal Government as to exemption from
State water laws."

The subject water diversion also occurs on a public land river segment
determined eligible for potential designation as a National Wild and
Scenic River (see Section 2.4.1, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Figure 2-1,
and Appendix B, Wild and Scenic Rivers). Section 13(b) of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act (Public Law 90-542, October 2, 1968) states,
"The jurisdiction of the States and the United Statesover waters of any
stream included in the national wild, scenic or recreational river area
shall be determined by established principles of law. Under the
provisions of this Act, any taking by the United States of a water right
which is vested under either State or Federal law at the time such river
is included in the national wild and scenic rivers system shall entitle the
owner thereof to just compensation. Nothing in this Act shall constitute
an express or implied claim or denial on the part of the Federal
Government as to exemption from State water laws."
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The Coachella Valley Plan does not address adjudication of water
rights under State water laws, and does not propose remova l or
modification of the subject water diversion .

AIR QUALITY

PC 071: Establishment of OHV open areas at Drop 31 and near Dillon
Road would violate the State Implementation Plan to reduce PM10
levels in the Coachella Valley. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: The proposed COCA Plan Amendment and Technical Appendix C,
Air Quality, were reviewed by staff at the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), including those portions which
address provisions of facilities for OHV use. As cited in the Draft Plan
Amendment, Drop 31 was proposed for location downwind from
sensitive receptors. Operation and management would be coordinated
with SCAQMD. While establishment of an OHV open area at Drop 31
is not incorporated in the Proposed Plan, vehicle recreation in the area
would continue. Subsequent consideration of alternative OHV use
areas will comply with the Coachella Valley PM10 State
Implementation Plan of 2002, in consultation with SCAQMD.

PC 072: The Plan Amendment does not address dust emissions caused
by Multiple-Use Class designations, route designations, and other
special recreational designations affecting Joshua Tree National
Park's Class I air. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: Section 4.10 of the COCA Plan Amendment clearly states that
activities permitted under the Plan will need to demonstrate
compliance with the Coachella Valley PM10 State Implementation
Plan, performance criteria and control strategies. Many of these
criteria and strategies are set forth in Appendix C, Air Quality, of the
Plan, and include site watering, chemical stabilization, fencing,
revegetation, track-out prevention methods, and other control
strategies and methods. Section 4.10 of the Plan clearly states that
lands with a Multiple-Use Classification are subject to review and
compliance with NEPA, the Federal Clean Air Act and the Coachella
Valley PM10 State Implementation Plan. Required management
strategies and methods are expected to preclude significant impacts to
Joshua Tree National Park and other nearby lands. The proposed
COCA Plan Amendment and Technical Appendix C, Air Quality, were
reviewed by staff at the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD).

Page F-174



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F - Public Comments and Responses

PC 073: The Plan Amendment does not identify the receptor sites that
recorded the PM10 exceedance from 1999 to 2001, nor does it
identify the causes of these exceedances. Further, the
compliance strategies of the Draft Implementation Plan do not call
for a reduction of OHV use, thereby indicating that OHV
recreation is not a major source of PM10 in the Coachella Valley.
If quantitative data suggest a contrary conclusion, it should be
provided. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road
Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: Section 3.10.2, Coachella Valley Portion of the COCA Planning Area,
identifies the two monitoring stations maintained by the South Coast
Air Quality Management District in the valley. These are located in
Palm Springs near the Palm Springs Airport and in the City of Indio
within the urbanized areas of the that city. Sensitive receptors are
basically areas where people will be affected which are intended to be
represented by the monitoring sites referenced above.

There is a clear correspondence between disturba nce of fluvial and
aeolian deposited sand and soils and increased levels of fugitive dust
(PM10) from these source areas. On-going disturbance of these soils
brings finer materials to the surface; these finer materials are then
easily transported by wind. The net effect of recent temporary closures
has been an unquantified reduction in fugitive dust from these areas.
The consideration and proposed management of Drop 31 as compared
with alternative sites clearly show concern for fugit ive dust generation
from OHV use areas and the need for effective control, including their
location downwind of sensitive receptors.

PC 074: Section 3.5, Motorized-Vehicle Access: Motorized-Vehicle Route
Designations, fails to describe the manner in which routes on the
floor of the Coachella Valley are affected by the entire air basin's
non-attainment status for PM10, nor does it explain what
restrictions, in any, apply to these routes due to air quality
concerns. Further, the document does not describe quantitatively
how much PM10 is emitted by OHVs using the affected route
network. BLM must support the air quality claims set forth in the
Environmental Impact Statement with data showing what impacts,
if any, OHVs have on the threshold velocity for wind erosion. (D.
Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road .coalition, Off-Road Business
Association, California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: As set forth in Section 3.5 of the Plan, a variety of analyses were
conducted in assessing the inventory of routes on public lands,
including a review of USGS topographic mapping, digital BLM
mapping, digital imagery/aerial photography, and ground truthing of
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digital route network coverage. BLM also consulted with the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) on associated air
quality issues. Unpaved roads, including those motorized-vehicle
routes located on BLM lands occurring on the valley floor, have been
the subject of SCAQMD concern and management for several years.
These routes have been included in fugitive dust assessments by the
SCAQMD for more than a decade and are explicitly addressed with
management strategies in the 2002 PM10 State Implementation Plan
for the Coachella Valley.

Restrictions to the use of these routes are also set forth in Appendix C
of the Draft COCA Plan Amendment, which identifies applicable
Coachella Valley Best Available Control Measures (BACM) that must
be applied to unpaved roads. These include application of dust
suppressants, signage and speed control devices, paving and other
control methods. The SCAQMD has estimated that speed limit
controls on unpaved roads can reduce fugitive dust emissions from this
source by 50 percent (see footnote no. 5 of Appendix C). Also please
see the response to the previous comment (PC 073).

PC 075: The Environmental Impact Statement in Section 3.10.2, Air
Quality: Coachella Valley Portion of the CDCA Planning Area, fails
to describe in quantitative terms the emissions created by each of
the sources listed, including how much PM-10 is caused by OHVs
traveling on unpaved roads. Monitoring data relative to PM-10
caused on OHVs should be furnished. (D. Hubbard I San Diego
Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association, California
Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: The South Coast Air Quality Management District has prepared
inventories of PM10 sources in the Coachella Valley. The 1995
inventory indicates that off-road vehicle use directly generates
approximately 0.02 tons of PM10 emissions per day in the form of
vehicle emissions. This represents about 7.7% of "Other Mobile
Sources." PM10 emissions associated with entrained dust on unpaved
roads and from windblown dust off of unpaved roads are estimated to
be substantially higher. Emissions generated by the entrained dust on
unpaved roads are estimated to generate approximately 5.44 tons per
day on an annualized average basis. Windblown dust generated from
unpaved roads is estimated to be 4.21 tons per day on an annual
average basis, while individual 24-hour emissions from this source are
as high as 307.3 tons per day. These numbers represent 8.6% and
13.3% of the total of "stationary sources." Both direct mobile
emissions and indirect point source and area source emissions
associated with off-road vehicles and unpaved roads constitute a
substantial contribution to overall PM10 emissions. (Source: Final
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2002 Coachella Valley PM10 State Implementation Plan: A
Supplement to the 1996 Coachella Valley PM10 Attainment
Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan. Prepared by the South
Coast Air Quality Management District, June 25, 2002)

PC 076: In Section 3.10.3, Air Quality: Current Regulatory Status in
Coachella Valley, the document indicates that the Indio
monitoring site registered exceedances of the PM-10 annual
average standard from 1999 through 2001. The contributing
causes of these exceedances should be ranked, it should be
indicated whether emissions from unpaved OHV routes
contributed to these exceedances; routes contributing to the
exceedances should be identified. The other sites at which
special monitoring occurred to confirm that PM-10 standards are
exceeded throughout the Coachella Valley should be identified,
and emissions data from each site should be provided. (D.
Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business
Association, California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: Please see the response to the previous comment (PC 075). The
contributing causes categorized in 1996 have been used in the 2002
Coachella Valley PM10 State Implementation Plan (SIP) . Please see
Table 3-1 of the Final 2002 Coachella Valley PM10 SIP (Source: Final
2002 Coachella Valley PM10 State Implementation Plan: A
Supplement to the 1996 Coachella Valley PM10 Attainment
Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan. Prepared by the South
Coast Air Quality Management District. June 25,2002). · Contributions
to PM10 exceedances of State and Federal standards from individual
routes are not provided and are assumed to be impractical. The
monitoring sites used are the Indio Station in the urbanized area of
Indio and the Palm Springs Station at the Palm Springs Airport. A
table with PM10 data sets for the Indio and Palm Springs monitoring
stations has been added at the end of Appendix C, Air Quality.

PC 077: The Environmental Impact Statement does not include monitoring
data showing how much PM10 is resuspended as a result of OHV
use in OHV "open" areas under Alternatives A and 0, nor does it
identify the downwind sensitive receptors and indicate how close
they are to the OHV sites. The document should also provide a
"wind-rose" to indicate the strength and direction of the
prevailing winds. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition,
Off-Road Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle
Association)

Response : The Proposed Plan does not designate an OHV open area in the
Coachella Valley and concentrated areas of vehicle-based recreation
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on public lands are generally located downwind at the east end of the
valley. Sensitive receptors can be generally characterized as
urbanized areas where population densities place a meaningful
population at risk of exposure to harmful levels of PM10. The Drop 31
site was selected due to the lack of downwind sensitive receptors.
Future consideration of potential OHV open areas will consider
potential exposure of sensitive receptors to fugitive dust. Prevailing
wind directions are well understood in the Coachella Valley, but do
vary to some degree depending upon the location within the valley and
the time of year. On an annualized basis and consistent with the
geomorphic conditions in the Coachella Valley, prevailing winds are
generally from the northwest.

PC 078: In Section 3.10.4, Air Quality: Morongo Valley Portion of the COCA
Planning Area, data should be provided to support the claim that
OHV use is a major cause of PM10 in the Mojave Desert Air Basin.
(D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business
Association, California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: As discussed in Section 3.10.4 of the Plan, the Morongo Valley
portion of the COCA Plan Amendment area is located in San
Bernardino County and falls under the jurisdiction of the Mojave Desert
Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD). The region, including the
subject portion of the planning area, is designated as a "non­
attainment area" for PM1o. The Mojave Desert Planning Area Federal
Particulate Matter (PM10) Attainment Plan of 1995 cites the major
contributions to PM10 emissions as being unpaved road travel, off­
highway vehicle use, wind erosion of unpaved roads and disturbed
soils, and construction and demolition activities. As with the Coachella
Valley Plan, categorization of emission sources is on a regional basis.
It should be noted that the Proposed Plan does not change the current
situation regarding motorized-vehicle access in this area.

COMMUNICATION SITES AND UTILITIES

PC 079: BlM should utilize the City of Palm Springs' wind energy noise
standards for projects within the City. (D. Evans, City Council I
City of Palm Springs)

Response: BLM generally requires wind energy right-of-way grant holders to
comply with County of Riverside standards pertaining to noise for
projects within the County (Section 18.41(d)(12): Commercial Wind
Energy Conversion Systems Permits, Standards and Development
Criteria, Noise). These standards are not substantially different from
those of the City of Palm Springs as described in Title 11, Chapter
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11.74: Noise Ordinance. However, right-of-way grant holders for
public land uses are required to comply with local ordinances as a
condition of their grant. Therefore, whichever of the two standards is
most restrictive would be applicable to wind energy projects within the
City of Palm Springs.

PC 080: The preferred alternative should reflect that in areas within
Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Areas, the
burden of proof for new permits should be on the applicant and
that any lack of an absolute affirmative finding would not allow for
new permits to be assigned. (B. Crites I City of Palm Desert)

Response: Applicants for public land uses are required to fully explain the
purpose and need for the proposed project. Although many applicants
are required to reimburse the BLM for the costs of processing their
applications, the burden for fully analyzing the proposal, under the
National Environmental Policy Act and applicable regulations, and
making a final decision on the project rests with BLM. For these
proposals, BLM will thoroughly analyze the need for each project, any
feasible alternatives and all impacts. As BLM is the decision-making
agency, the burden for analyzing proposals cannot be shifted from the
BLM to the applicant.

PC 081: The Imperial Irrigation District's existing north-south electrical
transmission line was omitted from the discussion in Section
3.14-Electric Service. (V. Bradshaw I Imperial Irrigation District)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statements has been revised to
reflect that additional electrical transmission lines, including 230 and
115 kilovolt (kV) lines, carry power from the 500 kV system located in
the northern end of the planning area south to power users throughout
Coachella and Imperial Valleys.

PC 082: Maintenance and upgrades to existing transmission lines should
be allowed in the proposed conservation areas. (V. Bradshaw I
Imperial Irrigation District)

Response: The right-of-way grant holder has a right to maintain their authorized
facilities in accordance with their plan, and to ensure use of their facility
for the purposes for which it was constructed. Any changes to their
facility, including upgrades, would require a right-of-way grant
amendment application. These amendments necessitate a full review
to assess project need and alternatives, as well as analyze and
mitigate impacts. Under the regulations pertaining to management of
all public lands, there is no assurance that proposed upgrades to
existing facilities would be authorized by the BLM. In addition, there
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are no provisions for BLM to provide a blanket authorization of all
proposed upgrades to transmission faci lities as requested in this
comment.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING

PC 083: Closure of the grazing allotment at Whitewater Canyon would
become permanent only under Alternative C. Conducting further
studies on the suitability of livestock grazing there, as stipulated
by the preferred alternative, is superfluous. Scientific evidence
shows that grazing is incompatible with the protection of
sensitive wildlife, health of riparian areas, and preservation of
ecologically sensitive public lands in general. Considering that
Whitewater Canyon contains critical habitat for the federally listed
arroyo toad, it is hard to see how grazing could continue without
violating the Endangered Species Act. (J. Cook; D. Patterson I
Center for Biological Diversity, California Wilderness Coalition)

Response: Compatibility of livestock grazing use with other natural resource
objectives is generally a question that requires site-specific
assessment. Livestock grazing was identified and carried out as an
appropriate use of public lands within the Whitewater Canyon allotment
under the CDCA Plan. The results of land health assessments
conducted in 1999 found that much of the allotment was meeting land
health standards, but also identified some problems. Based on its
assessment, BLM discontinued grazing use of the allotment in 1999.
In evaluating the allotment under this plan amendment, BLM
appropriately considered a full range of alternatives including
continuation of livestock grazing and complete elimination of such use
in this area. Regardless of the alternative selected in the plan
amendment, livestock grazing, like other land uses, would be required
to occur only in locations, and in a manner, which fully complies with
the provisions of the Endangered Species Act based on formal
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wild life Service .

Chapter 2, Alternatives, has been revised in the Final Environmental
Impact Statement to include relinquishment of the allotment, removal
of the allotment designation, and emphasis on areas of habitat for
listed species.

PC 084: The Plan Amendment does not indicate whether the Whitewater
grazing allotment has been acquired for conservation. (J. Taylor I
Sierra Club)
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Response: Livestock grazing is authorized on public land based on a permit or
lease with terms and conditions, and it is governed by grazing
regulations. When the revised grazing regulations of 1995 were
challenged in the Supreme Court (Public Lands Council, et al. v.
Babbit, et aI., 98-1991, decided 5/15/00), the Department of the Interior
chose not to pursue a defense of conservation non-use (struck down in
Federal District Court and not reversed in the Court of Appeals) that
would have allowed permittees and lessees to file for non-use for
conservation purposes on grazing allotments. Therefore, the current
grazing regulations, as affirmed by the Court, do not allow for
conservation non-use.

PC 085: The Plan Amendment must substantiate the claim that closure of
part of the Whitewater grazing allotment would eliminate 248
Animal Unit Months (AUMs) per year since actual use has been
far lower. The document should provide data on the current
status and prior actual use of the allotment. (J. Taylor I Sierra
Club)

Response: AUM reductions from a reduced grazing alternative are based on a
change in the active preference allocated under the COCA Plan and
the permit or lease, not on the actual use during any given year. The
COCA Plan Environmental Impact Statement analyzed only the total
livestock carrying capacity of grazing allotments. Grazing capacities
are normally set by Ecological Site Inventories conducted over a period
of several years (usually 5) while grazing use is occurring. That data,
combined with utilization data on key forage species, and compiled for
each range site within the allotment. Unless utilization studies indicate
consistent overuse of key forage species at a particular stocking rate
(i.e., no more than 50% grass spp., 40% browse spp. normally) active
AUMs usually remain set. The reductions in active use throughout the
1990s reflect changes in the ranchers' operations and not the total
grazing capacity or active preference for the allotment. AUM
reductions based on changes in the allotment boundary were based on
loss of Federal acreage from the allotment and not a reduction in
estimated forage production and availability.

PC 086: The Whitewater grazing allotment should be retired now in its
entirety. To reconsider grazing after another 10 years pass does
not make sense. (J. Morgan I Sierra Club)

Response: The Taylor Grazing Act directed the Department of the Interior to
delineate grazing allotments and allocate forage on public lands for
livestock use. This allotment, like all others, was created under this
authority and mandate. Grazing use can be reduced or eliminated in
the following three ways: (1) The Secretary can cancel permits and
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leases if the operator persistently overgrazes, loses control of base
property, fails to use the permit, or fails to comply with grazing
regulatio ns. (2) The Secretary can, consistent with land use planning
under 43 USC 1712 , withdraw lands from grazing altogether and
devote it to a more valuable or suitable use. (3) In the event of range
depletion, the Secretary has a separate authority not to take areas of
land out of grazing use altogether as above , but reduce the amount of
grazing use allowed on that land by suspending AUMs of grazing use
"in whole or in part" and "for such time as necessary."

Since range depletion has not been noted on the Whitewater
Allotment, this planning effort follows the second authority of the
Secretary noted above. Consistent with the Nationa l Environmental
Policy Act and land use planning guidance, whether all, part or none of
the Whitewater Canyon Allotment should be withdrawn from grazing
has been analyzed. Based on the BLM assessment, extended rest
and recovery is needed. The Proposed Plan has also been modified.

PC 087: BlM fails to adequately address the frequent trespassing of cattle
on public lands in Palm Canyon. (D. Patterson I Center for
Biological Diversity, California Wilderness Coalition)

Response: This is not a planning issue as livestock trespass is covered under
existing guidance and regulation, both Federal and State . It is the
owner of the livestock who is responsible for livestock trespass on any
lands he/she does not own, control, or lease.

Trespass is not "frequent." Cattle drift from higher elevations into Palm
Canyon has been a larger concern for the BLM and the Agua Caliente
Band of Cahuilla Indians. But in the last year, herd size on the
National Forest has been reduced and fencing has been improved.
Monitoring by Triba l rangers continues on a very regular basis and
communication with the Forest Service permittee is good. If furthe r
problems develop, we expect them to be detected and resolved.

Timely documentation is important when trespass cases are initiated.
Any trespass case would generally document the number of livestock
and the location on the parcels of public lands, with brands, ear tags,
or other identifying markings. Without positive livestock identification
on the public land parcels, BLM cannot effectively pursue trespass.
However, the present cooperative approach does seem to be effective.
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WILD HORSE AND BURRO PROGRAM

PC 088: BLM acknowledges the herd of horses in Palm Canyon were
illegally released freeze-branded animals, not wi ld horses under
the legal definition, and are present in sensitive bighorn sheep
habitat. Yet under the preferred alternative, BLM proposed to
legit imize the horses' presence through a land exchange with the
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians. This is an unacceptable
weakening of BLM's authority towards bighorn sheep, particularly
since one of the recovery plan goals is to reduce or eliminate wild
horse populations from bighorn sheep habitat, and since wild
horse have been found to prevent bighorn sheep from coming to
water holes. Alternative C, which would remove the animals, is
the only suitable alternative. (J. Cook; D~ Patterson I Center for
Biological Diversity, California Wilderness Coalition; G. Black I
California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Land exchange with the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians is
authorized by the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National
Monument Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-351). The proposed land
exchange is not predicated upon the resolution of horse management
issues. These are being addressed jointly by the BLM and the Agua
Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians.

During the summer of 2002, the remaining feral horses were removed
from Palm Canyon in a cooperative effort between the Agua Caliente
Band of Cahuilla Indians, BLM, and Desert Riders. It has been
reported by the Tribe that the single wild horse is no longer alive.

PC 089: Section 4.1.8, Biological Resources-Wild Horse and Burro
Program, should clarify how transferring public lands to the Agua
Caliente Tribe would result in the eventual removal of the branded
horses. The Tribe is not bound by this Plan and may decide to
maintain the horses. (G. Black I California Department of Fish
and Game)

PC 090: In Section 4.1.8, Biological Resources-Wild Horse and Burro
Program, the assertion that the herd in the Palm Canyon Herd
Management Area will be reduced, presumably after the Agua
Caliente Tribe acquires lands as proposed, contradicts BLM's
acknowledgement in Section 2.1.3.15, Wild Horse and Burro
Program, that there may be support within the Tribe for
maintaining the herd. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: Horse management issues are being addressed jointly by the BLM
and the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians. During the summer of
2002, the remaining feral horses were removed from Palm Canyon in a
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cooperative effort between the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians,
BLM, and Desert Riders, which would render this comment moot. BLM
agrees the Tribe is not bound by this plan. However, the BLM and the
Tribe have a very cooperative working relationship on issues within the
National Monument.

PC 091: In Section 3.1.7, Wild Horse and Burro Herd Management Areas,
the last sentence on page 3-17 indicates that only four branded
animals would be removed and the remaining animals would fall
under the Act. This contradicts the statement on page 2-16
(Section 2.1.3.15) that only one of these horses qualifies as a wild
horse under the Act. (G. Black I California Department of Fish
and Game)

Response: During the summer of 2002, all the remaining feral horses were
removed from Palm Canyon in a cooperative effort between the Agua
Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, BLM, and Desert Riders. The
status of the horses is no longer an issue.

PC 092: The removal of illegal animals should be included as part of the
preferred alternative. (G. Black I California Department of Fish
and Game)

Response : During the summer of 2002, all the remaining feral horses were
removed from Palm Canyon in a cooperative effort between the Agua
Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, BLM, and Desert Riders. The
status of the horses is no longer an issue.

PC 093: Section 4.1.1.6, Wild Horse and Burro Management Areas, and
Section 4.1.8, Biological Resources-Wild Horse and Burro
Program, should acknowledge that there is potential competition
for resources between Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep and wild
horses, especially as forage and water become scarce. (G. Black
I California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: This issue is discussed in Sections 4.1.6 and 4.8 of the Final EIS.

PC 094: The document should acknowledge that the Agua Caliente Tribe
will continue to review field conditions in the Palm Canyon area
and will monitor for the presence of additional horses on the
Reservation. If additional horses are discovered, they will be
managed in compliance with the Tribal Habitat Conservation Plan
to be re leased in Autumn 2002. (M. Park I Agua Caliente Band of
Cahuilla Indians)
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Response: During the summer of 2002, all the remaining fera l horses were
removed from Palm Canyon in a cooperative effort between the Agua
Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, BLM, and Desert Riders. BLM
agrees that the Tribe continues to monitor field conditions and would
note if additional horses were discovered. BLM also acknowledges
both the role of the Tribal Habitat Conservation Plan and BLM's
cooperative working relationship with the Tribe on issues within the
National Monument.

RECREATION

PC 095: Section 3.4, Recreation, should include a commitment by BlM
that any new trails or trail alignments will not be implemented
without permission from affected landowners and without proper
environmental documentation. (G. Black I California Department
of Fish and Game)

Response: The development of new trails or trail alignments on both BLM and
non-BLM lands will be addressed through the Coachella Valley
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP) and its
associated Environmental Impact Report I Environmental Impact
Statement. The CDCA Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley does
not propose such specific actions on private lands. Site-specific
projects on BLM-managed public lands, including trails, are not
implemented without appropriate environmental analysis and BLM
does work with adjacent landowners if they are affected by a project.

PC 096: BlM should consider limited commercial jeep tours from the
valley floor as a means to provide access to the Santa Rosa and
San Jacinto Mountains National Monument. (City Council I City of
Palm Springs; B. Crites I City of Palm Desert)

Response: The Proposed Plan would provide for motorized commercial
recreational access on public land portions of Dunn Road during the
fall months (Section 2.4.17, Motorized Vehicle Route Designations).
Such activities would be designed to avoid conflicts with bighorn sheep
recovery through consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Use of non-Federal lands, necessary to conduct vehicle tours on Dunn
Road from the valley floor, would be subject to permission of private
landowners.

PC 097: Section 2.1.3.17, Motorized-Vehicle Access: Route Designations­
Alternative 0, and Section 4.1.5, Motorized-Vehicle Access,
should reflect that no commercial use currently occurs on Dunn
Road. Further, it should be stated that the COCA Plan
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Amendment will provide future direction on its use. (G. Black I
California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Section 3.5, Motorized-Vehicle Access, indicates that commercial
jeep tours were a permitted use on Dunn Road until June 2001 when
lawsuit requirements and denial of access by a private landowner
eliminated the use. Under the Proposed Plan, motorized commercial
recreational access on public land portions of Dunn Road could occur
during the fall months (Section 2.4.17, Motorized Vehicle Route
Designations). Such activities would be designed to avoid conflicts
with bighorn sheep recovery through consultation with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service. Use of non-Federal lands would be subject to
permission of private landowners.

PC 098: Section 3.4, Recreation-Hunting, it should be acknowledged that
hunting is not permitted with the State game refuge that
encompasses a large part of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto
Mountains, and that hunting is not permitted in the Coachella
ValleylThousand Palms Preserve. (G. Black I California
Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Section 3.4, Recreation, has been revised to reflect that the State
does not permit hunting in the Santa Rosa Mountains State Game
Refuge and the Coachella Valley/Thousand Palms Preserve.

PC 099: In Section 3.4, Recreation-Off-Highway Vehicle Use, descriptions
of the Windy Point, Indio Hills, Iron Door, and Drop 31 areas
should include the current multiple-use class designations. A
location and description of the Iron Door area should be included.
The description of the Drop 31 area should indicate that it is in
close proximity to the Dos Palmas Area of Critical Environmental
Concern, and that OHV use and camping occur as far south as
Drop 28. (G. Black I California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Section 3.4, Recreation, has been revised to reflect this comment.

PC 100: Section 3.4, Recreation, falsely suggests that OHV use in the
Coachella Valley is limited to Windy Point, Indio Hills, Iron Door,
and Drop 31. The document should include a full listing of the
trails and use areas that serve OHV recreation, not just the four
most popular sites. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalltlon; :
Off-Road Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle
Association)

Response: A complete list of existing routes and alternative proposals for their
designation is provided in Appendix D, Motorized Vehicle Access. An
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expanded description of existing OHV opportunities has been added to
Section 3.4, Recreation.

PC 101: The Plan Amendment fails to address the direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts on the recovery of desert tortoise and other
sensitive species resulting from installation of additional water
sources for desert bighorn sheep as part of the overall
Meccacopia Special Recreation Management Area management
strategy. Further, the Plan Amendment fails to analyze other
potential alternatives such as removal of tamarisk from existing
waters. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: In the late 1980s, the California Department of Fish and Game and
the BLM conducted research on the effects of guzzlers on desert
tortoise and other wildlife species. They found that fiberglass tanks
trapped more wildlife than other water facilities. Since then, the design
of guzzlers has changed substantially. The Lesicka guzzler design is
used for bighorn sheep where a large tank is buried in the ground,
usually in a defile where runoff can be collected and piped into the tank
which then feeds a trough which is at ground level. Troughs are
constructed with escape ramps to provide exit for sheep, tortoises, and
other wildlife species.

Tamarisk eradication continues to be a priority for the BLM Palm
Springs Field Office. Field reconnaissance of springs in the area of the
proposed Meccacopia Special Recreation Management Area during
September 2002 revealed no infestations of tamarisk at this time.

PC 102: The Environmental Impact Statement fails to disclose when a
Recreation Area Management Plan (RAMP) will be developed for
the proposed Meccacopia Special Recreation Management Area
(SRMA), nor does it describe the restrictions, if any, that will be
imposed on OHV use in the SRMA while the RAMP is being
prepared, though it is implied, but not explained, there exists a
need to control OHVs in and around the proposed SRMA. The
effects of OHV use on the proposed SRMA should be described,
and the supporting data, should be provided. (D. Hubbard I San
Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association,
California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: Preparation of a Recreation Area Management Plan (RAMP) for the
Meccacopia Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) is
dependent on funding and prioritization of tasks for the BLM Palm
Springs-South Coast Field Office. Indicating a date in this Plan
Amendment for initiating development of the RAMP would be
speculative, thereby setting expectations that may not be fulfilled.
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However, BLM's intent is to initiate preparation of the RAMP as soon
as funding is available and priorities are established.

No interim measures regarding management of off-highway vehicles
pending completion of the RAMP are identified in the Proposed Plan.
Management of OHVs will be consistent with this Plan Amendment
and management prescriptions set forth in the Northern and Eastern
Colorado Desert Coordinated Management Plan (NECO Plan).
Infonnation regarding approved OHV use will continue to be provided
on-site during periods of increased visitor use (e.g., holidays),
depending on staff availability. Law enforcement patrols in the area
will continue.

A partial strategy for managing the SRMA is incorporated in the
Proposed Plan (Section 2.4.18, Special Recreation Management
Area). The impacts of designating the SRMA on recreation are
described in Section 4.4, Recreation: Special Recreation Management
Area. The effects of OHV use on resource values within the proposed
SRMA are addressed in the NECO Plan. Development of the RAMP
will include management actions for motorized-vehicle use;
environmental review in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act will address impacts to the human environment resulting
from the proposed management actions.

PC 103: Evidence showing a need for the Meccacopia Special Recreation
Management Area should be provided. (D. Hubbard I San Diego
Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association, California
Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs) are designated
where significant public recreation issues or management concerns
occur. Section 3.4 Recreation: Off-Highway Vehicle Use indicates the
Drop 31 area, which is included within the boundary of the proposed
Meccacopia SRMA, is used as an off-highway vehicle use and
camping area, and that use levels in the region around the Orocopia
and Mecca Hills Wildernesses can reach as high as 2,000 to 3,000
people on busy weekends. Section 3.4 also acknowledges that there
is some risk of vehicle intrusions into the wilderness areas. These
circumstances are sufficient to indicate there are significant public
recreation issues and management concerns in the region.

PC 104: In Section 4.1.4, Recreation: Land Health Standards and Air
Quality, the Environmental Impact Statement indicates that no
recreational activities or recreation sites have been specifically
identified as noncompliant with regional land health standards for
soils, native species, riparianlwetland and stream function, water
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quality, and air quality, hence no changes in the management of
such recreational activities are proposed. If such is the case,
there is no justification for the Plan Amendment's proposed
reductions in recreation opportunities. Contrary to this
assessment, however, it is stated in the same Section under
"Habitat Conservation Objectives" that changes in recreational
uses would be required in some instances to meet habitat
conservation objectives identified under Alternatives Band C.
Due to this inconsistency, one cannot ascertain what is actually
being proposed in terms of changes to the current palate of
recreational opportunities in the Coachella Valley, not can one
discern the reasons for such changes. Therefore, each specific
change must be identified in the Environmental Impact Statement
along with an assessment of its impacts to recreation, and
explain why each individual change is necessary. The document
should also provide the technical data that demonstrate OHV use
is a significant cause of noncompliance. (D. Hubbard I San Diego
Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association, California
Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: The statements in Section 4.4, Recreation: Land Health Standards
and Air Quality, that no recreational activities or recreation sites have
been specifically identified as noncompliant with land health standards,
hence no changes in the management of such activities are proposed,
and that adoption of the regional land health standards results in no
adverse impacts to recreation are in error. Analysis in Section 4.8:
Biological Resources: Motorized-Vehicle Route Designations, and
responses to Public Concern Statements (PCs) 073,074 and 075
relating to generation of PM10 by off-highway vehicles, indicate that
vehicular activities may adversely affect land health for native species
and soils. Section 4.1.8 (Section 4.8 in the Final EIS) has been
revised accordingly. This revision does not change the Proposed Plan
regarding actions that affect motorized-vehicle access and recreation.

LAND TENURE: EXCHANGE AND SALE CRITERIA I ACQUISITION
CRITERIA

PC 105: The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) owns numerous
State School Land parcels within the planning area. Criteria for
discretionary purchases of land are described in Section 2.3.10.
An exchange of lands owned by the CSLC with the federal
government would be considered on a case-by-case basis after
appropriate appraisals of the surface and mineral estates are
completed, and if it is determined that the exchange of these
lands would be in the State's best interest. CSLC would not be in
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a position to donate its school lands to the federal government as
it has fiduciary responsibilities to the California State Teachers'
Retirement System in the management of State School Lands. (D.
Sanders I State Lands Commission)

Response: BLM acknowledges the State's need to meet goals and fulfill
responsibilities related to State School Lands. Any exchanges
involving State School Lands would be to result of a process that
included appropriate appraisals, assessment of effects, and
determinations by the State and the BLM that the exchange was in the
public interest. Generally, exchanges are handled based in their
individual merits on a case-by-case basis.

PC 106: The preferred alternative for land exchanges and sales should
give priority to trades in which the traded lands will continue to
have the same habitat and conservation values that they
presently exhibit. (8. Crites I City of Palm Desert)

Response: Land exchanges and sales are discretionary actions that require
decisions that balance public interests. Under the criteria presented in
the Proposed Plan in Section 2.4.9, benefit to habitat and conservation
values is considered and would be an important factor affecting the
priority for an exchange.

PC 107: Open area criteria needs to be added to the land acquisition
criteria. (J . Ferguson I California Association of 4 Wheel Drive
Clubs)

Response: A discussion addressing acquisition to enhance recreation
opportunities has been added to Section 2.4.10, Land Tenure:
Acquisition Criteria.

PC 108: According to the bighorn sheep recovery plan, the BLM should be
using mitigation money to buy land in the urban-wilderness
interface to protect important bighorn sheep habitat. Yet there is
no evidence of BLM having made the purchase of important tracts
of land between La Quinta and Palm Springs a priority despite the
loss of suitable habitat in this area to urbanization and
agriculture. (J. Cook; D. Patterson I Center for Biological
Diversity, California Wilderness Coalition)

Response: BLM acquires sensitive habitat when funding is available and there
are willing sellers, and coordinates closely with other agencies and
non-profit groups which are active in acquiring bighorn sheep habitat.
A coordinated acquisition program is well established and has been
active for years, involving BLM, Coachella Valley Mountains
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Conservancy, California Wildlife Conservation Board, Friends of the
Desert Mountains and the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians.
BLM has received Land and Water Conservation Funding for
acquisition of habitat in the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains
National Monument. Approximately 15,000 acres have been
purchased within critical bighorn sheep habitat since 1990 by BLM and
habitat acquisition continues to be a high priority for BLM. Both BLM
and partner acquisitions have included lands at the urban interface.

MOTORIZED VEHICLE AREA DESIGNATIONS

PC 109: Designation of the Drop 31 Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) open area
is inappropriate as it may contribute directly or indirectly to a
decline in the existing Orocopia Mountains bighorn sheep deme
of the Sonoran metapopulation. Published knowledge clearly
demonstrates that OHV activity and desert bighorn sheep are not
compatible from an ecosystem management standpoint. In the
absence of developing additional water sources to improve the
availability of summer habitat; 'maintaining undisturbed access
for sheep to the Coachella Canal during the critical summer
months is crucial. Further disruption by encouraging or
increasing OHV access in this area without actions to mitigate the
impacts will likely contribute to additional physiological stress
that could potentially be detrimental to this population. The
installation of new dependable waters (guzzlers) would
substantially reduce this reliance on the Coachella Canal. (J.
Cook; T. Foreman I California Department of Fish and Game; D.
Patterson I Center for Biological Diversity, California Wilderness
Coalition; G. Black I California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, has been amended to
address this issue. Drop 31 is not designated as an OHV open area
under the Proposed Plan, a revision of the preferred alternative as
described in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The Proposed
Plan retains wildlife watering areas and adds measures to manage for
trail-based vehicle recreation opportunities.

PC 110: The area and route designation criteria at 43 CFR 8342.1,
particularly the requirement to minimize harassment of wildlife or
significant disruption of wildlife habitats with special attention
being given to protect endangered or threatened species and
their habitats, appear to limit BLM's ability to establish an OHV
open area at Drop 31 absent mechanisms to avoid impacts to
bighorn sheep. Such mechanisms include the establishment of
new water sources and increased law enforcement presence. The
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desert bighorn sheep is designated as a Species of Special
Concern by the California Department of Fish and Game, as well
as a Fully Protected Species by the California legislature (G.
Black I California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Surveys conducted during 2002 at Drop 31 did not detect any
threatened, endangered, or proposed species. Impacts to desert
bighom sheep have been further addressed in the expanded Chapter 4
impact analysis. Development of additional water sources is identified
as part of a management strategy to be addressed through a
Recreation Area Management Plan for the Meccacopia Special
Recreation Management Area (see Section 2.4.18). Law enforcement
will continue to be provided on a regular basis.

PC 111: BLM's lack of adequate resources to enforce existing closures
within the Orocopia Mountains has resulted in increased illegal
OHV traffic at No Name and Canyon Springs, thereby limiting the
use of these water sources by bighorn sheep. The Drop 31 OHV
open area will also be inadequately patrolled unless additional
law enforcement resources are provided by BLM. Harassment of
bighorn sheep, intrusion into wilderness, and other factors that
limit sheep access to the Coachella Canal will continue to go
unchecked. (T. Foreman I California Department of Fish and
Game; D. Patterson I Center for Biological Diversity, California
Wilderness Coalition)

Response: The designation of Drop 31 as an OHV open area has not been
carried forward into the Proposed Plan. The Proposed Plan has been
modified to reduce potential for adverse effects while being responsive
to recreation users. However, off-highway vehicle activities in the area
will likely continue at current levels. BLM law enforcement rangers
patrol the area on a routine basis, as circumstances allow, and issue
violation notices to unauthorized individuals entering wildemess via
motorized vehicle. BLM also stations personnel at the Drop 31 area
during busy periods, depending on staff availability, to provide
information to visitors about available recreation opportunities and
restrictions applicable to motorized-vehicle use.

PC 112: The Plan Amendment fails to include an analysis of impacts to
adjacent existing or proposed wilderness from the establishment
of a new OHV open area, or of the attraction of OHV users to an
open area and the resulting impacts. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: The establishment of an OHV open area at Drop 31 under the
preferred altemative of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is
not carried forward as the Proposed Plan. Impacts to wildemess
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(Mecca Hills and Orocopia Mountains Wildemesses) from designation
of the Meccacopia SRMA (which includes the Drop 31 area) are
addressed in Section 4.1.3, Wildemess: Special Recreation
Management Area. Analysis in the same Section under Motorized-.
Vehicle Area Designations has been revised to reflect the modified
proposal. An analysis of impacts to biological resources resulting from
OHV designations, including impacts to such resources in wildemess,
is included in Section 4.8, Biological Resources.

PC 113: The Plan Amendment does not identify a specific credible
management plan to stop existing and future motorized-vehicle
intrusions into the Mecca Hills and Orocopia Mountains
Wildernesses from the Drop 31 area. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: Decisions to open or close an area to off-highway vehicle use are
made in a land use plan or amendment to an existing land use plan.
Specific management actions pertaining to vehicular intrusions into
adjacent areas are typically proposed through activity level plans and
through deployment of law enforcement rangers. Specifically, the
Recreation Area Management Plan (RAMP) for the Meccacopia
Special Recreation Management Area will address the concem
identified in the comment and will continue to place priority on
preventing vehicle intrusions into wildemess.

PC 114: The Plan Amendment does not analyze the effects of its
motorized-vehicle area or route designations on existing or
proposed wilderness areas or Joshua Tree National Park. (J.
Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: There are no proposed OHV open areas adjacent to Joshua Tree
National Park, hence there are no expected impacts to Park resources.
Joshua Tree National Park contains an extensive route network open
to "street-legal" vehicles, including OHVs, and these routes are
managed in conformance with the Park's general management plan. A
number of these routes continue onto BLM-managed lands. They are
generally signed at the park boundary with regulations regarding the
use of OHVs (i.e., the Park is closed to ATVs and other non-street
legaIOHVs). BLM does work closely with Joshua Tree National Park
on issues related to vehicle access and illegal dumping.

Motorized vehicles are prohibited in designated wildemess except
where access is required to enjoy private property, to facilitate
activities associated with valid mining claims or other valid
occupancies, to fulfill fish and wildlife management responsibilities
under jurisdiction of the Califomia Department of Fish and Game, or to
accomplish certain administrative and law enforcement operations,

PageF-193



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F - Public Comments and Responses

including fire suppression and search and rescue operations. Under
the Proposed Plan, no routes in wilderness would be available for
casual motorized use. There are no wilderness study areas proposed
through the Coachella Valley CDCA Plan Amendment.

Also see response to PC 072 regarding the effects of PM10 generation
by OHVs.

PC 115: The California Desert Conservation Area Plan (1980) states that
the BlM will consider the habitat of all fish and wildlife in
implementing the Plan, primarily through adherence to and
development of objectives dealing with habitats and ecosystems.
The Drop 31 OHV open area proposal appears to violate this
principle. (T. Foreman I California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: The proposal to designate Drop 31 as an OHV open area under the
preferred alternative of the Draft Palm Amendment is in conformance
with the CDCA Plan (1980). Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences,
addresses the impacts of such designation on the habitat of all fish and
wildlife. However, Drop 31 is not designated as an OHV open area
under the Proposed Plan, a change from the preferred alternative in
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

PC 116: The California Department of Fish and Game needs to develop
additional water sources, and BlM must increase enforcement
presence prior to the establishment of the Drop 31 OHVopen
area, or alternately, look at the other alternative sites that are
currently being considered. However, it would not be possible to
locate the waters outside of wilderness, due to the narrow
distance between the Drop 31 area, the wilderness boundary, and
the intrusion by humans into the area. Therefore, additional
waters should be included wherever needed. (T. Foreman I
California Department of Fish and Game; G. Black I California
Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, has been revised to
address this issue. Although Drop 31 is not designated as an OHV
open area under the Proposed Plan, current levels of OHV use in the
area are likely to continue. Recreation use is well established on both
public and private lands in the Drop 31 vicinity; management is
proposed to enhance compatibility with wildlife and wilderness values.
BLM would work with Riverside County and the OHV Recreation
Division of the California Department of Parks and Recreation to
establish an OHV recreation area in the southeastern portion of the
Coachella Valley (in or adjacent to Section 22, T5S R8E). This site is
Riverside County land, is adjacent to the county landfill, and contains
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desirable terrain for OHV recreation and is conveniently located off
Interstate 10. An OHV play area at this location would serve as an
outlet and opportunity for local off-highway vehicle users.

As identified as part of the overall management strategy for the
proposed Meccacopia Special Recreation Management Area under the
Proposed Plan (Section 2.4.18, Special Recreation Management
Area), additional water sources with limited vehicle access would be
constructed and maintained to discourage bighorn sheep from using
the Coachella Canal and to minimize conflicts with off-highway vehicle
users. Development of water sources inside wilderness areas would
be consistent with limits and guidelines established in the Northern and
Eastern Colorado Desert Coordinated Management Plan (NECO
Plan). Also per the NECO Plan, additional guzzlers in wilderness may
be considered upon completion of the relevant meta-population plan by
the California Department of Fish and Game. Wildlife water sources
outside wilderness could be developed based on analysis and
approval of site specific proposals developed in consultation with
California Department of Fish and Game.

PC 117: A full consideration of species other than bighorn sheep that will
be impacted by the Drop 31 OHV open area needs to be
addressed and fully disclosed. (T. Foreman I California
Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, has been expanded to
more fully address this issue. However, the designation of Drop 31 as
an OHV open area has been modified in the Proposed Plan.

PC 118: In Section 4.1.8, Biological Resources: Motorized-Vehicle Route
Designations, it is alleged that OHVs destroy many protected
species in the planning area, and that OHV use contributes to the
spread of noxious weeds, yet the Environmental Impact
Statement does not provide data to support these allegations. (D.
Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business
Association, California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: Off-highway vehicle use can impact vegetation and sensitive species
in the California Desert Conservation Area. In the Coachella Valley,
vegetation at Windy Point and the Coachella Valley Preserve has been
impacted by unauthorized OHV use, including host plants (Tiquilia
palmeri) of the Coachella Valley grasshopper, a covered species under
the CVMSHCP. At Drop 31, vehicle use in the wash may contribute to
lack of age-class diversity in desert wash woodland vegetation either
by vehicles crushing young plants or due to soils effects. Two special
status lizards (Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard and the flat-tailed
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horned lizard) are also susceptible to direct mortality from vehicles.
The flat-tailed horned lizard freezes in place when threatened; its
cryptic coloring helping to hide it from predators, a strategy which is
obviously less effective with an approaching vehicle than with an avian
predators. The Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard may dive into the
sand to escape from a threat. Similarly, this may be an effective
escape mechanism when dealing with predators but it is less effective
when dealing with vehicles.

Where plant communities are affected, extreme temperatures, intense
sun, high winds, limited moisture and the low fertility of desert soils
make natural recovery of the desert very slow after disturbance
(Bainbridge and Virginia 1990). Conditions suitable for plant
establishment occur only infrequently and irregularly, and it may take
hundreds of years for full recovery to occur without active intervention.
The impacts of off-highway vehicles have been documented (Webb
and Wilshire 1983) and include destruction of soil stabilizers, soil
compaction, reduced rates of water infiltration, increased water and
wind erosion, and destruction of vegetation (Vollmer 1976). Noxious
weeds may also be spread when seeds cling to tires of vehicles that
are used in different areas (Lovich and Bainbridge 1999).

In summary, vehicle use can cause adverse impacts and the intent of
management is then to avoid significant adverse impacts while
allowing reasonable access to public lands.

PC 119: In Section 4.1.10, Air Quality-Motorized-Vehicle Area
Designations, BLM should identify the elements it will consider in
determining whether a carrying capacity determination is
warranted if the Drop 31 area becomes "enormously popular." It
would also be useful to adopt a specific schedule for monitoring
use and associated impacts at the Drop 31 area. (L. Hanf I U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency)

PC 120: BLM should identify whether it considers additional NEPA
analysis to be necessary to set management parameters for the
Drop 31 area based on its best estimate of potential use. (L. Hanf
I U.S. Environmental Protection Agency)

Response: The proposal to designate Drop 31 as an OHV open area under the
preferred alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement has
been modified in the Proposed Plan. Specific actions to manage
recreation use in the Drop 31 area would be addressed through the
Recreation Area Management Plan (RAMP) for the Meccacopia
Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA). Part of the overall
management strategy for this SRMA is included in Section 2.4.18,
Special Recreation Management Area. The RAMP would address
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carrying capacity, monitoring, enforcement, and other issues as
appropriate, and would be subject to review in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act.

PC 121: Vehicle access and OHV use are provided for in the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976. Total prohibition of this
recreational activity is inconsistent with FLPMA. (J. Ferguson I
California Association of 4 Wheel Drive Clubs)

Response: In Section 102(a)(8) of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976, Congress declares that it is the policy of the United States
that "the public lands be managed in a manner that will protect the
quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and
atmospheric, water resource, and archeological values; that, where
appropriate, will preserve and protect certain public lands in their
natural condition; that will provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife
and domestic animals; and will provide for outdoor recreation and
human occupancy and use." Further, in Section 601(a)(4) of the Act,
Congress found that "the use of all California desert resources can and
should be provided for in a multiple use and sustained yield
management plan to conserve these resources for future generations,
and to provide present and future use and enjoyment, particularly
outdoor recreation uses, including the use, where appropriate, of off­
road recreational vehicles."

Total prohibition of OHV use is not proposed under any of the
alternatives considered in this Plan Amendment. Such an alternative
was considered but not analyzed in detail (Section 1.4, Alternatives
Considered and Not Analyzed in Detail). The alternatives in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement range from a maximum of 73 miles of
routes open to OHV use on public lands within the planning area
(Alternative D) to a minimum of 27 miles of routes open to OHV use
(Alternative C), excluding the NECO Plan overlap area and routes
currentlynot available for public access (see Appendix D, Tables D-2,
D-3 and D-4). The Proposed Plan would designate 47 miles of routes
as open on public lands and 26 miles of routes as additionally
designated closed (70 miles of routes are currently closed per prior
plan amendment decisions or are not available for public use; these
closures would not be changed under the Proposed Plan). Although
the Proposed Plan does not designate any public lands in the
Coachella Valley as OHV open areas, FLPMA requires only that BLM
provide for the use of off-road recreational vehicles where appropriate.
BLM has accomplished this through the CDCA Plan with designation of
certain routes on public lands as "open" for OHV use.
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The Proposed Plan to manage vehicle recreation at Drop 31 and the
joint efforts with Riverside County are both directed at providing
effective and environmentally appropriate outlets for the OHV use and
demand in the Coachella Valley. However, suitable public land
options are limited.

PC 122: The Environmental Impact Statement does not provide a
biological or natural resource justification for closure of Windy
Point, Iron Door, and Indio Hills under Alternative B. Data should
be provided that demonstrate these closures will result in
benefits to protected species. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Oft-Road
Coalition, Oft-Road Business Association, California Oft-Road
Vehicle Association)

Response: . Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, has been expanded to
more fully address this issue.

PC 123: Not one single element of any of the new Desert Management
Plans addresses even maintaining status quo for motorized­
vehicle access by the general public. There is no mention of
expanding public use opportunities. Instead, a single solution
policy is being applied across the board that can only be
described as management by closure. (R. Denner I California
Desert District Advisory Council)

Response: Alternative D is the "no action" alternative. Under this alternative, the
"status quo" for motorized-vehicle access by the general public would
be maintained. If Alternative D is selected, BLM would be opting not to
change any of the decisions outlined in the California Desert
Conservation Area Plan (1980, as amended) at this time, and to
continue with the current management strategy. Under Alternative D
there would be 73 miles of routes open on public lands for general
public use and 70 miles of routes remaining closed to protect
resources, private property, or public safety within the planning area,
excluding the NECO Plan overlap area. The 70 miles of closed routes
are comprised of 25 miles of routes closed under existing plan
amendment decisions (see Appendix 0, Table 0-2), and 45 miles of
routes currently not available for use that would be closed under all
alternatives (see Appendix 0, Table D-3). Alternative A is designed to
maximize and expand OHV recreation opportunities. Under Alternative
A, four OHV open areas are proposed for designation.

PC 124: BLM's closure of Windy Point has displaced a lot of OHV use, but
alternate sites to accommodate the displaced use have not been
provided. As a result, intrusions have occurred on private
property and the Coachella Valley Preserve. The preferred
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alternative would also close Iron Door and the Indio Hills sites,
and designate Drop 31 as an open area. Given the distance
between Drop 31 and the traditional use areas being closed, BLM
should identify how it proposes to get the local community to
start using Drop 31 as an open area. (J. Ferguson I California
Desert District Advisory Council)

PC 125: The Plan Amendment asserts that closure of Windy Point, Iron
Door, and other areas would displace OHV users where free play
has become "informally established." Such informal use is
actually illegal use. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: The proposal to designate Drop 31 as an OHV open area under the
preferred alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is
modified in the Proposed Plan. Indio Hills and Iron Door are not
currently designated as open areas under the CDCA Plan; public lands
in these locations are designated as OHV "limited" use areas in
accordance with 43 CFR 8342.1.

The BLM recognizes the challenge of providing appropriate OHV
opportunities in the Coachella Valley. Under this Plan Amendment, all
available public lands within the planning area were studied to
detennine their suitability for providing OHV free-play areas. None of
the four proposed OHV open areas under Alternative A are carried
forward as open areas into the Proposed Plan due to conflicts with
sensitive resource values, other designations (such as the Santa Rosa
and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument), or other management
concerns. While Drop 31 will provide some opportunities and
accommodate some user needs for camping and trail-based touring, it
cannot reasonably accommodate displaced use from sandy areas like
Windy Point and Iron Door because the physical site characteristics
are different, as is the type of use.

BLM is working with Riverside County, Coachella Valley Association of
Governments, and the OHV Division of the California Department of
Parks and Recreation to identify available and appropriate lands to
provide an effective outlet for other types of users through future
purchase or exchange that would meet this demand.

PC 126: The document fails to evaluate how many OHV users will be
affected by area closures and route designations, not does it
examine where these displaced OHV users will go to fulfill their
recreational needs. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition,
Off-Road Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle
Association)

Page F-199



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F - Public Comments and Responses

Response: Impacts to OHV users, including estimated numbers of users
affected, are evaluated in Section 4.4, Recreation, and Section 4.5,
Motorized-Vehicle Access. Impacts to recreation and OHV use from
the proposed actions under each alternative are analyzed. A summary
of existing OHV areas and opportunities within 100 miles of the
Coachella Valley has also been included in Section 3.4, Recreation.

PC 127: There are currently no OHV open areas within the plan area. Any
vehicular free-play activities on BLM lands constitute illegal use.
Given air quality, noise, existing land use, wilderness, and wildlife
issues, there may not be any suitable public lands for OHV use.
Windy Point is not an option as the legislation establishing the
Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument
prohibits such use. Other areas such as Willow Hole/Edom Hill
and Sky Valley have endangered species issues. Iron Door has
adjacent land use and PM10 problems, and Drop 31 is adjacent to
a wilderness area. Any hopes of preventing off-highway vehicles
from entering the wilderness from the Drop 31 area are
unrealistic. Generally, there is no place within the planning area
that is suitable for off-highway vehicles. (J. Morgan / Sierra Club;
D. Patterson / Center for Biological Diversity, California
Wilderness Coalition)

PC 128: The Plan Amendment does not analyze whether establishing an
OHV open area in the Drop 31 area will stop problems in sensitive
habitat areas such as the Coachella Preserve or Windy Point at
the opposite end of the Coachella Valley. (J. Taylor / Sierra Club)

Response: The proposal to designate Drop 31 as an OHV open area under the
preferred alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is
modified in the Proposed Plan. Impacts resulting from designation of
open areas on public lands are described under Alternative A in
Section 4.4, Recreation: Motorized-Vehicle Area Designations.
Although BLM would not designate an OHV open area through this
CDCA Plan Amendment, it is working with Riverside County,
Coachella Valley Association of Governments, and the OHV Division of
the California Department of Parks and Recreation to identify available
and appropriate lands for future purchase or exchange that would meet
the demand for vehicular free-play opportunities. The establishment of
a new OHV open area in the Coachella Valley would provide a
legitimate riding area and potentially reduce conflicts at preserves and
other sensitive areas.

PC 129: Acquisition of private lands in the proposed OHV open areas
must be addressed to avert contentious issues arising w ith
landowners regarding OHV activities. (J. Ferguson / California
Association of 4 Wheel Drive Clubs)
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Response: Under the Proposed Plan, no OHV open areas would be established
on public lands. However, proposed management at Drop 31 would
allow for vehicle-based recreation and acquisition of interspersed
private lands from willing sellers would improve management, avoid
conflicts, and help maintain public recreation access and opportunities.
BLM is also working with Riverside County, Coachella Valley
Association of Governments, and the OHV Division of the California
Department of Parks and Recreation to identify available and
appropriate lands for future purchase or exchange that would meet the
demand for vehicular free-play opportunities. Analysis of impacts to
proposed acquired lands or adjacent private lands when no specific
proposal for an OHV open area has been identified by the parties
herein cited is beyond the scope of this document.

PC 130: A place for out-of-town and local OHV needs to be found in the
Coachella Valley, whether by acquisition at Iron Door or through
another solution. Drop 31 is not a remedy to the problem of
illegal intrusions when traditional use areas are closed.
Alternatives C and D are unacceptable since OHV use is
frequently criticized for illegal actions. (J. Ferguson I California
Desert District Advisory Council; J. Ferguson I California
Association of 4 Wheel Drive Clubs)

PC 131: In the entire 1.2 million-acre Coachella Valley, there is not a single
place that dirt bikes can be legally used as all OHV areas have
been closed; BLM should open and designate such an area. (R.
Denner I California Desert District Advisory Council; R. Sargent I
Desert Side Tracks)

PC 132: Unless some priority is identified and some assurance is
provided to work with the Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation
Division and the California Department of Parks and Recreation in
establishing an OHV open area north of Interstate 10 east of
Dillon Road, this "work" may never come to fruition. (B. Crites I
City of Palm Desert)

Response: Land ownership, rates of urbanization and conflicts with other
resource values or designations in the planning area limit OHV
recreation opportunities in the Coachella Valley, and they are likely to
become more constrained. Identification of appropriate outlets for this
demand affect both opportunities for recreation and the effectiveness
of conservation measures. The public lands addressed through this
Plan Amendment include about 28% of the total land base in the
Coachella Valley (about 330,000 acres of public land out of a total of
about 1.2 million acres) and about 75 percent of these BLM-managed
public lands are in designated wilderness, Nationa l Monument or
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. The currently available route
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network on these public lands totals 73 miles of routes, excluding the
NECO Plan overlap area within which many more miles of routes are
available for use. Under existing management (Alternative D), these
73 miles of routes are open and 70 miles are not available for use.
The 70 miles of closed routes are comprised of 25 miles of routes
closed under existing plan amendment decisions (see Appendix 0,
Table 0-2), and 45 miles of routes currently not available for use that
would be closed under all alternatives (see Appendix 0, Table 0-3).
Under the Proposed Plan, 47 miles of routes would remain open and
26 miles of routes would be additionally designated closed to meet
resource protection objectives. Both street-legal vehicles and "green
sticker" or non-street legal vehicles (such as ATVs) may use open
routes on land managed by BLM. In addition to these routes, there are
hundreds of miles of routes open to street-legal vehicles in Joshua
Tree National Park, San Bernardino National Forest, and Anza­
Borrego Desert State Park, all within close proximity to the Coachella
Valley. A summary of existing regional OHV areas and opportunities is
included in Section 3.4, Recreation.

In addition, BLM is proposing some focused recreation opportunities at
Drop 31 and is currently working with Riverside County, Coachella
Valley Association of Governments, and the OHV Division of the
California Department of Parks and Recreation to identify available and
appropriate lands for future purchase or exchange that would meet the
demand, and provide an appropriate outlet for , vehicular free-play
opportunities. Currently, no designated OHV open areas occur within
the planning area. .

PC 133: The closure of Windy Point could have been delayed until
alternate sites for OHV activities were identified. (R. Denner I
California Desert District Advisory Council)

Response: Temporary closure of Windy Point to OHV activities pending the
Record of Decision for this Plan Amendment was in response to the
Center for Biological Diversity, et al. lawsuit settlement (Case No. C­
00-0927 WHA, U.S. District Court, Northern District of California, San
Francisco Division; see Section 1.6.3 relative to this matter).

PC 134: BLM's intent for OHV management in the Windy Point area cannot
be determined. (D. Patterson I Center for Biological Diversity,
California Wilderness Coalition)

Response: Windy Point is within the boundary of the Santa Rosa and San
Jacinto Mountains National Monument. The Act creating the
monument was signed on October 24, 2000 (Public Law 106-351). In
accordance with Section 5 of the Act, use of motorized vehicles in the
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National Monument shall be permitted only on roads and trails
designated for use of motorized vehicles, except where or when
needed for administrated purposes or to respond to an emergency.
BLM's intent is to manage the Windy Point area in accordance with the
Act and consistent with the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan. The Proposed Plan in Section 2.4.16, Motorized
Vehicle Area Designations, identifies that Windy Point south of
Highway 111 would be designated "closed" to vehicular access.

MOTORIZED-VEHICLE ROUTE DESIGNATIONS-EXCLUDING DUNN ROAD

PC 135: The Plan Amendment does not examine what motorized-vehicle
routes existed as of the 1980 California Desert Conservation Area
Plan, and which routes have been abandoned or are new. (J.
Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: The process for route inventory is described in Section 3.5,
Motorized-Vehicle Access. Each route is described in Appendix D,
Motorized Vehicle Access, and is depicted on USGS 7.5-minute
topographic maps that were available for review during the public
comment period. As the basis for determining which routes would be
proposed for designation as "open," BLM used criteria at 43 CFR
8342.1. In furtherance of these criteria, current maintenance and use,
access to private property, valid and existing rights, and compatibility
with resource management objectives were considered. Route
designations were proposed based on these criteria, not the status of
vehicle routes in 1980.

PC 136: The Environmental Impact Statement fails to assess the impacts
of route closures and restrictions on recreation under
Alternatives Band C. The number of OHVs using the affected
routes should be identified. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road
Coalition, Off-Road Business Association, California Off-Road
Vehicle Association)

Response: The number of OHV users on affected routes is addressed in Section
4.10, Air Quality: Motorized Vehicle Route Designations. This analysis
is carried into Section 4.5, Motorized-Vehicle Access, for the Final
Environmental Impact Statement.

PC 137: Several All-Terrain Vehicle trails crossing public lands in the
Snow CreeklWindy Point area are not depicted on BLM's 7.5­
minute route inventory quadrangles. Some of these trails are
used on a daily basis in conjunction with the use of private
property in Section 14, T3S R3E. (Exhibits depicting the missing
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trails were furnished by the individual submitting the comment.)
(5. Harris I Off Road Rentals)

Response: These routes have been added to the route inventory and are
addressed in Appendix 0, Table 0 -4.

PC 138: The gate depicted on route CV029 in Section 17, T2s R4E (BLM
1:24,000 route inventory maps) does not exist, thereby resulting
in an inaccurate characterization of the currently closed section
of the route. The gate is actually located further west on Route
CV029 (exhibits depicting the actual location were furnished by
the individual submitting the comment). (5. Mascaro)

Response: The designation proposal for CV029 has been modified to reflect the
correct location of the closed gate (see Appendix 0, Tables 0 -3 and 0­
4).

PC 139: With only 71 miles of routes available for motorized use on BLM
lands in the Coachella Valley, additional closures are not
warranted. While there are hundreds of miles of hiking trails
available, not a single motorized trail system is proposed or
planned. This inequity is not acceptable. BLM should establish a
backcountry touring route system throughout the area. (J.
Ferguson I California Association of 4 Wheel Drive Clubs)

PC 140: Vehicular access is increasingly being limited. As people grow
older, motorized vehicles are necessary to access the desert.
Trails should remain open so vehicle users can continue to
exercise their rights to access the land and enjoy it. (R. Sargent I
Desert Side Tracks; J. Ferguson I California Association of 4
Wheel Drive Clubs; K. McArthur I University of California
Cooperative Extension)

PC 141: For seniors, children, and persons with mobility problems, the
only way to see the desert is by vehicle. With the proposed
closures, there will be less access for such people. The
Environmental Impact Statement ignores this impact. Proposed
closures should be reconsidered and a balance struck so
wheelchair-bound people can see desert areas. (G. Mottino I
Desert Side Tracks; D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition,
Off-Road Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle
Association)

Response: The public lands addressed through this Plan Amendment include
only 28% of the total land base in the Coachella Valley (about 330,000
acres of public land out of a total of about 1.2 million acres). The
available route network on these public lands totals 73 miles of routes
(revised from the Draft EIS), excluding the NECD Plan overlap area
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within which many more miles of routes are available for use. Under
existing management (Alternative D), these 73 miles of routes are
open and 70 miles are not available for use. The 70 miles of closed
routes are comprised of 25 miles of routes closed under existing plan
amendment decisions (see Appendix 0, Table 0 -2), and 45 miles of
routes currently not available for use that would be closed under all
alternatives (see Appendix 0, Table 0 -3). Under the Proposed Plan,
47 miles of routes would remain open and 26 miles of routes would be
additionally designated closed to meet resource protection objectives.
Both street-legal vehicles and "green sticker" or non-street legal
vehicles (such as ATVs) may use open routes on land managed by
BLM. In addition to these routes, there are hundreds of miles of routes
open to street-legal vehicles in Joshua Tree National Park, San
Bernardino National Forest, and Anza-Borrego Desert State Park, all
within close proximity to the Coachella Valley. A summary of existing
regional OHV areas and opportunities is included in Section 3.4,
Recreation.

PC 142: In Section 3.5, Motorized-Vehicle Access: Motorized-Vehicle
Route Designations, the all eged "redundant" routes should be
identified and the criteria used to establish their redundancy
should be explained. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition,
Off-Road Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle
Association)

Response: In identifying redundant routes, the following definition was used: A
redundant route is one whose purpose is apparently the same, or very
similar to, that of another route, inclusive of providing the same or very
similar recreation opportunities or experiences. Identifying redundant
routes requires that judgments be made relative to the uses and
purposes of certain routes.

Table 0-4 of Appendix D, Motorized-Vehicle Access, identifies
redundant routes that would be closed under the Proposed Plan.

PC 143: The Plan Amendment should indicate what data support the need .
for route closures identified under Alternatives Band C. .(D.
Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business
Association, California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: Section 4.8 describes the impacts of motorized-vehicle route
designations on special status species and habitat, and has been
strengthened in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

PC 144: Instead of providing valid evidence that certain routes must be
closed due to evidence of environmental impacts, the BLM takes
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the approach of closing all dirt roads to vehicle use unless the
users have identified them as routes that need to remain open.
(R. Denner I California Desert District Advisory Council)

Response: BLM has identified motori zed-vehicle routes occurring within
sensitive habitats (e.g., occupied desert tortoise habitat, Coachella
Valley fringe-toed lizard habitat, flat-tailed homed lizard habitat, etc.)
and has proposed a number of conservation measures to provide for
protection and recovery of these species. One of these measures
includes proposals to close certain routes in these sensitive habitats.
BLM has not proposed to close all dirt roads, rather, in accorda nce
with the Proposed Plan, BLM would designate 47 miles of routes on
public lands in the Coachella Valley as "open" and 26 miles as
additionally "closed" to protect sensitive species and habitat (excluding
the NECO Plan overlap area). Table 0-4, Appendix 0, identifies the
routes so designated, their lengths, and their map locations; these
designations are depicted in Figure 2-11b. Routes currently not
available to public access total 70 miles; these routes would not be
available for use under the Proposed Plan (see Appendix 0, Tables 0­
2 and 0-3). Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences has been
expanded to more fully address this issue.

PC 145: Informally developed spur routes off the powerline route through
Big Morongo Canyon Area of Critical Environmental Concern
should be closed and blocked to remain in compliance with
existing regulation regarding ACECs. Traffic should be limited to
the powerline route. (J. Morgan I Sierra Club)

Response: The suggested decision is already in place. Under the COCA Plan
Amendment and Record of Decision (4/98), the Big Morongo Canyon
ACEC was "closed to public motorized use in Big Morongo Canyon ...
The powerl ine access road in Little Morongo Canyon, ... commonly
known as 'Kickapoo Trail,' will remain open year-round to motorized
vehicle travel. The side canyons off Kickapoo Trail and all other
existing routes are closed to motorized vehicle use and shall be
rehabilitated or used for administrative purposes only." This
designation would remain in effect under the Proposed Plan.
Rehabilitation of hill climb routes will be undertaken when weather and
soil conditions are favorable to promote vegetative growth.

PC 146: All roads in the Snow Creek and Windy Point areas should be
closed to help prevent illegal OHV use. (J. Morgan I Sierra Club)

Response: Routes on public lands in these areas were inventoried and
decisions made according to resource management objectives. Many
routes in these areas are on private land and not subject to BLM's
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jurisdiction. However, most routes on BLM-managed lands in these
areas, particularly those east of Snow Creek Road, would be closed
under the Proposed Plan. Appendix D, Motorized-Vehicle Access, and
Figure 2-11b describe and depict these proposed closures.

PC 147: In Section 4.1.5, Motorized-Vehicle Access-third sentence of last
paragraph on page 4-36, the statement, "No new areas would be
unavailable for general public access, ..." should be clarified.
(G. Black / California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Section 4.1.5 (Section 4.5 in the Final EIS) has been clarified in
response to the comment.

PC 148: On April 2, 2002, the Riverside Board of Supervisors adopted
Resolution 2002-118 stating that the County and the public have
acquired rights-of-way pursuant to R.S. 2477 in those certain
ways provided by California State and Federal law. Although
repealed by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
(FLPMA), existing rights-of-way are exempt from repeal. Many of
the trails in the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains are public
rights-of-way that were established prior to 1976 by virtue of their
having been constructed or improved and maintained. (N. Stacey,
RR Ramey II/ Desert Riders)

PC 149: The Environmental Impact Statement fails to identify which routes
may be subject to rights-of-way granted under RS. 2477, and fails
to analyze the potential conflict between the proposed closures
and the rights of persons/entities that have been granted
permanent road access by RS. 2477. (D. Hubbard / San Diego
Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association, California
Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: Revised Statue 2477 (RS. 2477) is addressed in Section
3.2.2, RS. 2477 and Rights-of-Way Issues. No RS. 2477 rights of
way were identified that would affect route designation in the Coachella

. Valley Plan Amendment. The intended connection between RS. 2477
and trails management is unclear; however trails management issues
will be addressed through the CVMSHCP.

MOTORIZED-VEHICLE ROUTE DESIGNATIONS-DUNN ROAD
Commercial activities on Dunn Road are also addressed under "Recreation."

PC 150: Contrary to the preferred alternative, Dunn Road should be
entirely closed to recreational OHV use as it passes through
important bighorn sheep habitat. One of the goals of the bighorn
sheep recovery plan is to manage road use to reduce or eliminate
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habitat fragmentation or interference with bighorn sheep resource
use patterns. (J. Cook; D. Patterson I Center for Biological
Diversity, California Wilderness Coalition; J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

PC 151: The prohibition of motorized commercial recreation on large
portions of the Dunn Road due to bighorn sheep disturbances is
not justified since it is not supported by good data and is based
on conclusions that are inappropriately drawn from other areas.
As an example, the data on fragmentation of habitat by road use
mostly refers to heavily utilized paved roads and to an area in
Anza Borrego Desert State Park that had significant heavy
unrestricted use during the time in which the data were collected.
None of this existed in the past on Dunn Road. (B. Crites I City of
Palm Desert)

Response: BLM does not manage all portions of Dunn Road. Since BLM can
make decisions only for lands under its jurisdiction, route designations
apply only to BLM-managed portions of the road. In accordance with
the preferred alternative of the Draft CDCA Plan Amendment, as well
as the Proposed Plan herein described, Dunn Road would be closed to
casual recreation use year-round (Section 2.4.17, Motorized Vehicle
Route Designations). Commercial recreation use could be allowed
during the fall months subject to private landowner permission and
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wild life Service (also Section
2.4.17).

According to The Principles of Conservation Biology (Meffe and Carroll
1997), habitat fragmentation is considered to have two components:
(1) reduction of the total amount of a habitat in a landscape, and (2)
apportionment of the remaining habitat into smaller more isolated
patches. Dunn Road does neither of the these. Sheep are not
prevented from moving from habitat on one side of Dunn Road to the
other. BLM staff have observed bighorn sheep on and adjacent to
Dunn Road. During the time when Desert Adventures was operating
jeep tours on the road; their staff reported sheep sightings in this
location as well. Motorized administrative and commercial use on
Dunn Road would be limited to levels and areas where and when such
activities would not conflict with bighorn sheep recovery. Such use is
not expected to jeopardize bighorn sheep or hamper recovery efforts
(USFWS 1999).

PC 152: The Plan Amendment fails to fully ana lyze the benefits of closing
Dunn Road permanently north of the gate in Section 16, T6S R5E.
(J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: Analysis in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, has been
expanded to more fully address this issue.
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PC 153: The Plan Amendment fails to provide evidence that 7,000 visitors
would be displaced annually by restricting jeep tours on Dunn
Road. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: BLM records indicate that Desert Adventures Jeep Eco-Tours, while
under permit from BLM for use of public land portions of Dunn Road,
served the following number of visitors from 1995 to 1998:

1995 7,817 visitors
1996 9,810 visitors
1997 11,383 visitors
1998 10,953 visitors

On an annual basis, visitors on Desert Adventures tours averaged
9,990. Of these, records indicate that about 3,000 visitors annually
took a Dunn Road tour during the fall months, and 7,000 during the
remainder of the year. Since motorized commercial use of Dunn Road
would be limited to the fall months under the Proposed Plan, about
7,000 visitors would be displaced on an annual basis. This information
is included in Section 3.5, Motorized-Vehicle Access: Motorized
Vehicle Route Designations.

PC 154: Alternative A would allow commercial use of Dunn Road, thereby
increasing impacts to biological resources since non-commercial
use is the existing condition. This contradicts the statement
made in Section 4.1.8, Biological Resources-Motorized-Vehicle
Route Designations: Alternative A, that "existing impacts to
biological resources would continue." (G. Black I California
Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Under Alternative A, 73 miles of motorized-vehicle routes on public
lands within the planning area (excluding the NECO Plan overlap area)
would remain open, that is, would be designated "open." Thus,
existing impacts to biological resources would continue. Under the
same alternative, as well as the Proposed Plan herein described, Dunn
Road would continue to be available for administrative use; thus, the
existing impacts to biological resources would continue. Although
motorized commercial use of Dunn Road would be aI/owed during the
fall months, the Record of Decision for the COCA Plan Amendment
does not authorize such activities. There is no current application and
private landowner permission is currently unavailable. Any future
commercial use would be (1) controlled through issuance of a Special
Recreation Permit for commercial activities on Dunn Road, (2)
contingent on permission being granted by private landowners to
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traverse their lands , and (3) subject to consultation with the u.s. Fish
and Wildlife Service.

Some difference in the potential for commercially operated publ ic jeep
tours, and any associated effects from them, exists between
alternatives. However, unknowns about the nature of permitted activity
and the conditions of sheep populations at that time, make it difficult to
assess impacts. It is clear that operations, and thus effects, would be
more limited than those previously permitted, and that they would not
be expected to jeopardize sheep or hamper recovery efforts (FWS,
1999).

PC 155: Even though the lower portion of Dunn Road is more important
for bighorn sheep than the upper part, implementing different
management schemes for the two sections will invite non­
compliance and frustrate enforcement. Existing recreational use
does not legit imize ongoing use, and BLM has not justified any
need for reopening the road other than for emergency or
government vehicles. (J. Cook; D. Patterson I Center for
Biological Diversity, California Wilderness Coalition)

Response: Under the Proposed Plan, all portions of Dunn Road on public lands
would be designated "closed" to casual motorized-vehicle access, i.e.,
the road would be used only for administrative purposes such as flood
control, law enforcement, search and rescue, and fire contro l, as well
as controlled levels of permitted uses such as research and
commercial recreation, subject to permission of private landowners for
use of non-federal lands (Section 2.4.17 , Motorized Vehicle Route
Designations). Different management schemes for the upper and
lower portions of the road are not proposed through this Plan
Amendment.

Use of public land portions of Dunn Road for limited research and
motorized commercial recreation would require issuance of a permit by
BLM, subject to consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in
accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. Both
activities would be designed to avoid conflicts with bighorn sheep
recovery; motorized commercial recreation would be confined to the
fall months (Section 2.4.17). BLM does acknowledge, however, that
denial of landowner permission to cross private lands on the lower
reaches of Dunn Road would restrict commercial jeep tours to the
upper reaches of the road (Section 4.5, Motorized-Vehicle Access).
Since such access would require passage through locked gates and
conditions of use would be dictated by stipu lations issued as part of the
Special Recreation Permit, if approved, non-compliance would not be
anticipated.
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The Dunn Road has never been an open route. Gated access was
implemented soon after its establishment, although the gate was on
private land at the time.

PC 156: Development of a master right-of-way grant should be considered
to ensure that all governmental agencies with legal authority can
access Dunn Road for such purposes as law enforcement, fire
protection, and code enforcement. (D. Evans, City Council I City
of Palm Springs)

Response: Under the Proposed Plan, legal access for use of Dunn Road may be
provided to agencies through a right-of-way grant with terms and
conditions based upon a biological opinion (Section 2.4.17, Motorized
Vehicle Route Designations). Nothing in the Plan would preclude
development of a master right-of-way grant to address access for
various governmental agencies with law enforcement, fire protection,
and code enforcement responsibilities on lands accessed by Dunn
Road.

PC 157: Section 3.5, Motorized-Vehicle Access-Motorized-Vehicle Route
Designations, should include the names of public agencies
applying for right-of-way permits on Dunn Road. (G. Black I
California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Right-of-way applications for Dunn Road have been received from
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, and
Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy.

PC 158: BLM fails to address the fact that Dunn Road may not be
accessed from the north except by illegal trespass across private
lands. (D. Patterson I Center for Biological Diversity, California
Wilderness Coalition)

Response: Access to Dunn Road from the north at Cathedral City Cove is via
BLM-managed public lands (East % Section 5, T5S R5E); no trespass
across private land is involved at this location. BLM acknowledges that
the West % of Section 5, T5S R5E, in which a portion of Dunn Road
occurs, is private property and no trespassing is allowed as posted.
Nevertheless, decisions made through this Plan Amendment address
public lands only; BLM does not purport to make decisions for non­
public lands.

PC 159: Dunn Road and connecting roads should remain closed until
Peninsular bighorn sheep are no longer listed as endangered,
except for the portion of Dunn Road from Pinyon Flat to the gate
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in Section 16 (T6S R5E). This portion of the road is not within any
area that is closed to protect bighorn sheep and will provide
access to trails that are not subject to seasonal closures.
Portions of the road north of Section 16, and between Royal
Carrizo and the common boundary of Sections 32 and 33 (T5S
R5E) should be closed. (J. Morgan I Sierra Club)

PC 160: Dunn Road should remain closed to motorized vehicles. Non­
motorized access to the Dutch Charlie and Potrero Canyon Trails
can be gained from a parking area at the boundary of Sections 20
and 29 (T6S R5E). (Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains
National Monument Advisory Committee)

Response: Under the Proposed Plan, public land portions of Dunn Road, the Dry
Wash route, and the access route from Royal Carrizo would be closed
to motorized vehicles, except for administrative and permitted access
until bighorn sheep populations are recovered. To facilitate
management of motorized vehicles between the referenced gate and
Pinyon Flat, BLM would close public land portions of Dunn Road at this
location. Access to trails in this area may be available via foot and
horseback from a parking facility near the gate at the boundary of
Sections 20 and 29, T6S R5E, though such decisions are not made
through this plan amendment.

PC 161: The Plan Amendment proposes to allow vehicles north of the gate
in Section 16, T6S R5E, but fails to analyze the feasibility of
controlling motorized vehicles north of this control point and the
potential impacts to Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep and other
resources, including cultural resources. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: Only vehicles foradministrative use and under permit (e.g., Special
Recreation Permit issued for motorized commercial activ ities) would be
allowed on public land portions of Dunn Road. Access through the
referenced gate would require a key issued by BLM.

Habitat along the upper Dunn Road, from Pinyon Flat to the Dry Wash
route, is not an area that has historically been used by bighorn sheep.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service bighorn sheep location database,
containing more than 20,000 data points from more than four decades
of research and monitoring, indicates that although the occasional ram
may move through this area, it is not an area critical to the recovery or
persistence of this population.

PC 162: Dunn Road should be open to allow landowner access to private
property. The City of Palm Springs General Plan calls for
improvement of Dunn Road to provide access to private
properties which may be developed in the future. (N. Stacey, R.R.
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Ramey III Desert Riders; D. Evans, City Council I City of Palm
Springs)

Response: Private landowners do not hold a valid existing right to use public
land portions of Dunn Road. If these landowners held a valid existing
right, they would not need a Federal Land Policy and Management Act
(FLPMA) right-of-way to continue that use. Mathi lda B. Williams and
Jack F. Brown, 124 IBLA 7 (1992). Any valid existing right to
continued use of Dunn Road must be created by either the exercise of
Secretarial discretion or by a Federal statute granting that right. 881.D.
909,912 (1981). The exercise of Secretarial discretion would involve
the issuance of some form of-authorization to use Dunn Road, such as
a right-of-way under Title V of FLPMA. BLM records do not indicate
that any authorizations have been granted subsequent to a 1975 Final
Judgment of U.S. District Court, Central District of California (United
States of America v. American Land Company, etc., et al.; Civil No. 68­
1119-FW, June 17, 1975) for use of the public land portions of Dunn
Road except for a Special Recreation Permit issued to Desert
Adventures, Inc. (a.k.a. Desert Adventures Jeep Eco-Tours) for use of
the road in connection with its commercial jeep tour venture. .

Under the Proposed Plan.Jeqal access to landowners needing to use
public land portions of Dunn Road may be provided through a right-of­
way grant with terms and conditions based on a biologica l opinion
issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Temporary landowner
access may be authorized by permit. Improvements to public land
portions of Dunn Road would also require authorization by BLM,
subject to review in accordance with the National Environmental Policy
Act and Section 7 consultation under the Endangered Species Act.

PC 163: Dunn Road should be open for limited use by visitors to the Santa
Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National Monument. Further, it
should be paved to facilitate visitor access. (N. Stacey, R.R.
Ramey III Desert Riders)

Response: Dunn Road crosses both private and public land. Under the
Proposed Plan, public land portions of Dunn Road would be closed to
motorized vehicles, except for administrative and permitted access.
BLM has no jurisdiction to make decisions applicable to the non-public
portions of the road, though access across these private lands would
be necessary to enable use of the road by visitors to the National
Monument. .

Although Dunn Road as currently configured and with current use
levels does not fragment bighorn sheep habitat (also see the response
to PCs 150 and 151 regarding fragmentation), paving the road and

Page F-213



Coachella Valley California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment / FEIS
Appendix F - Public Comments and Responses

opening it for use by visitors to the National Monument may, in fact,
result in fragmentation and reduced use by bighorn sheep as visitor
use increases. The lower section of Dunn Road passes near
traditional lambing and rearing habitat in Cathedral Canyon and
increased use could impact these sheep.

PC 164: A description of the current maintenance activities on Dunn Road
should be included in Section 3.5, Motorized-Vehicle Access­
Motorized-Vehicle Route Designations. (G. Black I California
Department of Fish and Game)

Response: BUv1 has not undertaken maintenance activities on public land
portions of Dunn Road other than maintenance of signs, gates,
barricades and minor manual work. Desert Adventures Jeep Eco­
Tours previously conducted road maintenance in conjunction with their
permitted activities, but since expiration of their Special Recreation
Permit in June 2001, public land portions of the road have not been
maintained. Whether private landowners have maintained portions of
the road on their lands is unknown, but it is unlikely.

STOPPING, PARKING AND VEHICLE CAMPING

PC 165: Changing the distance one can camp adjacent to a route from the
current limit of 300 feet to 100 feet from the centerline of a route
as proposed has not been sufficiently justified. This change
constrains opportunities to experience desert solitude. (B. Crites
I City of Palm Desert)

Response: Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, has been expanded to
further discuss the impacts resulting from the change.

PENINSULAR RANGES BIGHORN SHEEP-GENERAL

The Draft California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment for the
Coachella Valley includes alternative recovery strategies for Peninsular Ranges
bighorn sheep. The proposed Recovery Strategy for Peninsular Ranges bighorn
sheep emphasizes restoration of public lands and coordination of conservation
efforts with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and
Game, local jurisdictions, and non-government organizations to promote
recovery of bighorn sheep. A combination of habitat improvement projects,
management of land uses to avoid, reduce, or mitigate disturbance, and
excluding bighorn sheep from the urban environment is proposed. The Recovery
Plan for Bighorn Sheep in the Peninsular Ranges, California (USFWS 2000) was
used in the development of this strategy. References to the Recovery Plan are in
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parentheses.

The purpose of including the draft trails management plan with the Draft COCA
Plan Amendment for the Coachella Valley is to "benchmark" the progress made
to date through negotiations with the local jurisdictions and wildlife agencies, as
well as to provide a clear indication to the public of the alternatives under
discussion which would make up the Trails Management Plan component of the
larger strategy.

While several comments received by BLM pertain to the recovery strategy
identified in Section 2.1.3.20 of the Draft Coachella Valley COCA Plan
Amendment (Section 2.4.20 in the Final EIS), many more relate specifically to
actions identified in the draft trails management plan. As BLM will not be making
decisions at this time for the trails management plan as it pertains to public lands,
responses are herein provided only to comments regarding the recovery
strategy. Comments submitted by September 5,2002 that relate to specific
actions identified in the trails management plan will be used to refine the array of
alternatives for the draft CVMSHCP. Responses to these comments, as well as
any new comments submitted during the public comment period for the draft
CVMSHCP, will be provided at the conclusion of that comment period.

PC 166: It is particularly important that the COCA Plan Amendment
comply with legal requirements to protect the Peninsular Ranges
bighorn sheep. The alternatives listed in the Plan Amendment
have various shortcomings in terms of fulfilling the BLM's
obligations to bighorn sheep under these provisions. (J. Cook; D.
Patterson I Center for Biological Diversity, Cali fornia Wilderness
Coalition)

Response: The BLM is required to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act on any action
it authorizes, funds, or carries out, to ensure that these actions are not
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species, or
result in adverse modification of critical habitat, using the best available
scientific and commercial data. BLM requested initiation of Section 7
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on August 6, 2002
relative to this Plan Amendment; the Service has indicated it will
provide a Biological Opinion by December 21, 2002.

PC 167: The Plan Amendment's analysis of impacts from Alternatives A, B
and C on recovery of Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep is
inadequate because simply "limiting disturbance" may be
insufficient. Further, it fails to address whether enough
undisturbed habitat is protected to permit survival and recovery,
and whether adequate mechanisms are available to adapt to
needed changes. (J . Taylor I Sierra Club)
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Response: The Recovery Strategy for Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep
establishes goals and objectives that will guide BLM in managing
bighorn sheep habitat to reduce disturbance, improve water quality and
availability, provide information to the public, exclude bighorn from
urban areas along the urban-wildland interface, and undertake other
actions designed to facilitate recovery of bighorn sheep in the
Peninsular Ranges. BLM is obligated under the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) to ensure that actions funded, authorized, or permitted by
BLM do not result in the adverse modification of designated critical
bighorn sheep habitat, and to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service under section 7 of the ESA on projects occurring within critical
habitat.

PC 168: The Plan Amendment must have clearly defined goals that ensure
long-term recovery for Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep, and
identify milestones by which certain actions must be successfully
completed. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: The Recovery Strategy has been reformatted and revised to improve
clarity of goals and objectives which are intended to promote long-term
recovery of bighorn sheep (see Section 2.4.20). However, BLM cannot
guarantee or ensure long-term recovery for Peninsular Ranges bighorn
sheep because (1) BLM does not manage all the land in the Santa
Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains within bighorn sheep habitat, and (2)
Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game
are very involved in managing the wildlife species, while BLM manages
land uses and the habitat on public lands. However, BLM does work
cooperatively with California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, and private researchers to gather information and
monitor bighorn sheep.

PC 169: The document should recognize that while bighorn sheep are
know to enter the urban interface and become habituated to
human activity, it is not a desired condition and considered
detrimental to the recovery of wild sheep populations. (G. Black I
California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to
reflect this comment.

PC 170: Item 1(g) of Section 1.5, page 1-9, should be revised to read,
"except for peripheral trails located at or near the edge of urban
areas ..." (G. Black I California Department of Fish and Game)
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Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to
reflect this comment.

PC 171: The document should cite that the Peninsular Ranges bighorn
sheep were listed as rare by the California Fish and Game
Commission in 1971 and that the designation was changed to
threatened under the California Endangered Species Act in 1984.
In addition, the species is designated as Fully Protected by the
California legislature. (G. Black I California Department of Fish
and Game)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to
reflect this comment.

PC 172: Wildlife biologists acknowledge the presence of Peninsular
Ranges bighorn sheep in the Coral Reef Mountains, yet the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement does not mention them and
provides no management recommendations for the area. This
would appear to be a serious omission. (J. Cook; D. Patterson I
Center for Biological Diversity, California Wilderness Coalition)

Response: The Peninsular Ranges Bighorn Sheep Recovery Strategy identified
in the Proposed Plan applies to all BLM-managed public lands in the
Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains, including the Coral Reef
Mountains.

PC 173: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not adequately
comply with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's recovery plan for
the Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep. Only Alternative C with
significant modifications would move the BLM towards
compliance with the recovery plan, to which it is a legally bound
signatory. (J. Cook; D. Patterson I Center for Biological Diversity,
California Wilderness Coalition)

Response: Recovery plans provide useful guidance and information for
consideration in the planning process. BLM utilized .the Recovery Plan
extensively as described in Section 1.5. The Recovery Strategy for
bighorn sheep in the proposed plan was developed using
recommendations in the Recovery Plan. BLM also continues to
collaborate with California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest Service, Agua Caliente Band of
Cahuilla Indians, and private researchers in recovery efforts.

Recovery plans also assist in coordinating land use planning
processes of management agencies at the federa l, state and local
level. Recovery plans recommend reasonable actions to promote
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recovery and/or protect listed species, based upon the deliberations of
a group convened by the Fish and Wildlife Service. However, recovery
plans do not analyze alternatives, assess relative impacts, provide for
interdisciplinary input, or allow for public participation like the public
land use planning processes do. Recovery plans are not intended to
be land use decision documents and they do not obligate cooperating
or other parties to undertake specific tasks. The role of the recovery
plan and its relationship to the views, official positions, or approval of
any individuals or agencies involved in the plan formulation , other than
that of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is explained on page ii of the
Recovery Plan for Bighorn Sheep in the Peninsular Ranges, California
(USFWS 2000). In summary, recovery plans create no legal obligation
to implement, comply with, or conform to recommendations.

PC 174: In describing the relationship of the COCA Plan Amendment to
the recovery plan for the Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep, it is
unclear which activities are to be addressed through the plan
amendment and which are subject to additional project level
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Several
activities listed on page 1-8 that are applicable to the plan
amendment are also listed on page 1-10 as activities that will
require project level consultation. (G. Black I California
Department of Fish and Game)

Response: The Recovery Plan recommendations listed on page 1-8 of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement are applicable to the Plan
Amendment in that these items are each addressed in the alternatives
for Peninsu lar Ranges bighorn sheep recovery strategy. Page 1-9 lists
recommendations that are applicable to the Draft Trails Management
Plan, decisions for which will be made in the Coachella Valley Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan. The list of recommendations listed
on page 1-10 in the Draft EIS would apply to project-level activities and
as such, each proposed project level activity would require separate
environmental review and consultation with the USFWS. The overlap
between the lists of recommendations on pages 1-8 and 1-10 indicates
that BLM may make a decision as a plan amendment to continue to
actively pursue land acquisition and each land acquisition would
require separate environmental review and Section 7 consultation with
USFWS.

PC 175: Although the recovery strategy for Peninsular Ranges bighorn
sheep indicates BlM will manage road use to reduce habitat
fragmentation or interference with bighorn sheep resource use
patterns, it does not indicate which roadways (paved or unpaved)
currently operate to fragment habitat or interfere w ith movements
near key resources. Also, the document fails to identify the data
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which demonstrate that such fragmentation and interference are
taking place in the Coachella Valley. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off­
Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association, California Off­
Road Vehicle Association)

Response: The Martinez Canyon "cherrystem" route, Dunn Road, and routes in
the Snow Creek area constitute the only roads on BLM-managed lands
in bighorn sheep habitat for which route designations would be
applicable. It is unlikely that these routes result in habitat
fragmentation or changes in resource use given that (1) vehicle use is
generally low on these routes, and (2) access to Dunn Road and the
road to the Desert Water Agency facility in Section 33, T3S R3E, is
controlled by locked gates (also see response to PCs 150 and 151
regarding fragmentation).

Bighorn sheep location data indicate that ewes and lambs use the area
adjacent to the lower Dunn Road near Cathedral City Cove. Thus, it is
important to manage use of this segment of the road to prevent
disturbance to these sheep. Although BLM cannot manage the entire
length of the Dunn Road because the public land ownership pattern is
intermittent (sections of the Dunn Road cross private land), public land
portions of the road would be closed to casual use under the Proposed
Plan. Motorized-vehicle access along the route into Martinez Canyon
would be continued under the Proposed Plan, but could proceed no
further than the end of the "cherrystem" established through
designation of the Santa Rosa Wilderness Additions by Congress.
Access to the Desert Water Agency facility in Snow Creek would
remain closed to casual vehicle use under the Proposed Plan; other
routes in the Snow Creek area would also be closed to motorized
vehicles.

In summary, the Proposed Plan continues management that is
avoiding habitat fragmentation.

PC 176: Since the Plan Amendment in Section 2.1.3.20, Recovery Strategy
for Peninsular Ranges Bighorn Sheep, proposes the Biological
Assessment as the default activity level plan if the Coachella
Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan is not
completed, the Plan amendment must include the Biological
Assessment and its Biological Opinion, and fully analyze them for
public review and consistency with the Peninsular Ranges
bighorn sheep recovery plan, the Plan amendment, and other
interrelated plans. (J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: Biological opinions are the regulatory purview of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and are not subject to public comment, although they
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are public documents available for review. BLM land use planning has
placed alternatives before the public in a very open process, has
utilized the recovery plan in preparing and analyzing the alternatives
and has been careful to illustrate relationships to other plans. BLM will
ensure the final trails management plan is consistent with this Plan
Amendment.

The COCA Plan (1980) had undergone public review prior to a final
decision being issued in 1980. The 1980 Plan has also undergone
amendments, which also were subject to public review. Bighorn sheep
populations in the Peninsular Ranges were listed in 1998, and
consultations'on projects in bighorn sheep habitat were initiated. In
January 2001, BLM submitted a biological evaluation to the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service requesting initiation of Section 7 consu ltation
under the Endangered Species Act. The results of this consultation on
the existing land use plan were intended to cover management of
public lands under the 1980 Plan as amended and implemented. The
Biological Opinion based on the January 2001 submittal has not yet
been received. However, the BLM is now also in formal consultation
on this Plan Amendment. All consultation at the land use plan level is
scheduled for completion in December 2002.

While the management direction is established by the Proposed Plan,
the project and activity level details of how to implement the
interagency trails management plan, called for in the recovery plan,
will be subject to further consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. These details are currently in final preparations for a public
review draft through the CVMSHCP. BLM continues to provide for
management of recreational trail use consistent with bighorn sheep
recovery until the interagency plan is complete. Section 3.8.1 has
been modified to explain how trails are being managed pending
completion of the interagency plan.

PC 177: Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep should be allowed to occupy
their best historical habitat. Development in the mountains
should be stopped. (G. Cady)

Response: BLM has no jurisdiction regarding the development of private lands in
bighorn sheep habitat, other than to address any proposals for such
related infrastructure elements as access roads, utility lines or
communications sites on public lands.

PC 178: It appears that all alleged scientific information receives the same
weight and credibility. It is important to distinguish between
opinion and correlative studies from experimental studies that
have been conducted to potentially disprove a hypothesis. Few
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of the studies cited relative to Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep
fit into this latter "experimental" category of strong scientific
inference. (N. Stacey, R.R. Ramey III Desert Riders)

Response: BLM must rely upon and use the best available scientific analys is,
data, and applicable evidence in addressing management actions
relative to bighorn sheep. This means that correlative studies,
experimental studies, and professional experience and opinion may be
used, to the extent they are available, in the analysis of alternatives.
The inherent complexity of ecology and wildlife science makes
conducting rigidly controlled experimental studies in a natural setting
difficu lt. BLM has attempted to refine the Chapter 4 impact analysis to
illustrate what is fact and what is opinion.

PC 179: Although not directly acknowledged in the Draft plan, personal
communication supplied a significant amount of scientific
justification for the Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep recovery
plan, designation of critical habitat, and trail closures. These
alleged scientific citations perpetuate a mythology that human
disturbance occurs and is deleterious even if humans undertake
benign recreation activities in bighorn habitat. This mythology is
not science and must be winnowed from the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. (N. Stacey, R.R. Ramey III Desert Riders)

PC 180: Sufficient information is not available to support the Peninsular
Ranges bighorn sheep recovery plan. (D. Evans, City Council I
City of Palm Springs)

Response: Although the Recovery Plan for bighorn sheep in the Peninsular
Ranges was used to develop the array of alternatives for the Bighorn
Sheep Recovery Strategy, it was not the sole source of information.
BLM staff biologists used a large body of peer-reviewed scientific
literature and did contact a broad cross-section of field biologists and
scientists with credentials in bighorn sheep management and recovery
in order to develop the basis for the sheep strategy.

PC 181: Both the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Peninsular
Ranges bighorn sheep recovery plan ignore the threat of global
climate change to bighorn sheep recovery. Geochemical change
in the environment and its effects on bighorn nutrition are
supported by scientific evidence, yet both documents implicitly
assume a static, unchanging view of the natural world. For both
BLM and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service not to consider
management action within the context of these very real
environmental changes is both negligent and a violation of the
National Environmental Policy Act. (N. Stacey, R.R. Ramey III
Desert Riders)
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Response: Chapter 3, Affected Environment of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement have been revised to reflect this comment.

PC 182: Section 4.1.8, Biological Resources-Peninsular Ranges Bighorn
Sheep Recovery Strategy: Alternative A, item 4, should provide
more explanation about how information can be misinterpreted
and by whom. (G. Black I California Department of Fish and
Game)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to
clarify this issue.

PC 183: Predation management, particularly of mountain lions, is not
listed among the Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep recovery
strategies that are common to all alternatives. This is a
significant omission given that mountain lions kill a substantial
number of bighorn sheep in the Coachella Valley. (D. Hubbard I
San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association,
California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised
accordingly.

PC 184: The document does not discuss whether and to what extent
humans w ho visit the Coachella Valley, with or without OHVs,
deter mountain lion predation on Peninsular Ranges bighorn
sheep, and conversely, whether reducing the human presence in
the Coachella Valley will increase the number of mountain lion
attacks on bighorn sheep. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road
Coalition, Off-Road Business Association, California Off-Road
Vehicle Association)

Response: There are no studies that address whether human recreation deters
or prevents mountain lion predation on bighorn sheep, or whether
reducing human presence in sheep habitat results in increased lion
predation on sheep.

PC 185: Section 4.1.8, Biological Resources-Peninsular Ranges Bighorn
Sheep Recovery Strategy: Alternative B, item 4, should indicate
how mountain lions known to have killed sheep will be identified.
(G. Black I California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Predator control and management is the regulatory purview of the
California Department of Fish and Game. BLM proposes to make
public lands available for predator control if proposed by U.S. Fish and
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Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game.
Section 4.1.8 (Section 4.8 in the Final EIS) has been expanded to
address this comment.

PC 186: In Section 3.8.1, Native Biological Resources, the document cites
a number of causes that have resulted in the decline of
Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep, but fails to rank these causes
of bighorn sheep mortality by severity. Data should be furnished
that shows how many bighorn sheep have been killed by
mountain lions versus those killed by motor vehicles and toxic
plan ingestion. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off­
Road Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle
Association)

Response: Section 3.8.1 has been revised to address this comment.

PC 187: The Plan Amendment does not identify where motorized vehicles
are having a negative effect on Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep,
nor does it indicate how the proposed reduction in OHV use areas
and trails in the Coachella Valley will aid in the recovery of these
bighorn sheep. The document should identify the technical
studies demonstrating that OHV use in the affected areas is
currently having an adverse effect on the bighorn sheep. (D.
Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business
Association, California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: There are two routes where vehicle use potentia lly could impact on
bighorn sheep: the Martinez Canyon "cherrystem" route and Dunn
Road. Dunn Road is routed through historic and occupied lambing and
rearing areas in Cathedral Canyon; uncontrolled vehicle use would
negative ly impact sheep in this location. However, BLM proposes to
designate Dunn Road as "closed" to motorized vehicle use (except for
authorized and permitted uses) under the Proposed Plan, hence these
impacts are not likely to be realized. Vehicle access to the Martinez
Canyon "cherrystem" is limited to high clearance, four-wheel drive
vehicles given the nature of the wash route. Rams largely use this
area and vehicle traffic is low enough to limit any serious impacts to
sheep in this area. This access route would be designated "open"
under the Proposed Plan.

PC 188: Section 3.4, Recreation, makes reference to essential Peninsular
Ranges bighorn sheep habitat, but does not explain the
distinction, if any, between this and formally-designated critical
habitat. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road
Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle Association)
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Response: The defin ition of essential habitat has been added to the glossary in
the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

PC 189: The Environmental Impact Statement should describe how many
acres of habitat 1,100 Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep require,
what level of habitat disturbance and fragmentation renders the
habitat unsuitable for bighorn sheep, and in what way is the
currently-available habitat inadequate to support a population of
this size. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road
Business Association, California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: The Recovery Plan for Bighorn Sheep in the Peninsular Ranges,
California (USFWS 2000) addresses the habitat needs of bighorn
sheep. Habitat loss represents a serious threat to Peninsular bighorn
sheep because they occupy a narrow band of lower elevation habitat
that represents some of the most desirable real estate in the California
Desert. About 18,500 acres (or 30 square miles) of suitable bighorn
habitat has been lost to urbanization and agriculture within the range of
the three ewe groups that occur along the urban interface between
Palm Springs and La Quinta. BLM, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
California Department of Fish and Game and others are committed to
acquiring private land from willing sellers in bighorn sheep habitat to
ensure that as the population recovers, there is adequate habitat for
the expanding population.

PC 190: Despite indications in the Environmental Impact Statement that
bighorn sheep are poor colonizers of available habitat because
habitat use patterns are learned from experienced animals
(Risenhoover 1988); that once ewes discontinue use of a
particular area, it may be difficult for inexperienced sheep to
establish in the area; and that efforts to relocate bighorn sheep
have met with little success, the proposed Plan amendment seeks
to reclaim more habitat through closure of long-established
recreation areas, an action that makes no sense. (D. Hubbard I
San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association,
California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: BLM proposes no motorized-vehicle area closures through this
COCA Plan Amendment that are predicated on Peninsular Ranges
bighorn sheep recovery. Seasonal area closures for non-motorized
activities in the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains will be
addressed through the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan.

PC 191: Regarding the statement in Section 3.8.1, Native Biological
Resources, that the Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep population
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has stabilized in the last four years and appears to be increasing,
data supporting this statement should be provided. Also,
locations in the Coachella Valley where population declines have
been arrested andlor reversed should be identified, and the
means of such change should be described. (D. Hubbard I San
Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association,
California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: According to surveys conducted by the California Department of Fish
and Game, bighorn sheep populations in the Peninsular Ranges
appear to be increasing at a modest rate. Overall rates of increase
since 1996 are approximately 16%.

PC 192: Failure to identify Desert Riders as a stakeholder and include
them in consultation during development of the bighorn sheep
recovery plan resulted in a deficient plan. (N. Stacey, R.R. Ramey
III Desert Riders)

Response: Preparation of Recovery Plans is the regulatory purview of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service as authorized under the Endangered Species
Act.

PENINSULAR RANGES BIGHORN SHEEP-RESEARCH AND MONITORING

PC 193: Capture indisputably causes stress to and habitat displacement
of bighorn sheep. The potential effects of aerial sampling and the
condition and reproduction success of large mammals should be
considered. (G. Cady)

Response: BLM acknowledges that capture and handling cause stress to
bighorn sheep. The Recovery Strategy for Peninsular Ranges bighorn
sheep described under the Proposed Plan addresses use of
helicopters for survey and capture and seeks ways to reduce research­
related stress and disturbance as well as other types of human
disturbance.

PC 194: The list of causes for population decline of Peninsular Ranges
bighorn sheep is missing disturbance from research activities
such as helicopter surveys and human handling. (D. Hubbard I
San Diego Off-Road Coalition, Off-Road Business Association,
California Off-Road Vehicle Association)

Response: Although research, monitoring, and handling do have an indisputable
impact on bighorn sheep, these activities rarely result in mortality (an
average 1-2% captu re-related mortality), thus are not included in the
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list of factors causing the decline of bighorn sheep in the Peninsular
Ranges.

PC 195: Causes of bighorn sheep lamb mortality are poorly understood.
Capturing, collaring, and monitoring these lambs provide cause­
specific mortality data. However, lambs are subject to stress
when captured like any wild animal. Once traumatized, the
individual is traumatized forever and never fully recovers.
Additionally, once drenched with the human scent and collared,
the mother might reject the lamb. (G. Cady)

Response: Experience in the Peninsular Ranges indicates that ewes do not
reject lambs that have been handled in the course of research. During
a 4-year lamb mortality study, the Bighorn Institute and California
Department of Fish and Game reported zero lambs being rejected by
their mothers after capture and handling. However, it is true that lambs
are stressed by capture and handling. The duration and long-term
effects of this stress are not known.

PC 196: If the BlM chooses to accept the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's
selective review of scientific literature and "human disturbance"
bias, BlM must look at researcher activity anew and make a
determination as to whether the researcher activity is similar to
another type of human activity being restricted or prohibited. For
example, claiming that off-trail foot surveys are not typically
considered a risky research activity, despite research citing such
activity as causing stress to sheep (Papouchis et aI., 2000), while
suggesting that benign on-trail use should be restricted or
prohibited indicates a disconnection in logical thinking by both
the USFWS and BlM. (N. Stacey, R.R. Ramey III Desert Riders)

Response: BLM has addressed research activity in the Recovery Strategy for
Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep in the Plan Amendment, and will
continue to seek and promote alternative methods for monitoring and
research that are non-invasive and that substantially reduce or
eliminate research-related stress to bighorn sheep.

PC 197: Published literature has clearly revealed the deleterious effects of
helicopter surveys in two ways. First, experimentally, Bleich et al,
(1994) showed abandonment of areas during helicopter surveys
and that "mountain sheep" did not habituate or become
sensitized to repeated helicopter flight. Second, Martucci et al.
(1992) demonstrated "severe metabolic acidosis due to helicopter
supported capture and manual restraint during blood sampling."
This has led to cases of capture myopathy, a permanent
debilitation condition. Fatalities resulting from helicopter capture
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are approximately 1-2% of the captured animals. This is clearly
"take" under the Endangered Species Act. If trail use with no
clearly demonstrated deleterious effect is subject to temporary or
permanent closures, then both helicopter surveys and capture on
BLM land should be banned until these sheep are no longer
endangered. (N. Stacey, R.R. Ramey III Desert Riders)

Response: BLM and California Department of Fish and Game jointly manage
bighorn sheep on public lands in that BLM manages the habitat and
CDFG manages the animals. To this end, the two agencies entered
into a Master Memorandum of Understanding in 1984 to facilitate
interactive management activities. Per this MMOU, the CDFG agreed
to "annually submit, by July 1, to the Bureau, a list of wildlife
transplants and reintroductions proposed for public lands for the period
beginning 12 months after submission. Such transplants or
reintroductions must be approved by the Bureau's State Director and
the Department's Director prior to implementation. Emergency
situations may necessitate relocations to public lands. These will
require the same approval authority as described above."

BLM remains committed to reducing all types of disturbance to bighorn
sheep, in coordination with California Department of Fish and Game.
The Proposed Plan addresses this in the Recovery Strategy for
Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep. Specific trail decisions will be
made in the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan. However, the decisions made in the plan amendment that are
relevant to research permitting and monitoring will be applicable
regardless of the specific, detailed decisions made in the Trails
Management Plan and the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan.

PC 198: Research techniques currently employed by biologists studying
the Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep, e.g., helicopter surveys
and extensive handling of lambs, disrupt the sheep more directly
than any other human activity. Highly disruptive activities such
as low-altitude helicopter surveys affect the bighorn sheep more
profoundly than do a few OHVs traveling slowing in the distance.
Perhaps too much scientific intervention and management are
hampering the recovery effort. (D. Hubbard I San Diego Off-Road
Coalition, Off-Road Business Association, Cal ifornia Off-Road
Vehicle Association)

Response; BLM has addressed the impacts of research and monitoring in the
Recovery Strategy for Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep in the
Proposed Plan.
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PC 199: To rehabil itate public confidence, BLM needs to devote a section
of the Environmental Impact Statement to researcher activities,
gather the scientific studies that point out where science is
lacking, and apply the same standards of evaluation to both
recreational and invasive research activities. Without these same
standards being applied, the National Environmental Policy Act
and equal protection of all persons under the law are violated. (N.
Stacey, R.R. Ramey II/ Desert Riders)

Response: BLM has rigorously addressed the issue of bighorn sheep research
on public lands in the Draft and Final Environmental Impact
Statements. The intent is to provide guidelines, in addition to the
mandatory permit requirements under the COCA Plan (1980), for
reviewing and approving research permits, and to provide a
mechanism for more effective sharing information obtained through
research via permit stipulations. The potential impacts of non­
motorized recreation on Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep will be
addressed through the trails management plan element of the
Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan.

PC 200: Capture/release and augmentation programs in the Santa Rosa
and San Jacinto Mountains have not been fully evaluated and
publicly reviewed. Release of bighorn sheep captured from the
northern Santa Rosa Mountains or pen-raised bighorn sheep from
the Bighorn Institute into the San Jacinto Mountains may have an
adverse impact upon the existing sheep due to different behavior
patterns. The captured and pen-raised bighorn sheep have
exhibited behaviors such as using urban landscapes for forage
and water, and seem to have adjusted to more human contact.
Conversely, the bighorn sheep in the San Jacinto Mountains
avoid urban landscapes and human contact, and seem to stay at
higher elevations. (D. Evans, City Council/ City of Palm Springs)

Response: Capture and release programs are the regulatory purview of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game.
However, captures and releases on BLM-managed public lands are
subject to review in accordance with the National Environmental Policy
Act, consu ltation with USFWS, and authorization by BLM. No data are
currently available to test the comment's hypothesis concerning
behavioral differences between captive-reared and wild-reared sheep.

PC 201: In Section 2.1.3.20, preferred alternative regarding a recovery
strategy for Peninsular Ranges bighorn sheep, item 5 should
mention that an environmental assessment was prepared by BLM
that addressed bighorn sheep research. The analysis should not
focus solely on helicopter use and direct handling. An analysis
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should be provided comparing different research methods to
methods using helicopters or direct handling. All research
proposals, not just helicopter and direct handling methods,
should be evaluated by the same criteria, i.e., on the basis on less
intrusive techniques, the value of the data obtained, and the
costs. (G. Black I California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to
reflect this comment.

PC 202: BlM must allow manipulated trail use research to acquire hard
data regarding the effects of trail use on Peninsular Ranges
bighorn sheep. The Plan Amendment does not allow wildlife
agencies to conduct such studies on public lands. (J. Taylor I
Sierra Club)

Response: The Proposed Plan does not prohibit manipulative trail use studies,
rather it provides criteria for assessing all research proposals on a
case-by-case basis.

PC 203: Regarding the requirement identified in the bighorn sheep
recovery strategy to have permits and research proposals on
public lands be subject to a minimum 30-day public review and
comment period, this period should be increased to 60 days given
the time it takes for people to learn about such proposals. (B.
Crites I City of Palm Desert)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to allow
BLM the flexibility of extending the public comment period on.
controversial research proposals.

SOCIO-ECONOMIC VALUES I ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

PC 204: Although the BlM claims that Alternative C would substantially
restrict opportunities for future economic development of the
BlM-managed lands, it is unclear how this alternative reduces
anything but the short-term exploitation of land and natural
resources, other than by not creating an OHV open area. (J.
Cook; D. Patterson I Center for Biological Diversity, California
Wilderness Coalition)

Response: Table ES-2, Effects of Coachella Valley CDCA Plan Amendment
Alternatives (Executive Summary), summarizes the socioeconomic
impacts to future economic development of BLM-managed lands,
including reduction of long-term supplies for sand and gravel,
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constrained energy generation, diminishment of communications site
availability, and displacement of OHV use to non-Federal lands. The
Plan Amendment does not identify these impacts as short-term.

PC 205: The DEIS correctly argues that the protection of land health
though implementation of the proposed plan amendments will
have positive long-term economic impacts. In its socioeconomic
analysis, the BlM should consider more stringent conservation
recommendations to be an economic benefit, not a cost. (J.
Cook; D. Patterson I Center for Biological Diversity, California
Wilderness Coalition)

Response: Simple, direct correlations between economic benefit or cost and a
general concept of more stringent conservation measures cannot be
established. Evaluation of the benefits or costs of management
measures is generally affected a complex combination of factors which
can vary depending on the economic sector affected. The DEIS
evaluates the application of the proposed land health standards and
the air quality management strategy in Section 4.15, identifying both
benefits and costs.

PC 206: The BlM should be mindful of the impact and importance of
filming to the state and its local communities, and consider the
effects of the plan on the film production community, the local
jurisdiction, and California citizens that derive financial benefits
from this industry. (K. Thames I California Film Commission)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to
reflect that the areas available to film permitting are not affected, but
filming would be subject to conservation and environmental
requirements in the Proposed Plan. Identification of sites on public
lands for commercial filming activities is on a project-by-project basis,
dependent on each project's story line and the director's vision of how
and where it should be captured on film. Film locations on public lands
and the extent to which such locations would be utilized are not always
predictable. Thus the specific effects of these projects would be
addressed under project-level environmental assessment. By this
method, BLM has processed, and will continue to process, applications
for film permits in accordance with 43 CFR Part 2920.

PC 207: Under current federal law, use of federal lands by a film
production company is considered a commercial use. This
categorization limits filming on federal lands because most other
types of commercial operations have a far greater impact.
Filming is an environmentally clean, short-term, and noninvasive
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business and should be categorized as such. (K. Thames I
California Film Commission)

PC 208: Motion picture studios have always believed in conservation. It is
unfair for BlM to designate the film industry as a commercial
venture along with mining, grazing, and other commercial
activities because of the temporary nature of filming activities.
Film companies often leave sites in better condition due to a need
to make an area look pristine for a film. (J. Fitzpatrick I Motion
Picture Association)

Response: Commercial film production on public lands requires the issuance of
. a permit in accordance with 43 CFR Part 2920. Terms and conditions
required for permitted filming activities are determined on a site­
specific, case-by-case basis, and are commensurate with the level of
potential impacts to resource values, public health and safety.
Categorizing film production as a commercial activity, when applicable,
does not in itself restrict the activity.

PC 209: It appears that the proposed plan would restrict development in
Thousand Palms. Residents defeated a proposal a couple of
years ago to restrict development, and now it seems like the
imposition of restrictions is being approached in a different
manner. (N. Madson)

Response: The BLM does not propose to limit development of private land in
Thousand Palms or anywhere else. BLM can only propose
management decisions for Federally owned lands.

INFORMATION AND EDUCATION

PC 210: Many voices of the people who enjoy the public lands are not
being heard. (W. lewis I Desert Side Tracks)

Response: Throughout the planning process for the Coachella Valley Plan, BLM
has strived to create an open planning process, such that opportunities
for public input were not limited to the minimum requirements set by
the BLM planning regulations and National Environmental Policy Act.
This planning process has also been deliberately designed to engage
and involve local government, State agencies, other Federal agencies,
and Indian tribes to a very high level, and has utilized numerous
planning meetings open to public participation that included briefings
and draft documents. Information about the collaborative planning
process is contained in the Executive Summary under 'The
Collaborative Planning Process."
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PC 211: Some OHV users ride across the desert without consideration of
wildlife habitats. Government in general has failed to educate the
public on proper trail etiquette and the proper way to go off­
roading. (R. Sargent I Desert Side Tracks)

Response: BLM continues to participate in the Tread Lightly! program, which
endeavors to foster responsible driving on public and non-public lands.
In the California Desert Conservation Area, BLM has widely-distributed
brochures about this program. Principles of the Tread Lightly! program
are Included in BLM's Desert Access Guides, which have been
purchased by thousands of individuals using the back country of the
California Desert. In addition, these Desert Access Guides explain the
"rules" of back country use, whether use is via motorized vehicle,
horseback, or foot, and address safety issues to be considered by the
traveler. BLM has also worked cooperatively with the vehicle industry
to promote the safe use of vehicles and proper use of the desert area.

PC 212: There should be educational programs alerting people to the
spread of disease by insects and rodents in the Coachella Valley.
(D. Gomsi I CV Mosquito and Vector Control District)

Response: This comment has been addressed and included in the Proposed
Plan in Table 2-8: Policy and Management Guidance for Plan
Implementation, located in Section 2.6: Plan Implementation.

PC 213: Outdoor areas need to remain open so our children can
experience and learn what they have to offer, thereby developing
a love and respect for nature. If they cannot access these areas,
they cannot learn to respect nature. (W. Lewis I Desert Side
Tracks)

Response: Under the Proposed Plan, BLM would provide a motorized-vehicle
access network that reaches most public land areas in the Coachella
Valley where open roads currently exist. The open access network
under the Proposed Plan is depicted in Figure 2-11b. Generally, all
public lands with few exceptions are open to entry on foot or
horseback, thereby providing opportunities to learn about and
appreciate the natural environment.

IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING

PC 214: There should be follow-up after implementation of the plan to
determine whether the predicted outcomes were realized, and if
not, what has occurred. (J. Fitzpatrick I Motion Picture
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Association; K. McArthur I University of California Cooperative
Extension)

Response: Section 2.6, Plan Implementation, includes a summary of the more
pertinent laws, regulations and policies relative to the COCA Plan, as
amended. In accordance with BLM planning manual guidance, BLM
shall monitor and evaluate the continued effectiveness of the COCA
Plan, as amended, in meeting the goals and objectives of the
Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan and other
multiple uses in the Coachella Valley. Monitoring activities and
adaptive management actions are open to public review and
participation.

PC 215: The COCA Plan Amendment does not address the cost to
implement the recommendations. To implement the plan and
monitor the results would take several times the staff currently
available. As no increases in budget are anticipated---if anything,
BLM appropriated funds are being cut back---implementation
schedules will not be met and BLM will once again be sued for
this failure. (R. Denner I California Desert District Advisory
Council)

Response: BLM will include costs of implementing the Coachella Valley Plan in
its budget requests. Annual funding allocations for such
implementation will determine implementation strategies and priorities.
Whether lawsuits regarding BLM's efforts to implement the Plan will be
filed is unknown, and does not constitute rationale for formulating the
final Plan.

PC 216: BLM should provide for additional law enforcement ranger patrol
in the Drop 31 area to reduce human intrusion into bighorn sheep
habitat. (G. Black I California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: Allocation of law enforcement resources is outside the scope of the
Proposed Plan. Deployment of BLM law enforcement staff is based on
the distribution of human use, and compliance and other resource
protection and public safety issues. The Drop 31 area is routinely
patrolled by BLM rangers.

PC 217: It is not clear whether an adaptive management strategy has been
developed to provide flexibility. (V. Bradshaw I Imperial Irrigation
District)

Response: Section 2.2, Plan Goals Common to All Alternatives, states that a
common goal is to develop an overall strategy for managing the public
lands which is adaptable over time based on the results of resource
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monitoring to achieve the other identified goals. Based on changing
conditions observed through monitoring activities, BLM can undertake
different courses of action, when necessary, to achieve the established
goals.

PC 218: The Final Environmental Impact Statement should identify
specific elements of other alternatives that will be considered as
fallback options if management objectives are not being met
during a reasonable time frame. (L. Hanf I U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency)

Response: BLM Land Use Plans are strategic in nature, and are designed to
provide a clear management direction. BLM land use plans are
prepared in accordance with the planning regulations at 43 CFR 1610
and NEPA. Any change in the management strategy outlined in the
land use plan must be addressed through a plan amendment process,
again following the 43 CFR 1610 regulations and NEPA.

Subsequent actions that directly affect the public lands and resources
must be in conformance with the approved land use plan. If activities
affecting the public lands and resources are not in conformance with
the conservation objectives or land health standards outlined in the
Proposed Coachella Valley CDCA Plan Amendment, BLM has the
authority to impose emergency closures or to issue "stop work" orders.
In other words, BLM's fallback options are already built into its
operational mandate and regulations.

EDITORIAL

PC 219: Although text shows Alternative"A" as the preferred alternative,
Figure 2-8 shows Alternative C as the preferred alternative with
the entire Whitewater grazing allotment deleted. (J. Morgan I
Sierra Club)

.Response: The Proposed Plan is Alternative A. The Final Environmental Impact
Statement for livestock grazing has been revised (see Section 2.4.14).

PC 220: In Section 2.1.3.5, the description of multiple-use classes for OHV
open areas under the preferred alternative does not match Figure
2-3(a) which indicates that Windy Point, Indio Hills, and Iron Door
are classified as Multiple-Use Class "I" (Intensive Use). (G. Black
I California Department of Fish and Game)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to
correct this oversight.
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PC 221: In Table 3-6, there is no description regarding the meaning of
"SP" as pertains to the Flat-tailed Horned Lizard. (V. Bradshaw I
Imperial Irrigation District)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to
correct this oversight.

PC 222: In Section 4.1.8, page 4-57-third paragraph, line 9 should read
"California Department of Fish and Game. (G. Black I California
Department of Fish and Game)

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been revised to
correct this error.

PC 223: The Plan Amendment states that the preferred alternative is
highlighted in the summary, yet no such highlighting is apparent.
(J. Taylor I Sierra Club)

Response: The shading in Tables ES-1 (Summary of COCA Plan Amendment
Alternatives) and ES-2 (Summary of Trails Management Plan
Alternatives) used to identify the preferred alternative apparently did
not reproduce sufficiently dark to be visible in some copies of the Draft
Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement. The
Proposed Plan is more clearly identified in Table ES-1 of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Table ES-2 is not carried
forward into the FEIS as the trails management plan will be addressed
through the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan. Table ES-2 is now summarizes the effects of the Coachella
Valley COCA Plan Amendment alternatives.
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