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September 1993 
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Dear Reader: 

The document accompanying this letter is the Kingman Resource Area proposed Resource Management Plan and final Environmental 
Impact Statement. This f'mal Environmental Impact Statement analyzes the impacts expected from implementing the proposed Resource 
Management Plan. The Plan, if approved, will guide the BLM in its management of the Kingman Resource Area covering parts of Mohave, 
Yavapai and Coconino counties. 

The proposed Plan is a modified version of the preferred alternative in the Draft Kingman Resource Area Resource Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statementpublished in November 1990. All changes from the draft, or new information added to this document, 
have been highlighted for the convenience of the reader  by printing In bold type. 

The Bureau's planning process includes an opportunity for administrative review via aplan protest to the BLM Director, should a reader 
believe that approval of the proposed Resource Management Plan would be in error (see 43 CFR 1610.5-2.). Careful adherence to these 
guidelines will assist in preparing a protest assuring the greatest consideration to each point of view. 

Only those persons or organizations who participated in the planning process leading to this proposed Resource Management Plan may 
protest. If Kingman Resource Area records do not indicate any involvement in any stage in the preparation of this Plan, the protest will 
be dismissed without further review. 

A protesting party may raise only those issues which he or she submitted for the record during the planning process. New issues raised 
in the protest period should be directed to the Phoenix District Manager or the Kingrnan Resource Area Manager for consideration in plan 
implementation, as potential plan amendments or as otherwise appropriate. 

The period for filing a plan protest begins when the Environmental Protection Agency publishes in the Federal Register its Notice of 
Availability of the f'mal Environmental Impact S t atement containing the proposed Resource Management Plan. The protest period extends 
for 30 days. There is no provision for any extension of time. To be considered "timely," a protest must be postmarked no later than the 
last day of the pro test period. Also, although not a requirement, it is sugges ted that pro tests be sent by certified mail, return receipt requested. 

Protests must be fried in writing to: 
Bureau of Land Management 
Division of Planning and Environmental Coordination 
1849 C Street NW 
(406 L Street) 
Washingtion, DC 20240 

In order to be considered complete, each protest must contain, at a minimum, the following information: 

1. The name, mailing address, telephone number and interest of the person filing the protest. 

2. A statement of the issue or issues being protested. 

3. A statement of the part or parts of this proposed Resource Management Plan being protested. To the extent possible, this should 
be done by reference to specific pages, paragraphs, sections, tables, maps, etc., included in this document. 

4. A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues submitted during the planning process or a reference to the date the issue 
or issues were discussed for the record. 

5. A concise statement explaining why the BLM State Director's decision is believed to be incorrect. This is a criticalpart of the 
protest. Take care to document all relevant facts. As much as possible, reference or cite the planning documents, environmental 
analysis documents, available planning records, i.e., meeting minutes or summaries, correspondence, etc. A protest which merely 
expresses disagreement with the Arizona State Director's proposed decision without any data will not provide the benefit of this 
information and insight. In this ease, the Director's review will be based on the existing analysis and supporting data. 

Sincerely, 

13. L. Cheniae 
District Manager 
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S U M M A R Y  

INTRODUCTION 

This proposed Resource Management Plan and final Environmental 
Impact Statement identifies and analyzes alternatives for managing 
public lands and resources administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) in the Kingman Resource Area. The Resource 
Management Plan will guide the management of public lands, 
associated resources and diverse multiple uses on the resource area 
over the next 20 years. Acreages shown In this Resource Manage- 
ment Plan are approximate. 

The BLM's land use planning is accomplished under the authority of 
and in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976. This draft was prepared by an interdisciplinary team and 
the resource area staff. The plan is the result of a concentrated step- 
by-step planning effort over the past five years and substantial public 
involvement and consultation. The BLM Phoenix District Office 
and the Arizona State Office provided technical assistance and 
review. 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT 

All changes to the draft, or new information added to this 
document, have been highlighted for the convenience of the 
reader by printing in bold type. 

THE PLANNING AREA 

The planning area Includes the bulk of the public lands within the 
resource area. The eastern boundary of the planning area 
coincides with 113 degrees west longitude. However, the re- 
source area extends farther east to the Coconlno/Navajo county 
line. The area encompasses 2.4 million acres of public land 
surface and 2.0 million acres of federal minerals in northwestern 
Arizona south of Lake Mead and the Hualapal Indian Reserva- 
tion. Much of the public lands is characterized by large areas of 
checkerboard or intermingled ownership. 

The planning area is a vast and interesting area rich in natural and 
cultural resources. Important forage, wildlife, mineral, archaeologi- 
cal, scenic, recreation, watershed, woodland and other values axe 
present on these public lands. 

A wide variety of multiple uses occurs in the planning area and public 
use has increased steadily in recent years, due to the increased 
population in and around Kingman and Bullhead City. The resources 
available and associated uses are important to the general public as 
well as local communities. 

THE PLANNING PROCESS 

This document was prepared in accordance with BLM planning 
regulations. Decisions made for implementing the Resource Man- 
agement Plan will update or, in some cases, replace land use planning 
decisions in the Cerbat Mountains (1974), Black Mountains (1975) 
and Hualapai-Aquarius (1982) management framework plans. These 
management framework plans have guided public land management 

on the resource area since their completion. Substantial changes 
have occurred in the planning area since completion of the manage- 
ment framework plans. These changes necessitate updating the land 
use planning for the area. 

The planning criteria established the legal parameters and manage- 
ment goals that directed the development of the Resource Manage- 
ment Plan. The basic criteria used came from the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act and BLM Supplemental Program 
Guidance. 

Objectives are an integral part of the planning process. They guide 
proposed management in development and evaluation of the alterna- 
tives. The planning area-wide objectives are found in Chapter II. 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

Recognizing that some public lands are more sensitive to multiple 
uses than others because of special qualities, concerns or conflicts, 
three areas have been identified to guide management. They are 
referred to as General Management Areas, Areas Requiting Special 
Management and the portion of the resource area east of the 
planning area boundary. 

General Management Areas 

Most of the resource area consists of lands containing a wide variety 
of resources and values that require continued multiple use manage- 
menr. These lands generally do not contain unusual characteristics, 
or are not subject to unusual demands requiting special management 
attention. 

Management guidelines for these areas would remain similar to 
current management practices which are considered adequate. Ex- 
isting laws, regulations, policies and procedures would be followed. 
The following management guidelines would apply. 

• Designate off-highway vehicle use as open or limited to exist- 
ing roads, trails and washes. 

• Issue sale and free-use permits as appropriate for vegetative 
products end mineral materials. 

• Provide for semlprimitive motorized and non-motorized recre- 
ation. 

Lands determined to be necessary for community expansion 
could be transferred out of federal ownership; the preferred 
method would be through exchange. 

Areas Requiring Special Management 

The remaining lands have characteristics that include important 
scenic values and exceptional natural features that offer quality 
recreational opportunities in remote backcotmtry settings. With few 
exceptions, these lands are generally not developed. They have been 
identified by the public and the BLM as having unique resource 
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values, such as threatened and endangered species, and would 
require special management. 

MANAGEMENT COMMON TO ALL 
ALTERNATIVES 

Management guidelines for these public lands would be focused on 
the enhancement of various resource values, while allowing for 
multiple use. The BLM would manage authorized uses and prepare 
management prescriptions to protect unique resource values. The 
following management guidelines would apply. 

• close and rehabilitate roads where no public or administrative 
need exists to keep them open 

- designate off-highway vehicle use as limited or closed 

implement special coordinated resource management plans to 
protect the fragile character and unique resource values of spe- 
cific areas 

Management decisions and guidance common to al l  alternatives are 
also provided in this Resource Management Plan/Environmental 
Impact Statement. They are from existing management framework 
plans, activity plans and the laws, regulations and policies by which 
the BLM is directed. Common management direction involves 
portions of the following resource programs: lands, minerals, 
rangeland/vegetation, woodland, wild horses and burros, special 
status species, wildlife habitat, riparian habitat, cultural resources, 
soil water and air, fire management, hazardous materials, recreation, 
wilderness, transportation/access malntenanoe, law enforcement and 
environmental management. 

PROPOSED ACTIONS 

• provide for semiprimltive motorized and non-motorized recre- 
ation. 

Area East of the Planning Area 

Management of all resources on these lands will be administered 
In accordance with the appropriate provisions contained in the 
selected Resource Management Plan. 

This area Includes 7,717 acres of public surface estate and 
approximately 80,000 acres of subsurface mineral estate in 
Yavapal and Coconino counties. 

PLANNING ISSUES 

Actions proposed in this document will apply only to 
publiclands administered by the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment 

ACCESS TO PRIVATE LANDS 

The public is encouraged to respect private property. Access, 
other than via a public road as defined under Federal or Arizona 
Statute, across private lands Is at the discretion of the private 
landowner and can be assured only by asking for and receiving 
permission from the landowner. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

This document is issue driven. The planning effort focuses on 
resolving major issues associated with management of public lands 
in the planning area. 

There is high public interest and concern about how public lands and 
associated resources are and will be managed in the future. Seeping 
meetings held to obtain public input and follow-up staff work by the 
planning team identified six major planning issues for resolution in 
this document. These issues are the focus of this planning effort and 
they are addressed and tracked throughout this document. The six 
issues are listed below and explained in more detail in the Planning 
Issues section of Chapter I. 

Issue 1: 

Issue 2: 
Issue 3: 

Issue 4: 
Issue 5: 
Issue 6: 

(a) Recreation Planning 
Co) Off-Highway Vehicles 
Special Area Designations 
Wildlife HabitatcThreatened and 

Endangered Species 
Riparian/Wetland Area Management 
Land Tenure 
Salable, Locatable and l.e.asable Minerals 

Alternative I (Current Management) represents the continuation of 
present management as prescribed in existing management frame- 
work plans and as summarized in the Management Situation Analy- 
sis. Alternative 1 is the No Action Alternative for the Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. Alternative 2, 
the Preferred Alternative, contains decisions the interdisciplinary 
team believes represent the best combination of actions allowing 
resource uses while protecting the environment. Alternative 3 
Increases the area closed to mineral material disposals, places 
smaller areas under special management, adds one disposal area, 
increases recreation facilities, closes areas to livestock grazing to 
proteettmique resources and excludeswlld horses from the Marble 
Canyon use area wlthln the Cerbat Herd Management Area. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Environmental impacts of the three alternatives have been analyzed 
and are described in Chapter IV and summarized at the end of 
Chapter II in Table 18. The impacts depict the projected changes that 
would occur to the environment if the alternative was implemented. 

The cumulative impact section addresses the degree and extent of the 
cumulative impacts on the environment. Cumulative impacts include 
the impact on the environment which results from the incremental 
changes from various actions when added to other past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable changes. Cumulative impacts can also result 
from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking 
place. 

ix 



CHAPTER I 
PURPOSE AND NEED 

%" .Z , , - .  ' '  

INTRODUCTION 

The Kingman Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact 
Statement will guide the Kingman Resource Area in managing 2A 
million acres of public land surface and 2.0 million acres of federal 
minerals for the next 20 years. This Resource Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement was prepared under the authority 
of Sections 201 and 202 of the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Aetof 1976, as amended, which requires the Secretary of the Interior 
to develop land use plans for all public lands. The Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement conforms to the 
Bureau planning regulations (43 CFR 1600). 

The National Environmental Policy Act requires all federal agencies 
to prepare an environmental impact statement on any major federal 
action. The environmental impact statement analyzes the environ- 
mental impacts of implementing the preferred Resource Manage- 
ment Plan and alternatives and was prepared under the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act. This final Environmental Impact State- 
ment is not a decision-making document. Decisions are made in the 
Record of Decision. 

PURPOSEANDNEED 

This Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 
focuses on resolving planning issues associated with the future 
management of public lands in the Kingman Resource Area. The 
public lands in the planning area are rich in wildlife, archaeological, 
scenic, recreational, mineral and forage values. The Bureau of Land 
Management's (BLM) overall goal is to provide quality multiple use 
and sustained yield management of the public lands. 

The planning issues were identified by the resource area's special- 
ists, the district management team and the public during the seeping 
process. The seeping process is designed to determine the issues to 
be resolved by the Resource Management Plan. This process began 
with the publishing of the Notice of Intent to prepare the Resource 
Management Plart/Environmental Impact Statement in the Federal 
Register on September 27, 1988. Following the publishing of the 
notice of intent, the BLM sent letters to people who had stated an 
interest in participating In the planning process, stating where and 

when the public scoping meetings would be held and the preliminary 
issues to be discussed at the meetings. See Chapter V "Consultation 
and Coordination" for a documentation of the meetings held 
during the seeping process. 

The Kingman Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact 
Statement does not address two issues identified during the seeping 
process: wilderness and livestock grazing. These two issues were 
discussed and analyzed in separate environmental impact state- 
ments. The decisions made on the Cerbat/Black Mountains (BLM, 
1978) and Hualapai-Aquarins (BLM, 1981) grazing environmental 
impact statements, and the recommendations in the Upper Sonoran 
(BLM, 1987), Phoenix (BLM, 1987) and Arizona Mohave (BLM, 
1989) wilderness environmental impact statements will be adopted 
as the management direction for these two programs in the Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. All of the 
documents listed above can be reviewed at the Kingman Resource 
Area office. A very limited scope of livestock grazing is addressed 
only as it relates to other issues, to ephemeral grazing management 
and to allocation of forage on acquired lands. The Arizona Desert 
Wilderness Act of 1990 created nIne wilderness areas tn the 
resource area. 

This Resource Management Plan will replace land use decisions in 
the three existing framework management plans -- Cerbat Moun- 
tains, Black Mountains and Hualapai-Aquarius-- which have guided 
the BLM's management of public lands in the Kingman Resource 
Area for the past 11 to 14 years. Those management framework plan 
decisions still valid are being carried forward and incorporated in 
this Resource Management Plan, either In total or as modified. 
Decisions considered to be no longer valid are dropped. 

Description of the Planning Area 

The planning area in northwestern Arizona, south oftbe Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area, contains 2,420,688 acres of public land 
surface and 1,965,625 acres of federal minerals. The federal 
government does not own the minerals under 455,063 acres of 
public land. These lands are in Mohave and Yavapal counties, 
Arizona (seeMap 1). Publie lands in Mohave and Yavapai counties 
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PURPOSE AND NEED 

are, for the most part, well blocked with several large checkerboarded 
areas. A total of 7,717 acres of public land occurs in Coconino 
County asisolated and scattered tracts. The BLM also administers 
approximately 80,000 acres of federal mineral estate outside the 
planning area in Coeonlno and Yavapal counties. 

Planning Process 

The BLM resource management planning process consists of nine 
steps, described below and shown in Figure 1. 

Step 1: Identification of Issues, Concerns 
and Opportunities 

Step 1 identifies major problems, concerns and opportunities asso- 
ciated with the management of public lands in the Resource Manage- 
ment Plan area. Issues are identified by the public, the BLM and 
other governmental entities. The planning process focuses on 
resolving the identified planning issues. 

Step 2: Development of Planning Criteria 

Planning criteria are the policies, laws, regulations and gnidelines 
that should be used for resolving issues, developing alternatives and 
choosing a proposed plan. 

Step 3: Inventory Data and Information Collection 

This step involves the collection and assembly of biological, physical, 
social or economic information needed to resolve the planning 
issues. The inventory information is used in determining how the 
public land resources will respond to each of the alternatives. 

Step 4: Analysis of the Management Situation 

The Management Situation Analysis describes the ways the BLM 
currently manages the planning area's public lands and discusses 
opportunities to better manage these lands. 

Step 5: Formulation of Alternatives 

At this point, the BLM formulates a range of alternatives for 
managing the resources in the Resource Management Plan area. The 
range of alternatives is developed to resolve the planning issues and 
to address management concerns in the Resource Management Plan 
a r e a .  

Step 6: Estimation of Effects of Alternatives 

This step involves estimating and analyzing the environmental 
effects of implementing each of the alternatives. These effects are 
compared before a preferred alternative is selected. 

Step 7: Selection of the Preferred Alternative 

From information generated during steps 1 through 6, the BLM 
selects a preferred alternative, prepares a draft Kingman Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement and distributes 
the draft for public review. 

Step 8: Selection of the Resource Management Plan 

From the results of public review and comment, the BLM selects a 
proposed Resource Management Plan and publishes it with a final 
Environmental Impact Statement. A final deeislonis made after a 30- 
day protest period following filing of the proposed Resource Man- 
agement Plar~fmal Environmental Impact Statement with the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency. 

Step 9: Monitoring and Evaluation 

This step involves the collection and analysis of long-term resource 
condition and trend data to determine the plan's effectiveness in 
resolving issues and to assure that the plan is achieving the desired 
results. Monitoring continues from the time the Resource Manage- 
ment Plan is adopted until changing conditions require a revision of 
the entire plan or any portion of it. 

Planning Issues, Criteria and Management 
Concerns 

The BLM planning regulations, 43 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) 1600, equate land use planning with problem solving and 
issue resolution. An issue is def'med as an opportunity, conflict or 
problem regarding the use or management of public lands and 
r e s o u r c e s .  

Planning criteria are the standards, rules and measures used to guide 
datacollection and alternative formulation. Theseeriteriaguide final 
plan selectlon. Planning criteria are taken fromlaws andregulations, 
BLM manuals and directives and concerns expressed in meetings 
and in consultations with the public and other agencies. 

Management concerns are nonissue-related procedures or land use 
allocations that have proven during the preparation of this Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement to need chang- 
ing. Management concerns focus on use conflicts, requirements or 
conditions that cannot be resolved administratively and did not, 
during initial public seoping, appear to meet the criteria to qualify as 
planning issues. 

The following planning issues, management concerns and associ- 
ated planning criteria were selected for resolution in the Kingrnan 
Resource Management Plan. 

ISSUE la: RECREATION PLANNING FOR 
SPECIAL AREA MANAGEMENT, PROJECT 
PLANNING, FACILITIES, VISITOR SERVICES 
AND RECREATION 2000 IMPLEMENTATION 
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Increasing population, leisure time, mobility and disposable income 
are rapidly expanding public demand for recreation opportunities, 
recreation facilities, visitor services and resource protection mea- 
sures in the KingmanResource Area. Mostnotably, demographics 
in the resource area arerapidly changing. Kingman, Dolan Springs, 
Meadview, Sacramento Valley and Bullhead City/Laughlin are 
growing communities, particularly for retired persons. The median 
age of the nation's population is increasing, and the BLM should 
address the needs of older citizens in the future. There is an intense 
interest in recreation on the surrounding public lands. 
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STEPS IN THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANNING PROCESS 
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The life of the plan would 
be about 20 years. The plan 
would be amended as needed. 
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PURPOSE AND NEED 

Commercial and public recreational developments are expected to 
increase throughout Mohave County on Indian reservations and 
along the Colorado River. Laughlin, Nevadais becoming a gambling 
center rivaling Reno, Nevada in number of visitors and economic 
significance. Bullhead City, Arizona, Laughlin's sister city across 
the river, and the surrounding area are also growing and rapidly 
becoming a major winter recreation center. The BLM must develop 
strategies to enhance the delivery of commercial and public recre- 
ation services and satisfy visitor recreation needs in the Colorado 
River Valley. The potentials to manage and enhance recreation and 
tourism and develop partnerships with commercial recreation inter- 
ests are many and varied in the Bullhead City area. In addition, the 
city of Kingman and Mohave County are highly interested in the 
recreation potential of the public lands. Tourism may well become 
the number one industry in Mohave County. 

To serve visitor recreation needs, the BLM must plan for the 
management and long-term protection of recreation opportunities. 
Successful implementation of the BLM's Recreation 2000 policies 
can be achieved through recreation planning and management pre- 
scriptions developed in the Kingman Resource Management Plan. 
The B LM has received many public comments about recreational use 
and impacts to public lands. Potential management decisions for all 
resources will affect the availability and quality of public recreation 
opportunities. 

The Kingman Resource Management Plan will establish an occu- 
pancy and camping stay limit on public lands to protect natural 
resources and to ensure recreation opportunities are open to all 
visitors. Long-term occupancy during the winter and summer 
recreation use seasons have created ongoing problems with constant 
and unauthorized wood collection, off-highway vehicle use and the 
illegal dumping of trash and sewage-holding tanks on public land. 

The Resource Management Plan will evaluate the need for and 
possible location of long-term visitor use areas. Such areas must 
meet resource protection needs and provide visitor services, but they 
should not compete with private, local or other public recreation 
facilities. 

Needed Decisions 

Which public lands in the resource area should be designated special 
recreation management areas and be managed to maintain and 
enhance their characteristic outdoor recreation opportunities and the 
natural settings on which these opportunities are based? 

What recreational settings should be maintained for the identified 
recreational opportunities occurring within extensive recreation 
management areas? The extensive recreation management area 
includes all public lands, exclusive of special recreation manage- 
ment areas, and those settings where recreation is unstructured and 
dispersed and requires minimal BLM investment or regulation. 

What funding and implementing priorities should be established for 
areas and facilities for which activity planning has been completed? 

On the basis of Resource Management Plan decisions to establish 
more developed sites or other recreation program initiatives, what 
recreation activity planning priorities should the BLM establish? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

Changing demographics, including increasing population (work- 
ing and retired) and expanding population centers and retirement 
communities. 

Potential strategies to improve the delivery of commercial and 
public recreation services to visitors, including partnerships with 
commercial, local and county recreation and tourism agencies. 

Existing recreation uses, use areas end facilities. 

Public demand for more recreation activities, settings and expe- 
riences. 

* Capability of the public lands to provide outdoor recreation. 

* Compatibility with resources and uses on adjacent lands. 

* Effects of recreational uses on, or compatibility with, other 
resources and uses at the site. 

* Public welfare and safety. 

* Methods for providing handicapped access in developed recre- 
ation sites. 

Existing, planned and projected commercial and public recre- 
ational developments on private, county, other federal and Indian 
lands. 

* Public interest and attitudes. 

ISSUE lb: OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLES 

Public lands will continue to provide oppommities for the use of off- 
highway vehicles. Largely due to the popularity of the vehicles, 
proximity of users to the public lands and the extensive network of 
roads and navigable washes throughout the resource area, off- 
highway vehicle use will continue to be the fastest growing segment 
of outdoor recreation. As aresult, more intensive management will 
be needed, and all public lands in the planning area will need to be 
designated for off-highway vehicle use or nonuse. 

BLM policy, 43 CFR 8340 and Executive Orders 11644 and 11989 
require all public lands to be designated open, limited or closed to 
off-highway vehicle use. In some locations, off-highway vehicle use 
is causing soil erosion, damaging cultural artifacts, creating visual 
scars on the landscape and disturbing wildlife habitat. In addition, 
many public comments addressed concern about motorized vehicle 
use on public land. 

To continue providing space and opportunity for off-highway ve- 
hicle activities, the BLM must manage their use to avoid unaccept- 
able environmental impacts. 

5 



C H A P T E R  I 

Needed Decisions 

Which public lands should be designated as open to off-highway 
vehicular use? 

Which public lands should be designated as closed to off-highway 
vehicular use? 

Which public lands should be limited to existing or designated roads, 
trails and washes for off-highway vehicularuse? Where should these 
limited designations be further defined as to season of use, type or 
number of vehicles? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

* Level of existing use and location of areas being used by off- 
highway vehicles. 

* Demand for more off-highway vehicle opportunities. 

* Types of off-highway vehicles being used. 

* Resources sensitive or susceptible to damage by existing or 
projected off-highway vehicle use and their locations. 

* Effects of off-highway vehicle use on other resources and uses. 

* Effects of off-highway vehicle restrictions or closures on other 
uses, i.e., mineral exploration, hunting, sightseeing. 

* Reliance of off-highway vehicles on facilities mainly built for 
other uses such as range management or mining. 

* BLM administrative needs. 

Coordination with local, state and federal agencies and Indian 
tribes involved in managing off-highway vehicles. 

* Public interest and attitudes. 

* Manageability of an area to accomplish the objectives of a 
designation. 

* Public welfare and safety. 

ISSUE 2: SPECIAL AREA DESIGNATIONS 

Public lands have a variety of important historic, cultural, scenic, 
wildlife, botanical, soil, water and recreation values. Designations 
for special management, such as areas of critical environmental 
concern, including outstanding natural areas, research natural areas 
and natural hazard areas, may be used to protect these values. Such 
designations may also be used to identify and manage areas that are 
hazardous to human life and property. 

Needed Decisions 

Which public lands contain natural resources or hazards requiring 
special management attention? 

What management objectives, strategies and development or use 
constraints need to be established? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

The importance and relevance of the areas identified by the 
resource specialists and nominated by members of the public or 
other agencies. 

The degree to which important resources are vulnerable or 
threatened by natural causes or by existing, planned or expected 
land and resource uses. 

* Manageability of an area to preserve its existing or potential 
r e s o u r c e s .  

* Current and potential land uses. 

* Effects of designation on other resources and uses. 

* Effects of nondesignation on resources. 

* Social and economic influences. 

* Public interest and attitudes. 

* Consistency with congressional designations such as wilderness 
and BLM designations such as extensive recreation management 
areas, special recreation management areas, visual resource man- 
agement classifications and air quality classifications. 

* Consistency of designations with resource plans of other federal, 
state and local governments and Indian tribes. 

* Consultation with federal, state and local agencies, the scientific 
community and individuals. 

ISSUE 3: WILDLIFE HABITAT/THREATENED 
AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
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Public lands provide one of the rarest and most diverse mosaics of 
wildlife habitat in the Southwest. The diversity of habitat ranges 



P U R P O S E  AND NEED 

from the lower Sonoran Desert environs at 1,000 feet elevation near 
Alamo Lake to the ponderosa pine and mixed conifer habitats in the 
Hualapai Mountains at 8,400 feet. Such diversity in habitat types 
provides for a similar diversity of federally or state-listed threatened 
and endangered wildlife and plant species as well as other unusual 
and common species. 

Other uses of the public lands can damage wildlife habitat if not 
properly managed. Special attention is needed to restore, maintain 
or enhance priority species and habitats. Integration of habitat 
management with other resource programs requires careful planning 
to avoid harming these species and habitats while still allowing other 
compatible uses of the public lands. 

Needed Decisions 

What wild species and habitat should receive management priority? 
Are maintenance, improvement and expansion objectives within 
existing management plans sufficient for special status species? 

What actions should the BLM take to achieve objectives for priority 
species Including wild equids and their habitat7 Such actions 
would Include specific habitat improvement or maintenance projects 
as well as management actions for the coordination of competing 
uses on the public lands. 

Are habitat capability goals to support target populations of priority 
species Including wild equids adequately addressed in existing 
habitat management and herd management area plans? Should 
any of these goals be updated or revised? 

Do any habitat management or herd management area plans need 
revision? If so, which plans and in what priority? 

What thresholds should be established for management changes 
based on monitoring objectives? 

Whatmanagement objectives should the BLM establish for federally 
and state-listed threatened and endangered species? What actions 
should the BLM take to improve habitat conditions and resolve 
resource conflicts for listed, proposed and candidate threatened and 
endangered species? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

* Applicability of state and federal laws, such as the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended. 

The presence and relative abundance of federally and state-listed 
and proposed or candidate threatened and endangered species. 

Existing habitat management plans and threatened and endan- 
gered species recovery plans. 

Potential strategies for the recovery of federally and state-listed 
threatened and endangered species. 

Goals and objectives of the BLM's general wildlife policy as 
stated in Fish and Wildlife 2000 and related strategic plans (des ert 
tortoise, desert bighorn sheep, waterfowl and raptors). 

Input from state and federal agencies, Indian tribes and the 
scientific community. 

Species and habitat with high public or scientific interest. 

* Amount and quality of species and habitat, including current 
range, key areas and potential habitat. 

* Species population goals. 

* Habitat management goals. 

* Species habitat requirements. 

* Vegetative communities and habitat condition. 

* Effects of other resource uses. 

* The significance of nonconsumptive and consumptive uses of 
wildlife. 

ISSUE 4: RIPARIAN-WETLAND AREA 
MANAGEMENT 

Riparian-wetland areas are valuable because of their importance for 
watershed protection, water quality and quantity, aquatic and terres- 
trial wildlife, threatened and endangered species, recreation oppor- 
tunities, livestock management and cultural resources. Special 
management attention is needed to ensure that these fragile areas are 
protected and improved while providing for their use. 

Needed Decisions 

How will the BLM achieve the goal of maintaining or improving the 
condition of riparian areas as outlined In Riparian-Wetland Initiative 
for the 90s and the Arizona Riparian-Wetland Area Management 
Strategy? 

What management decisions are necessary to assure that current and 
potential uses of riparian-wetland areas ~re compatible with the goal 
of maintained or improved conditions? 

What actions should the BLM take to achieve these goals? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

Location and extent of riparian-wetland vegetation through Ri- 
parian Area Condition Evaluation inventory and Interdiscipli- 
nary team studies. 

* Condition and trend of riparian-wetland communities through 
Riparian Area Condition Evaluation inventory. 

7 
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* Type of riparian-wetland community. 

* Hydrologic and geomorphic characteristics of streams. 

* Vulnerability or susceptibility of a riparian-wetland community 
to degradation, 

* Responsiveness or ability of a riparian-wetland community to 
improve through management. 

* Resources and uses of each riparian-wetland community. 

* Effects of other uses on riparian-wetland communities. 

* Allolment management plans identified through range program 
summaries developed after grazing environmental impact state- 
ments. 

* Opportunities for cooperative management with private land- 
owners and other land and resource management agencies. 

* Executive Orders 11990, Protection of Wetland Habitat, and 
11988, Management of Floodplains. 

ISSUE 5: LAND TENURE 

S i n c e  1984, the BLM has carried out an active land exchange 
program in Mohave County to consolidate public lands into more 
manageable blocks, acquire valuable natural and cultural resources, 
improve service to the public and provide land for community 
expansion. Roughly 163,000 acres ofpriv ate land and 107,000 acres 
ofstateland have come into public ownership in exchange for 88,000 
acres of public lands. At the same time, 178,000 acres of state and 
193,000 acres of private subsurface mineral estate have come into 
public ownership. Other opporumities still exist for landownership 
adjustments that would benefit local communities and management 
of state and public lands. 

Needed Decisions 

Which nonfederal lands should be selected for acquisition and 
managed for a variety of renewable and nonrenewable resource uses? 

Which public lands or interests should be selected for disposal to 
facilitate management of public lands or meet the needs of local 
communities? 

Planning Criteria 

T o  answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

* Land and resource management efficiency. 

* Benefits to the public. 

* Effects on other resources and uses. 

* Surrounding landownership patterns, i.e., well-blocked public 
lands. 

* Adjacent land uses. 

* High value of public resources. 

* Need for public and administrative access. 

* Selecting tracts that meet required sale criteria and: 

- are difficult and uneconomical to manage, 

- are no longer needed for their original purpose or 

- will serve important public purposes if disposed of. 

* Need for flexibility in boundaries to make minor adjustments. 

Priority for acquisitions will be those areas needed to: 

* bring under federal administration lands with important cultural, 
recreational, scenic, wildlife, watershed/riparian-wetland, soil 
and botanical values best managed for the public benefit and 
protected as public land; 

* ensure the survival or recovery of special status animal or plant 
species; 

* eliminate surface and subsurface inholdings within designated 
wilderness; 

* provide for access to large blocks of federal land and 

* consolidate surface and subsurface ownership in areas identified 
for retention. 

When selecting lands for disposal, priority will be given to: 

* punic lands needed to meet the needs of local, county and state 
governments or individuals; 

* public lands whose size, location or other physical characteristics 
make them difficult or uneconomical for the BLM to manage and 

* public lands whose disposal will resolve unintentional unautho- 
rized occupancy. 
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ISSUE 6: POTENTIAL FOR OCCURRENCE AND 
DEVELOPMENT OF SALABLE, LOCATABLE AND 
LEASABLE MINERALS 

The minerals industry has had a long and profitable relationship with 
communities and citizens of those portions of Mohave, Yavapai and 
Coconino counties within the resource area boundaries. Mountain 
ranges and intervening valleys throughout the area contain a wealth 
of minerals, including common variety salable minerals such as sand 
and gravel, building stone, common variety clays, quarry rock, 
cinder and decorative rock. Minerals locatable under the General 
Mining Law of 1872 and also found in ruinable amounts are the 
precious metals gold, silver and (geologic conditions indicate the 
potential for) platinum. Other minerals listed in approximate relative 
order of occurrence are copper, lead, zinc, molybdenum, tungsten, 
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manganese, uranium, mercury, rare earths, vanadium and beryllium. 
Some of the more important industrial minerals are brucite, mague- 
site, magnesium-rich smectite clay, cllnoptilolite and mordenlte 
zeolites, fluorspar, vermiculite, perlite and feldspar. Semiprecious 
gems such as fire agate, beryls, spessartite and grossularite garnets 
and gem quality jaspers are also found in the resource area. The only 
known leasable mineral is sodium. 

The Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970, the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 and the National Materials and 
Minerals Policy, Research and Development Act of 1980 all direct 
the BLM to actively encourage and facilitate the development of 
pub1~.e land mineral resources by private industry to satisfy local and 
national needs and provide for economically and environmentally 
sound exploration, extraction and reclamation. This policy promotes 
multiple use of the public lands and recognizes that mineral explora- 
tion and development can occur while ensuring protection of other 
r esou rce  U S e s .  

Needed Decisions 

What actions should the BLM take to ensure the development of 
mineral resources? 

Which lands should remain available for salable, locatable and 
leasable mineral development? 

Which mechanisms other than withdrawal of lands from mineral 
entry or production shouldbe used to limit impacts of mining to other 
resources? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

Relative mineral potential boundaries prepared from published 
and unpublished geological and mining data, personal contacts 
and professional experience. 

The approximate boundaries, types and amounts of potentially 
valuable salable, locatable and leasable minerals. 

* The relative importance of mineral commodities to local, state 
and national interests. 

* The rarity of individual mineral commodities and their relative 
value to consumers. 

* The value of salable mineral commodities to local communities. 

Mineral occurrence and uses, as related to new and historic 
products. 

Senshlveresources and needs that conflict with mineral potential 
areas and the basis for their sensitivity. 

Probable type o f minlng method in each mineral potential area to 
allow impacts to sensitive resources to be evaluated. 

* Strategic stockpile minerals. 
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Industrial standards for mineral operations on a commodity- 
specific basis and standard stipulations for a given type of 
operation. 

Existing BLM policy and guidance. 

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 1: AIR QUALITY 

Under the Clean Air Act of 1977 and 1990 amendments, public lands 
were given Class 1I air quality status. This classification allows for 
moderate deterioration of air quality associated with moderate, well- 
controlled industrial and population growth. Some activities on 
public lands may degrade air quality, but activities must comply with 
Clean Air Act standards. 

Needed Decisions 

What management goals should the BLM establish for land uses to 
help maintain or improve air quality in the area? Are special actions 
needed to prevent air quality degradation? 

What actions should the BLM take to achieve these goals? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

* Current levels of attainment of air quality standards of the Clean 
Air Act. 

* Environmental Protection Agency air quality standards for Ari- 
zona. 

* Current and future land uses that may affect air quality. 

* Effects of prescribed burning on air quality. 

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 2: ACCESS 

Much of the resource area remains in a checkerboard pattern of 
intermingled public, private and state lands, and the public may often 
gain access to public lands only by crossing state or private lands. In 
many cases, the public has no legal right to use roads on private and 
state land, and the landowner can cut off access. Lack of legal access 
can cause problems with the administration of the public lands. 

--/ 
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Needed Decision 

What actions should the BLM take to provide or acquire access to 

public lands? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

* Existing access. 

* Public needs for access. 

* Administrative needs for access. 

* Effects of access on existing resources and uses. 

* Compatibility with adjoining land uses. 

* Use and management of the public lands. 

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 3: SEGREGATIONS, 
CLASSIFICATIONS AND WITHDRAWALS 

The BLM and other federal agencies have used segregations, classi- 
fications and withdrawals to set aside lands for special uses and to 
protect existing high-value resources "from uses which may cause 
undue damage. Existing actions need to be analyzed to determine if 
they are still valid and are accomplishing their goals. 

Needed Decisions 

Which land segregations, classifications and withdrawals should be 
terminated and the lands opened to multiple use? 

What areas should be protected through segregation, classification 
or withdrawal? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

* The rationale for establishing the original classifications. 

* Changing classifications that no longer enhance resource man- 
agement. 

Dropping classifications that would no longer accomplish their 
stated purposes. 

Revoking withdrawals that are no longer needed for their in- 
tended purposes. 

Reducing the size of withdrawals determined to encumber more 
land than is needed to accomplish their intended purposes. 

* Developing segregations for lands with sensitive resources need- 
ing protection. 

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 4: UTILITY 
CORRIDORS AND COMMUNICATION SITES 

The private sector uses public lands for a variety of purposes, 
including powerlines, oil, gas and coal pipelines and telecommuni- 
cation sites. Authorization of these uses takes careful planning to 

ensure that other resources are not significantly harmed. Section 503 
of the Federal Land Pulley and Management Act requires that In 
order to minimize adverse environmental impacts and a prolif- 
eration of separate rights-ol'-way, corridors will be used to the 
extent practical. Designation of corridors Is done In response to 
the Western Utility Study Identifying present and future lines 
and Is an attempt to keep these utilities In a limited area, 
eliminating unnecessary and undue degradation to lands. 

Needed Decisions 

Which public lands should be designated right-of-way corridors, 
communication sites, avoidance areas and exclusion areas? 

Which existing public land transportation andutility corridors should 
not be designated fight-of-way corridors upon plan approval? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

* Evaluating existing right-of-way routes and communication sites 
for locating future facilities. 

Endeavoring to authorize rights-of-way and communication sites 
in locations that cause the least impacts to important resources 
(e.g., erosive soils, threatened and endangered species, critical 
wildlife habitat and scenic areas). 

* Evaluating suitability of a communication site from a technical 
engineering standpoint. 

* Establishing a standard width of two miles for corridors, unless 
the protection of critical resources requires a narrower width. 

* Social and economic influences and impacts. 

MANAGEMENTCONCERN5: 
VISUAL RESOURCES 

The BLM has a stewardship responsibility to identify and protect 
visual values on public lands. Visual Resource Management objec- 
fives (classes) are developed through the Resource Management 
Plan process for all public lands. The Visual Resource Management 
system provides a way to qualify, describe, rate, measure and 
mitigate the potential visual impacts to an acceptable level. Consci- 
entiously applied, the Visual Resource Management system helps 
managers make faster, better and less controversial resource alloca- 
tion decisions. 

10 



PURPOSE AND NEED 

Since 1982, when Visual Resource Management classes were as- 
signed to the Kingman Resource Area's public lands, much land 
within the more scenic areas has been acquired through exchange. 
Public awareness and appreciation have greatly increased in respect 
to the scenic values of wilderness areas, riparian-wetland areas and 
other expanses of topographieaUy imposing terrain. The BLM needs 
to update and ref'me the visual resource evaluation data and manage- 
ment schemes within the resource area. 

Needed Decisions 

Which public lands should be designated as Visual Resource Man- 
agement Class II, Class m or Class IV? 

Planning Criteria 

To arrive at the Visual Resource Management class designations 
called for in the question listed above, the BLM will. 

Consider the Visual Resource Management inventories of man- 
agement frameworkplans and determine iftheseVisual Resource 
Management class designations relate to present and predicted 
future management goals. 

Inventory and delineate "scenery units" for all public lands, 
ensuring that these units coincide with regional physiographic 
provinces and the visually recognizable subdivisions of these 
provinces. 

Consider the increase in public awareness of BLM programs and 
recreational opportunities during the years since the present 
Visual Resource Management system was adopted. 

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 6: CULTURAL AND 
PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Cultural and paleontological resources form an important link with 
the past. Understanding this rink will help the BLM plan for the 
future. The BLM manages cultural and paleontological resources to 
gain scientific and historic information, to protect sociocultural, 
educational, recreational and other public values and to maintain the 
resources in their present condition or mitigate damage. The Re- 
source Management Plan presents an opportunity to set direction for 
managing of these resources on public lands. 

Needed Decisions 

what goals should the BLM establish for cultural and paleontologi- 
cal resources management? 

What actions should the BLM take to achieve these goals? 
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Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

TheNational Historic Preservation Actof 1966, AmericanIndian 
Religious Freedom Act, Archaeological Resources Protection 
Act of 1979 and other laws, regulations, policies and guidelines; 

* Relative importance and sensitivity of known and projected 
cultural and paleontological resources. 

* Geographic distribution and density of cultural andpaleontologi- 
ca] resources .  

* Feasibility of attaining cultural and paleontological resource 
management objectives. 

* Need or desirability of management objectives. 

* Threats to cultural and paleontological resources. 

* Concerns of local Native American tribes. 

* Public interest and attitudes. 

* Effects of cultural and paleontological resource management on 
other resources and uses. 

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 7: WATERSHED 
PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT 

Soil and watershed protection is one of the BLM's major responsi- 
bilities. Soils are important to vegetation maintenance for all 
dependent resources such as wildlife, livestock, recreation and 
threatened and endangered species. Reducing soil erosion, stabiliz- 
ing watersheds and maintaining and improving productivity are 
important forprotecting downstream facilities through flood control. 
Maintaining water quality is critical to the well-being oftbe environ- 
ment, the public and many BLM programs. 

Needed Decisions 

What areas should receive special management prescriptions to 
protect high watershed values? 

What type of activities should be allowed on fragile or critical 
watersheds? 

What management techniques should be employed to protect and 
enhance watershed values? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

* Watershed condition and trend. 

* Resources, uses and any possible conflicts between them. 
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* Monitoring plans to assess impacts ofresource uses on watershed 
condition. 

* Need to focus on watersheds with particular concerns for erosion 
control or enhancement of riparian-wetiand values. 

* Effects of public land watershed management on urban develop- 
ment. 

Need for maintaining existing erosion control structures or build- 
hag new ones. 

* Effectiveness of structures and land treatments. 

* Coordination with state and local governments, other agencies 
and downstream water users. 

Need for maintaining and enhancing existing watershed rehabili- 
tation projects. 

* Identification of saline soils. 

* Need to focus on watersheds that have potential for increasing the 
salinity of the Colorado River. 

* Correlation between intensive grazing management and 
watershed condition. 

Existing activity plans and the continued future development and 
environmental impact statement implementation oftheseplans as 
a primary means of improving watershed condition and trend. 

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 8: VEGETATION 
MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Vegetation is an integral part of an ecosystem, and its management 
will affect the health of the total environment. Careful consideration 
must be given to potential treatment practices used, threatened and 
endangered species, visual resources and all existing uses when 
setting goals for managing vegetation status. 

Needed Decisions 

What management practices should the B LM use to improve vegeta- 
tive cover and composition? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

* Present vegetation and general soils data in assessing ecological 
status relative to stated goals for land uses. 

* Potential of the site to produce at the level stated in desired goals. 

* Existing and potential resources and uses. 

* The desired plant communities for major ecological sites and 
sites in special emphasis areas. 

* Suitability of treaUnents. 

* Need to maintain or enhance existing project treatment areas. 

* Long-term manageability of project areas. 

* Allotment management plans and habitat management plans. 

* Laws, policy and manual guidance. 

* Compatibility with adjacent land uses. 

* Input from state and federal agencies and the scientific commu- 
nity. 

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 9: FORAGE 
ALLOCATION - ACQUIRED LANDS 

The proper allocation of forage is critical to maintaining vegetation 
and watershed values in a healthy condition. The needs of all uses 
and important resources such as threatened and endangered species, 
soil stability and water quality must be carefully considered. 

Needed Decisions 

What forage allocations should be made on acquired lands where 
previous allocations were not made? 

Planning Cdterla 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

* Existing grazing regulations qualifying permittees. 

* The need for survey information measuring available forage for 
areas acquired from outside current management boundaries. 

* Rangeland monitoring as the recognized procedure for adjusting 
all animal numbers to assure a proper level of use in providing for 
the needs of all species. 

* Historic and present livestock use. 

* Goals for managing wild and free-roaming horses and burros. 

* Goals for populations ofimportant wildlife species, such as desert 
bighorn sheep, desert tortoise, Hualapai Mexican vole and bald 
eagle. 

* Existing allotment management plans, habitat management plans 
and herd management area plans. 

* Other resources susceptible to damage, such as riparian-wetland 
a r e a s .  
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MANAGEMENT CONCERN 10: EPHEMERAL 
LICENSING IN THREATENED AND ENDANGERED 
HABITATS 

Special status species sharing their limited habitats with livestock, 
wildlife, wild horses or burros may compete for food, water, cover 
and space. Palatable special status plants may suffer loss of vigor or 
direct mortality if grazed at the wrong times. The BLM must 
consider the critical needs of rare plants or animals on the public 
lands to comply with existing regulations and policies concerning 
special status species. 

Needed Decisions 

Which methods should the BLM use in ephemeral and supplemental 
licensing of livestock to ensure continued availability of adequate 
forage and habitat for special status species and to ensure that special 
status plants are not overutilized? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

* Existing habitat management plans. 

* Input from state and federal agencies and the scientific commu- 
nity. 

* Amount and quality of species and habitats, including current 
distribution, key areas and potential habitat• 

* Species population goals and habitat requirements. 

* The significance of consumptive and nonconsumptive uses of 
wildlife. 

* Providing forage for livestock. 

* Effects of other resource uses. 

* Similar management programs in existence elsewhere in the 
BLM. 

Existing regulations, policies and guidance (Desert Tortoise 
Rangewide Plan, Arizona Desert Tortoise Implementation Strat- 
egy, Interagency Desert Tortoise Management Plan). 

* General needs of the users. 

* Proper range management principles as outlined in existing 
aliotment management plans. 

* Existing ephemeral classifications. 
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MANAGEMENT CONCERN 11: VEGETATIVE 
PRODUCTS 

Firewood and live plants such as yuccas, Joshua trees and cacti are 
in great public demand and should be removed from public lands 
only under managed and controlled conditions. The BLM needs to 
inventory its fuelwood and yucca and plan for a sustained yield. 

Needed Decisions 

On which public lands should firewood cutting be allowed? 

On which public lands should the harvest of Yucca schidigera be 
allowed? 

What stipulations should be imposed on the harvest? 

When should permits for protected plant species be issued? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

* Vegetation types suitable for firewood cutting. 

* Present and future demand for f'rrewood. 

* Levels of harvest most compatible with sustained yield. 

* Harvest areas and levels having the least impact on other re- 
sources, such as wildlife and threatened and endangered species. 

* Need to maintain timber stands for non-forest product uses. 

* Competition between an area's suitability for fuelwood cutting 
and its ability to provide forage for livestock and wildlife through 
vegetation management practices. 

* Current and potential land uses. 

* Demand for Yucca schidigera. 

* EffectsofharvestonYuccaschidigerapopulationsandotherland 
u s e s  • 

* Laws, regulations and policies regarding protected plant species. 

* Coordination with other federal and state agencies. 

* Need to salvage protected plant species before surface distur- 
bance. 

* Need for collection permits for scientific and educational pur- 
poses. 
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MANAGEMENT CONCERN 12: PUBLIC INTEREST 
IN WATER ON PUBLIC LANDS 

Water is often the limiting factor to the use of public lands in the arid 
Southwest. Demand by water users, ranchers, recreationists, miners, 
hunters and municipalities is increasing, and conflicts may arise. 
Waters of the public lands must be legally and administratively 
protected and apportioned. 

Needed Decisions 

Where should the BLM focus efforts to secure instream flows for 
riparian-wetland, fisheries, wildlife, wilderness and recreation pur- 
poses? 

Should the BLM continue to manage special designation areas, such 
as unique waters, to maintain or protect the public's interest in water? 
Should more water quality designations be made? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

* Locating and measuring water sources on public lands (with 
special emphasis on acquired lands). 

* Beneficial uses and relative importance of individual water 
S O u r ~ S .  

* Maintaining instream flows for water-dependent resources for 
selected sa'eams. 

* Coordinating with other federal and state agencies and down- 
stream water users. 

* State of Arizona and federal water quality standards. 

* State of Arizona andBLM policies governing waterrights appro- 
priations. 

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 13: HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS (HAZMAT) 

Hazardous materials pose an everyday threat to public lands and land 
users and create management and liability problems for the BLM. 
Hazardous material impacts come from a variety of authorized and 
unauthorized public land uses. 

Needed Decisions 

What sites contain potential hazardous materials? 

What sites have characteristics making them likely to be used for 
disposal of hazardous materials in the future? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 

following. 

* Public lands adjoining private lands that use hazardous materials 
to process ore. 

* Active mills on public lands that use hazardous materials to 
process ore under the mining laws. 

Transportation routes -- public lands adjoining interstate trans- 
portation systems that are susceptible to accidental spilling and 
illegal dumping of hazardous materials. 

* Sanitary landfills. 

* Pipelines. 

* Voltage transformers that use polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 
as a coolant. 

Any public lands that could be used for illegal drug laboratories. 

Pesticides and fertilizers used on agricultural lands, on or near 
public lands. Such chemicals may be removed in floodwaters or 
accumulate in groundwater and contaminate drainages and wa- 
terways. 

* Abandoned explosives on or near old mines. 

* Natural leaching of mine workings, dumps and tailings. 

MANAGEMENT CONCERN 14: NON-POINT 
SOURCE POLLUTION 

The BLM has the responsibility to comply with federal and state laws 
and regulations concerning non-point source pollution. Being dif- 
fuse and difficult to measure, such pollution could affect large areas. 
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Needed Decisions 

Which activities will be allowed next to or in streams? 

What procedures should be used to measure non-point source pollu- 
tion on public lands? 

Which Best Management Practices will be implemented to control 
non-point source pollution in designated areas? 

Planning Criteria 

To answer the questions listed above, the BLM will consider the 
following. 

* Potential impacts to on-site and downstream resources. 

* Coordination with other agencies. 

* Monitoring the effectiveness of Best Management Practices to 
control non-point source pollution on punic lands. 

* The Clean Water Act Amendment of 1989, Section 319, Non- 
point Source Management Programs. 

Issues Considered but Not Analyzed 

Some issues identified during the soaping process were dropped 
because of new information obtained later. 

The establishment of long-term visitor areas was a subissue under 
recreation. It was dropped because the Bullhead City and Golden 
Shores areas have adequate commercial areas. These areas are 
expanded or new ones developed as the need increases. 

The need for camping limits on public lands was another subissue 
under recreation. Thenecd was fulfilledinNovember 1989 whenthe 
Phoenix District established a 14-day limit set by a notice in the 
Federal Register published on November 8, 1989. 

The designation of special management areas is another issue. 
Several areas were identified by the public, other agencies, resource 
specialists and management and later dropped. The Mount Wilson 
area was dropped because the area's desert bighorn sheep habitat was 
not threatened and the Mount Wilson Wilderness Area provides 
adequate protection. The desert mountain meadows were dropped 
because several are in communication sites and the Hualapai Moun- 
tain County Park. The other is within the Wabayuma Peak Wilder- 
ness Area, which will provide adequate protection. 

15 



C H A P T E R  II 
PLAN ALTERNATIVES 
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INTRODUCTION 

Chapter II describes the Kingman Resource Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement alternatives, including the pro- 
posed plan. Each alternative represents a complete plan to guide 
future management of the public land and resources in the Kingman 
Resource Area. 

Chapter 1I describes in detail each alternative chosen for study and 
also includes a section on management guidance common to all 
alternatives. This management guidance followed by the BLM is 
based onlaws, regulations and policies. Regardless of the alternative 
chosen as the approved plan, the BLM will follow this management 
guidance. 

Guidance for the wilderness and livestock management programs is 
provided by the wilderness recommendations in the Upper Sonoran, 
Phoenix and Arizona Mohave final wilderness environmental im- 
pact statements and records of decision on the Cerbat/Black Moun- 
tains and Hualapai-Aquarius final grazing environmental impact 
statements. These recommendations and guidelines have been 
analyzed and modified, where appropriate and are incorporated into 
this Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. 
Guidance for the livestock management program in the Cerbat/Black 
Mountains and Hualapai-Aquarius grazing environmental impact 
statements was for a 20-year planning frame. The Resource Manage- 
ment Plan will extend this timeframe, making it consistent with this 
Plan. 

Chapter II ends with a summary comparing the environmental 
impacts of the alternatives analyzed in this Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement to provide the public with a 
convenient tool for comparing impacts, defining issues and reaching 
conclusions (see Table 18). 

Plan Objectives and Guidelines 

Public lands in the planning area are rich in wildlife, archaeologi- 
cal, scenic, recreation, mineral and forage values. The overall goal 
of the Kingman Resource Area is to provide quality multiple use and 
sustained yield resource management of the public lands. The 
Resource Management Plan alternative selected for implementation 
will accomplish this goal. 

General objectives have been established to ensure that the Resource 
Management Plan will provide quality management direction that 
responds to the issues and meets specific needs of the resources. In 
addition, guidelines have been defined to achieve these objectives. 

Resource Area Goals 

The following objectives have been established to provide compre- 
hensive guidance for all public land uses and management activities. 

• Manage publlc lands and resources trader the concept of multiple 
use to attain the optimum combination of uses. 

• Manage to balance the use and conservation of renewable re- 
sources to provide sustained productivity. 

Manage public lands in a manner thatrecognizes thenation's need 
for domestic sources of energy, minerals, livestock, wild-life, 
recreation opportunities and other products from the public lands 
and the importance of these resources to local and regional 
economies. 

Involve the public in developing site-specific activity plans to 
implement Resource Management Plan recommendations. 

Provide special management emphasis in areas with unique 
features or special management needs. 

Implement management prescriptions to restore and maintain 
riparian-wedand areas so 75 percent or more are in proper 
functioning condition and good or better ecological status by 
1997. 

Manage cultural resources to maintain and enhance their scien- 
tific and public use values. 

Maintain and preserve representative examples of all archaeo- 
logical site types. 

Maintain cooperative relationships and programs with public 
land users, interest groups and other government agencies. 

17 



CHAPTER II 

Manage for diverse recreation opportunities for the increasing 
number of visitors to public lands. 

Manage livestock grazing to maintain productive rangalands 
which meet forage, watershed and wildlife needs by imple- 
menting 56 Improve and Maintain category allotment manage- 
ment plans by 2001. 

Manage livestock grazing through best management practices 
and improvements to reduce non-point source pollution from 
rangelands. 

Encourage the orderly development of mineral resources while 
protecting, to the extent practicable, nonmineral resources. 

Maintain and enhance wildlife habitat to ensure viable popula- 
tions and natural diversity. 

Preserve and enhance threatened and endangered species 
and their habitats. 

Protect and enhance public land resources by suppressing and 
managing wildfires. 

Use prescribed fire to stabilize soils and improve wildlife habitat, 
livestock forage and vegetative cover and composition. 

Enforce the laws and regulations governing protection of public 
lands and visitors. 

Determine ecological site conditions and potentials; manage 
vegetation for desired plant communities which will maximize 
multiple use benefits and maintain a thriving natural ecological 
balance. 

Manage acquired lands according to final Resource Management 
Plan decisions in specific areas. 

Maintain the open space, scenic character and remoteness of 
public lands where appropriate. 

Adjust land tenure as needed to improve federal land manage- 
ment effectiveness, improve resources and provide lands for 
public and private uses. 

Manage public land resources in consultation with adjacent 
federal or state management agencies to avoid unnecessary ad- 
verse impacts. 

Rehabilitate all surface disturbances to the extent practicable at 
the end of use to protect soil, vegetation, water and other envi- 
ronmental values and to blend the disturbed site into surrounding 
terrain and settings. 

Manage all mineral exploration and development to prevent 
unnecessary environmental degradation. 

Use special stipulations where applicable and prudent to mini- 
mize long-term impacts to the visual quality of sensitive land- 
scape characteristics. 

Actively manage for healthy, viable populations of wild horses 
and burros in an ecological balance with other resource values 
within the three existing herd management areas. 

• Maintain/enhance the existing visual quality 

M A N A G E M E N T  G U I D E L I N E S  

In addition to resource area objectives, guidelines have been devel- 
oped to provide consistent management ofpublie lands. Formulated 
for areas with special resource concerns, sensitivities or characteris- 
tics, these guidelines call for different management intensity levels 
and emphasis. The following section summarizes the management 
guidelines to be applied on three broad areas, I.e., general man- 
agement areas, areas requiring special management and the 
portion of the resource area east of the planning area boundary. 
These guidelines were used to develop a resource management 
alternative and help ensure consistent management in areas having 
similar resources. 

General Management Areas 

Most public lands In the planning area contain a wide variety of 
resources requiring continued multiple use management. Generally 
lacking unique characteristics, these lands are not subject to unusual 
demands requiring special management attention. Management 
guidelines for these areas would remain similar to current manage- 
ment practices which are considered adequate. Existing laws, 
regulations, policies and procedures would be followed. The follow- 
ing management guidelines would apply. 

• Designate off-highway vehicle use as open or limited to existing 
roads, trails and washes. 

• Issue sales and free-use permits as appropriate for vegetative 
products and mineral materials. 

• Provide for semiprimitive motorized and nonmotorized recre- 
ation. 

• Exchange or transfer out of federal ownership those lands deter- 
mined to be suitable for community expansion. 

Areas Requiring Special Management 

The remaining lands have characteristics which include important 
scenic values and exceptional natural features that offer quality 
recreational opportunities inremote backcountry settings, With few 
exceptions, these lands are not developed. They have been found by 
the public and the BLM to have unique resources such as threatened 
and endangered species and would require special management. 

Management guidelines for these public lands would focus on 
improving resources while allowing for multiple use. The BLM 
would manage authorized uses and prepare management prescrip- 
tions to protect unique resources. The following management 
guidelines would apply. 
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• Close and rehabilitate roads where there is no public or adminis- 
trative need to keep them open. 

• Designate off-highway vehicle use as limited or closed. 

• Implement special coordinated resource management plans to 
protect the fragile character and unique resources of specific 
a r e a s .  

Do not transfer land out of federal ownership unless specifically 
required by law. 

Provide for semiprimitive motorized and nonmotorized recre- 
ation. 

Special stipulations would be developed during the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act process to ensure that objectives and guide- 
lines are met. 

Area East of the Planning Area 

Management of all resources on these lands will be administered 
In accordance with the appropriate provisions contained in the 
selected alternative of the Kingman Resource Management Plan. 

This area Includes 7,717 acres of public surface estate and 
approximately 80,000 acres of subsurface mineral estate in 
Yavapai and Coconino counties. 

D E V E L O P M E N T  O F  A L T E R N A T I V E S  

The altematlves were developed to provide different solutions to the 
planning issues and management concerns (see Chapter I). Each 
alternative provides a complete multiple use plan suitable for guicling 
management of public lands and resources. Each alternative plan 
could be implemented under existing laws, regulations and policies 
and within reasonable budgetary limits. 

Each plan is reasonable and feasible, although each has a different 
focus. Each plan would be subject to all applicable laws, executive 
orders and regulations and to the continuation of valid rights for use 
of public lands or resources existing at the time the Resource 
Management Plan becomes final. The public, including state and 
federal agencies, was invited to provide comments and suggestions 
for consideration in developing the alternative plans. Public work- 
shops were held in Kingman, Arizona from November 27 through 
December 1,1989 to gather pub/de suggestions and comments which 
were considered during the final development of the alternative 
plans. 

Alternative I (Current Management) represents the continuation of 
present management as prescribed in existing management frame- 
work plans and is summarized in the Management Situation Analy- 
sis. Alternative 1 is the No Action Alternative for the Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. Alternative 2 
(Proposed Plan) contains decisions the interdisciplinary team be- 
lieves represent the best combination of actions to allow resource 
uses while protecting the environment. Alternative3 increases the 
area closed to mineral material disposals, places smaller areas 

under special management, adds one disposal area, increases recre- 
ation facilities, closes areas to livestock grazing to protect unique 
resources and excludes wild horses from the Marble Canyon use 
area within the Cerbat Herd Management Area. Table 16, which 
follows the description of the alternatives, shows the changes by 
alternative for each program or activity. 

After developing goals for resolving the issues under the different 
alternatives, the interdisciplinary team looked at the resource man- 
agement programs administered by the BLM to see what actions 
would be needed to work toward the goals. Each resource manage- 
ment program was analyzed in the Management Situation Analysis, 
which described current management under the management frame- 
work plans, the capability of existing natural resources to respond to 
demand and management opportunities present. The objectives for 
existing management were written forAlternativel. Then objectives 
were developed for each of the other alternatives to fit with the 
overall management goals. 

After preparing program and resource management objectives for 
each alternative, the interdisciplinary team determined how these 
objectives could be met. Separate management actions were written 
for each resource management program to answer the questions or 
solve problems identified in the Management Situation Analysis. 
Some actions will remain constant under any alternative selected; 
these are described for each specific program or resource and other 
actions that vary according to the alternative discussed (see Manage- 
ment Common To All Alternatives below). In developing program 
management actions, the planning team reviewed opportunities for 
designating areas of critical environmental concern. Before this 
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement was 
prepared, BLM resource specialists, other government agencies and 
the public submitted area of critical environmental concern nomina- 
tions, which the BLM considered along with the Management 
Situation Analysis preliminary identification of areas. Areas found 
to have potential for special designation were analyzed in at least 
one of the alternatives. 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE COMMON TO 
ALL ALTERNATIVES 

Although it is impractical to relate the full extent of existing and 
continuing management guidelines, those that apply to programs 
receiving substantial public interest are summarized in the following 
section. More management guidance is included in the Management 
Situation Analysis, prepared during the early stages of this planning 
effort. The Management Situation Analysis also contains inventory 
results and a capability analysis section. The Management Situation 
Analysis is incorporated here by reference and can be reviewed at the 
Kingman Resource Area Office. 

All BLM-authorized land use actions affecting listed threatened or 
endangered species must undergo Section 7 consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on a case-by-case basis under the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. Such actions would 
include the following activities: mining plans of operation, recre- 
ational developments (campgrounds, hiking and biking trails, by- 
ways, turnouts), grazing plans, road construction, rights-of-way, 
communication sites, range improvements and special recreation 
permits. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

In compliance with National Environmental Policy Act and Council 
on Environmental Quality regulations, the BLM will prepare site- 
specific environmental reviews before actions proposed in this 
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement are 
implemented, which includes "means to mitigate adverse envi- 
ronmeatalimpacts" of the proposed actionper 40CFR 1502.16(h). 
The environmental reviews provide site-specific assessments of the 
impacts of implementing these actions. As appropriate, these re- 
views are documented in admInistrative determinations, categori- 
cal exclusion reviews, environmental assessments and decision 
records or environmental impact statements and records of decision. 
In addition, the BLM will assure that clearances for threatened and 
endangered species and cultural resources are conducted as a part of 
the environmental review process. The review determines mitiga- 
tion needed to reduce or eliminate the adverse impacts of implement- 
ing a proposed action. All environmental documents are open to 
public review at the Kingman Resource Area office. 

Existing plans and environmental documents will be reviewed 
and revised as needed to conform to existing laws and BLM 
guidance. 

PROPOSED ACTIONS 

Act ions proposed In this document will apply only to 
public lands administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management. 

ACCESS ACROSS PRIVATE LANDS 

The public is encouraged to respect private property. Access, 
other than via a public road as defined by federal or Arizona 
statute, across private lands is at the discretion of the private 
landowner and can be assured only by receiving permission from 
the landowner. 

MINERALS MANAGEMENT 

The following, including aH laws and regulations, constitutes 
Best Management Practices for Mineral Development. Mineral 
exploration and development is encouraged on public lands in 
keeping with the BLM's multiple resource use concept. Overall 
guidance on the management of mineral resources appears in the 
General Mining Law of 1872; Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 
1970; Section. 102 (a)(12) of the Federal Land Policy and Manage- 
ment Act of 1976, as amended; National Materials and Minerals 
Policy. Research and Development Act of 1980; sections 319, 401 
and 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1989; the Clean Air Act of 1977 
and 1990 amendments; Arizona Environment Quality ACt of 
1986, appropriate state of Arizona statutes and rules and the 
BLM's Mineral Resources Policy of  May 29, 1984. Concerns for 
all', water and solid waste are covered under 43 CFR 3809.2-2, 
which states that all operators shall comply with applicable state 
pollution control standards. 

Large pockets of private mineral estate occur under federally 
controlled surface acreage throughout the resource area. Min- 
eral withdrawals apply only to federal mineral estate. Private 
minerals under federal surface would need to be acquired prior 
to a mineral withdrawal 

Aquifer protection permits will be required for all mining activi- 
ties which will impact ground water aquifers (Title 49-101, 
Article I of the Arizona Environmental Quality Act). 

Previously acquired lands will be opened to mineral entry unless 
critical resource values (threatened and endangered species, 
riparian habitat, scenic values, etc.) or public health and safety 
require closure. Upon approval of proposed regulations at 43 
CFR 220Lt-2(b), newly acquired lands would automatically be 
open to operation of the public lands and mineral laws within a 
specified timeframe after acceptance of title unless critical re- 
source values such as those listed above require closure. 

Locatable Minerals 
The 43 CFR 3809 regulations provide for mineral exploration and 
development in conjunction with other resource development. The 
BLM will work with operators toward plan approval. Where 
operator does not have the technical resources to develop reclama- 
tion measures and measures to prevent unnecessary or undue 
degradation, the BLM will provide technical assistance. Reclama- 
tion plans will be required for each operator. Mining will be 
administered on a case-by-case basis. 

Arizona state law requires mining claimants to keep mining 
property in a nonhazardous condition. The State Mine Inspector's 
office is responsible for enforcing this law. The BLM will 
cooperate to ensure that identified mine hazards are brought 
into compliance with the law. 

Surface-disturbing activities at a level greater than casual use in 
wilderness areas will Initiate a validity examination and will be 
allowed only on claims with a valid discovery and location 
existing before designation. 

Before the BLM can approve mining plans of operation submitted for 
work in a designated wilderness area, aBLM mineral examiner must 
v erffy that a v arid claim exists. The mineral examination and mineral 
report must confirm that minerals have been found and the evidence 
is of such character that a person of ordinary prudence would be 
justified in the further expenditure of his labor and means with a 
reasonable pro s ~ t  of success in developing a valuable n~ne. ~. 
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Salable Minerals 
The Material Sale Act of 1947 and 43 CFR 3600 provide for the 
disposal and regulation of mineral materials. Sales of mineral 
materials to the public will be administered on a case-by-case basis. 
Salable minerals are sold at appraised value. Free use permits will 
continue to be issued to state and federal agencies, local communities 
and nonprofit organizations as the need arises. Free use of common 
variety minerals for non-commercial purposes will be allowed. 

Leasable Minerals 
The Mineral Leasing Act o f 1920, the Geothermal S team Act of 1970 
and 43 CFR 3100 to 3500 provide the regulatory framework for 
issuing mineral leases. These regulations apply where public interest 
exists for the development of oil, gas, sodium, potassium and 
geothermal energy. Where required, stipulations will be attached to 
leases to mitigate impacts to sensitive species, cultural areas and 
other resources susceptible to impacts from leasing-related activi- 
ties. 

Existing Plans, Decisions and Objectives 

Existing management framework plans allow the entire resource 
area to remain open to mineral leasing, location and sale except 
where restricted by wilderness and wild and scenic river designation 
and withdrawals. 

The BLM will provide the communities in or near the resource area 
with sand and gravel needed for development in a timely and orderly 
manner, consistent with environmental considerations. 

LANDS 

Land Tenure Adjustment 
Exchanges are voluntary transactions between the BLM and the 
non-federalparty and are discretionary actions on the part of the 
BLM. All exchanges would be in the public interest and ofequal 
value and consistent with implementing regulations of the Fed- 
eral Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 at 43 CFR 2200. 
Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act would 
be documented prior to approval of any lands actions, including 
exchanges, sales or acquisitions. 

The BLM's ability to dispose of land proposed for exchange in this 
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement may 
be conslrained by the existence of withdrawals. Not all withdrawals 
preclude the disposal of the withdrawn land, but in most cases, the 
BLM will not dispose of withdrawn land until the withdrawal 
designation has been lifted. Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act, Section 204 (1)(1) requires that all withdrawals affecting public 
lands be administratively reviewed by 1991. Due to the National 
Wildlife Federation Lawsuit, this was not accomplished. Al- 
though no formal extension has been set by Congress, the BLM 
has established a deadline of September 30,1998 for completing 
the withdrawal review process. Lands unencumbered through the 
withdrawal review process will then come under the guidance of 
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement deci- 
siorts. 

Disposal actions under sections 203 and 206 of the Federal Land 
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Policy and Management Act and the Recreation and Public Purposes 
Act, as amended, may occur if there are no mining claims or, tf 
mining claims are present and (1) the mining claims are found to 
be void due to the claimant's failure to comply with Section 314 of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, 43 USC 1744 (1982) 
and 43 CFR 3833.2-1, (2) the mining claimant relinquishes the 
mining claims to the U.S., (3) the mining claim is contested and found 
to be invalid or (4) a change in current policy allows for the disposal 
of public lands encumbered with mining claims. 

In addition, any lands proposed for disposal will be evaluated for 
significant cultural resources, special status species, floodplain/ 
flood hazards and prime and unique farmland. Mitigation will be 
accomplished before the land is transferred. 

To consolidate split estate and block ownership, the BLM may 
acquire non-federal minerals underlying public surface and 
dispose of federal minerals underlying state or private surface. 

Communication Sites 
Communication site applications will continue to be considered on 
lands proposed for disposal until the lands are disposed of. On land 
to be retained, commercial communication facility development 
will be limited to designated sites. Communication site plans will 
be developed for all designated sites. 

Land Use Authorizations 
Land use authorizations (fights-of-way, leases, permits) wil l  con- 
tlnue to be issued on a case-by-case basis and in accordance with the 
approved Resource Management Plan. Rights-of-way will be issued 
within existing right-of-way routes, including joint use, whenever 
possible. 

Trespass Abatement 
The BLM will pursue the resolution of long-term trespasses and 
abatement of new trespasses. 

Recreation and Public Purposes Act 
Under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act, the BLM has the 
authority to lease or patent public lands to local governments or 
nonprofit entities for public parks and recreation sites, building sites, 
schools or other public purposes. Recreation and Public Purposes 
leases and patents will be issued in accordance with the approved 
Resource Management Plan. To ensure public purpose development 
of public lands identified for Recreation and Public Purposes tram- 
fer, the BLM may require the lands to be leased for a period of time 
before a patent is issued. 

Utility Corridors 
All major utility systems are required to route their systems through 
the designated corridors under the approved Resource Management 
Plan. This requirement will prevent the proliferation of major utility 
systems across public lands and will reduce adverse environmental 
impacts to sensitive resources. 

Public Land Withdrawals and Classifications 
In general, all actions proposed in this Resource Management Plan 
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that are not prohibited by specific terms of a withdrawal or classifi- 
cation will be carried out. Actions prohibited by the terms Of a 
withdrawal or classification will not be implemented unless such 
withdrawals are revoked or classifications terminated. 

Existing Plans and Decisions 

The Cerbat Mountains, Hualapai-Aquarius and Black Mountains 
management framework plans currently regulate what lands actions 
can occur. The plans designated 102,547 acres of public lands as 
suitable for disposal. The remaining public lands were considered 
suitable for retention for natural resources. The Black Mountains, 
Cerbat and Hualapai-Aquarius management framework plans ad- 
dressed designation of lands for recreation and public purposes 
disposal. 

New applications to the BLM for communication sites are limited to 
the Oamaan Peak and Willow Beach sites by the Black Mountains 
Management Framework Plan, disallowed in retention, wildlife 
management and wilderness areas by the Cerbat Mountain Manage- 
ment Framework Plan and to be responded to on a case-by-case basis 
in the Hualapal-Aquarius Management Framework Plan. 

The management framework plans establish nine utility corridors 
with widths varying from one to two miles. These will be retained 
as designated corridors in this Resource Management Plan. 

The Hualapal Mountain Communication Site Management Plan 
was approved in October 1985. The management plan estab- 
lished that Hualapai Peak would remain closed to future com- 
munication site development and Hayden Peak and Potato Patch 
I would be operated as low power sites not to exceed 120 watts 
and Effeeted Radiated Power not to exceed 1,200 watts. All users 
must comply with the technical standards established for the site 
and must also Join the user group. To protect recently discovered 
habitat of the endangered HualapalMexican vole, the BLM must 
conduct field inspections prior to authorizing any new facilities 
or structural changes on existing facilities. Potato Patch H, 
acquired in 1988 through an exchange and located less than 1/2- 
mile northwest of Potato Patch I, will be managed in accordance 
with this management plan for all new rights-of-way and as 
existing leases expire. 

WATERSHED (Soil, Water and Air) RESOURCES 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act requires that public 
lands be managed to protect scientific, environmental, air and atmo- 
spheric and water resources. It also requires land use plans to comply 
with pollution control laws, including state and federal air, water or 
other pollution standards. 

Some laws with which the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
requires compliance are the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot- 
ment Act of 1935, the Watershed Protection and Flood Control Act 
of 1954, the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974, the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969, the Federal Pollution Control Act with amend- 
ments of 1972; the Clean Water Act of 1989 and the Safe Drinking 
Water Act of 1977. The Clean Air Act of 1970 and 1990 amend- 
ments governs air quality. BLM Manual 7000 and executive orders 
provide field guidance in managing soil, water and air. 

The 1986 Arizona Environmental Quality Act established the 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality for the environ- 
mental management and administration of laws regulating wa- 
ter quality, air quality, solid waste and hazardous waste in the 
state Of Arizona. The Arizona Department of Environmental 
Quality is delegated as the responsible agency in Arizona for 
administering all purposes of the federal Clean Water Act and 
Clean Air Act In Arizona. 

To comply with the 1989 amendments of Section 319 of the 
federal Clean Water Act, the Arizona Department of Environ- 
mental Quality prepared and received Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency approval for the 1988 Arizona Non-point Source 
Assessment Report and the 1990 Arizona Non-point Source 
Water Quality Management Plan. The Non.point Source Water 
Quality Management Plan Includes requirements to develop and 
implement a four-year management plan which includes Best 
Management Practices and other measures to reduce pollutant 
loadings from defined non-point source categories. The manage- 
ment plan also provides the authority for the state to delegate 
management responsibilities through development of an ap- 
proved memorandum of understanding and requires that all 
federal programs and activities in Arizona be consistent with 
state water quality regulations as per sections 319(b)(2)(F), 
319(k) and 313 of the Clean Water Act. Under provisions of 
Executive Order 12373, the state non-point source agency shall 
be responsible for conducting federal consistency reviews. The 
Kingman Resource Management Plan will comply with provi- 
sions of the memorandum of understanding between the BLM 
Arizona and the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. 
All actions will occur only after full compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act has been achieved. 

Floodplain Management 
Executive Order 11988 directs federal agencies to "avoid to the 
extent possible the long - and short-term adverse impacts associated 
with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid 
direct and indirect support of floodplain development whenever 
there is a practicable alternative" (Floodplain Management Guide- 
lines, 44 CFR 60, 1978). 

Floodplains: The BLM would continue to retain 100-year base 
floodplains as per Executive Order 11988 except under the following 
conditions. 

When federal, state, public and private institutions and parties 
have demonstrated the ability to maintain, restore and protect the 
floodplain on a continuous basis. 

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

BLM procedures may also require more mitigation, which would be 
discussed in an environmental assessment prepared for specific 
projects or actions. 

Soil Resources 
Watershed conditions and soil productivity, salinity and stabilization 
problems are addressed mainly through three separate systems. 
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The management and development of public lands through activ- 
Ity planning and vegetation monitoring help to establish stan- 
dards designed to stabilize runoff/erosion rates and mittgate 
impacts to water quality. 

The environmental assessment review process helps assure that 
all proposals for surface disturbance are evaluated and, if appro- 
pilate, mitigated to maintain or improve watershed conditions. 

Watershed activity plans are written for areas having moderate to 
critical erosion conditions or other watershed problems and more 
attention is needed than is provided through the allotment man- 
agement planning process. 

Water Resources 
Objectives of the water resource program are to ensure the physical 
presence and legal availability of water on public lands, ensure that 
those waters meet or exceed established federal and state water 
quality standards for specific uses and mitigate activities to prevent 
water quality degradation. 

The water resource program is divided into three sections: Water 
Inventory, Water Rights and Water Quality. 

Water Inventory -- BLM policy is to inventory all water sources on 
public lands it administers and to document and store this data in its 
Water Data Management System. The BLM has nearly completed 
the inventory and is incorporating the data into the data base. The 
objective is to complete the data base and keep it up-to-date and 
accurate, giving priority to water sources identified in Wilderness 
Management Plans, basins under adjudication and exchanged lands. 

Water Rights -- BLM policy is to file for water rights on all water 
sources on public and acquired lands in accordance with state of 
Arizona water laws. Special emphasis IS placed on securing instream 
flow water rights for selected slreams. The BLM will file for water 
rights for recreation use, fish and wildlife, livestock and administra- 
tive uses. 

Water Quality -- Water quality is monitored to assess resource 
impacts from specific activities and to obtain baseline resource 
information. Areas receiving priority for monitoring include unique 
waters, riparian areas and recreational and wilderness water sources. 

The BLM manages streams on public lands that are designated as 
unique waters by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. 
These streams are managed to protect their high quality and ecologi- 
cal significance and the BLM will continue to conduct compliance 
monitoring to assure that these streams are not degraded. 

The BLM manages non-point sources of pollution as required by 
Section 319 of the Water Quality Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-4). 
The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality is the state 
agency designated by the Environmental Protection Agency to 
coordinate management of non-point source pollution control on 
public lands in Arizona. The Arizona Department of Environmental 
Quality reports water quality status to the Environmental Protection 
Agency annually. The Arizona Department of Environmental Qual- 
ity prepared an assessment of non-point source pollution in Arizona 
and developed a statewide non-point source management program. 

Best Management Practices were prescribed to prevent or reduce 
impacts to water quality and would be incorporated into BLM 
management plans through mitigating measures identified in project 
planning and National Environmental Policy Act review. 

The BLM will coordinate with the Arizona Department of Environ- 
mental Quality by formal cooperative agreement. 

Air Resources 
Objectives of the BLM's air/climate resource program are to main- 
tain or improve air quality within National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards, to achieve state implementation plan goals for non- 
attainment areas, to reduce emission from point/non-point sources 
and to improve the BLM's ability to understand and predict the 
effects of changing climatic regimes and atmospheric conditions that 
may cause ecological changes in climate-stressed environments. 

Open Areas, Dry Washes and Riverbeds: The control of airborne 
dust from open areas, dry washes and riverbeds is addressed in R9- 
3404 A-C (Arizona Rules and Regulations for Air Pollution Con- 
trol). The requirements of these regulations tie directly into the use 
of public lands. The BLM would not restrict or disallow use of open 
areas, including use by recreational vehicles. 

Roadways and Streets: R9-3-405 A prohibits the use, repair, con- 
struetion or reconstruction of roadways without taking reasonable 
dust abatement measures. The BLM would comply with this 
regulation through special stipulations as a requirement on new 
projects and through the use of dust control chemicals in problem 
a r e a s .  

Mineral Tailings: Prohibitions on permitting or allowing construc- 
tion of mineral railings piles is addressed in R9-3-408. The need for 
dust abatement wouldbe addressed in mining plans ofoperatious and 
environmental assessments or impact statements. 

Fire Management: R9-3-402 and 403 direct federal agencies to 
follow permitting procedures before setting of any Rre, including 
prescribed burns. The Arizona Department of Environmental 
Quality is charged by Section 118 of the Clean Air Act (49.501 
of the Arizona Laws Relating to Environmental Quality) to 
protect the health and welfare of Arizona residents from adverse 
impacts of air pollution. The Arizona Department of Environ- 
mental Quality must be contacted before any prescribed bums. All 
prescribed bums which may affect the Class I air quality of Grand 
Canyon National Park are coordinated with the National Park Ser- 
vice. 

VEGETATIVE PRODUCTS 

The Kingman Resource Area is managed under the principles of 
multiple-use and sustained yield to maintain or improve biological 
diversity I.e., the variety of life and Its processes. Resource 
management consistent with the principles of blodlverslty is 
consistent with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act. 

The amended Material Disposal Act of 1947 provides authority to 
dispose of timber and forest products. Surface-disturbing activities 
are subject to the National Environmental Policy Act process and 
clearance and compliance with the National Historic Preservation 
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Act and the Endangered Species Act. State-protected species such as 
cactus shall be salvaged. 

Existing Plans, Decisions and Objectives 

The management framework plans provide for harvest of vegetative 
products by sale to private and commercial operators at fair market 
value. 

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

The grazing program is managed under provisions of the Taylor 
Grazing Act of 1934, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
and the Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978. These, along 
with 43 CFR 4100 and associated BLM Manual policy, authorize 
the issuance of grazing permits/leases, unauthorized use detection 
and abatement, use supervision, livestock grazing management, 
range improvement facilities and treatments and other actions. 

Public lands receiving generally less than eight inches of annual 
precipitation are subject to the guidelines established in the 
Special Ephemeral Rule published in the Federal Register on 
December 7, 1968. 

Management of rangeland resources will be guided by the Cerbat/ 
Black Mountains (1978) and Hualapai-Aquaxius (1981) grazing 
environmental impact statements and range program summaries 
(see Appendix 1). 

A synopsis of these documents is as follows: 

The assignmentofall grazing allotments into a selective manage- 
ment category was made following established BLM program 
guidance. The three categories are Maintain, Improve and 
Custodial, for which the respective objectives are to: 

• Malntai~ current resource conditions 
• Imnrove current resource conditions 
• CustodiallY manage existing resource values 

The five standard criteria used throughout the BLM in catego- 
rizing allotments are range condition, resource potential, re- 
source use conflicts or controversy, opportunity for positive 
economic return on public investments and present manage- 
ment situation. 

Allotment categorization is used to establish priorities for dis- 
tributing available funds and personnel during plan implemen- 
tation to achieve cost-effective improvement of rangeland re- 
sources. Allotments may be moved from one category to another 
as new information becomes available, resource conditlonschange 
or management activities are implemented. Changes must be 
consistent with the category criteria, be supported by a docu- 
ment analysis showing the basis for the change and make use of 
an interdisciplinary approach and public involvement. 

There are currently 12 Maintain, 44 Improve and 27 Custodial 
category allotments in the Kingman Resource Area. 

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality has devel- 
oped goal-oriented Best Management Practices for grazing ac- 

tivities through the cooperative efforts of the Technical Advisory 
Group on Grazing Activities. The following Best Management 
Practices will be implemented through cooperation with the 
permittee on all public grazing lands. All management pro- 
grams should be practical and achievable through common 
sense. All actions will occur only after compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act. 

1. The goal of maintaining or improving the quality of water 
should be included in management plans for livestock opera- 
tions. While the goal of the Clean Water Act Is to improve 
water quality, some waters have acceptable quality which 
should be maintained. 

. The location, timing and intensity of livestock grazing should 
be controlled with objectives of achieving soil cover to prevent 
accelerated erosion and to protect water quality. 

3. Structural range improvements, such as fences, water devel- 
opments, trails and corrals, should be planned, constructed 
and utilized in a manner to enhance or maintain water 
quality. 

4. Land treatments to manage vegetation or practices to reduce 
erosion should be planned, implemented and maintained to 
minimize adverse impacts on water quality. 

5. Livestock management practices, such as parasite control, 
feeding and salting, should be done in a manner to protect 
water quality. 

Grazing management on the 7,717 acres of public lands in 
Coconino County will continue to be guided by the Eastern 
Arizona Grazing Environmental Impact Statement - Final (1986). 
This document states that stocking rates on the three grazing 
allotments in Coconino County would remain the same. The 
allotments were placed in the Custodial category for manage- 
ment. Grazing would continue to be authorized under Section 
15 of the Taylor Grazing Act. 

Public lands are often Intermingled with private and state lands. 
Actions proposed in this document will apply only to public 
lands. 

Vegetative treatment projects are implemented where plant 
cover or soil productivity is being lost, to achieve a desired plant 
community or to meet activity plan objectives. Such treatments 
include mechanical treatments (chaining), herbicide applica- 
tions, prescribed f'we, reseeding and construction of control 
structures. Seeding may include mixtures of native and natural- 
ized species found growing In the geographic area. Compliance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act will precede any 
actions. 

Existing Plans, Decisions and Objectives 

The Final Cerbat/Black Mountain Grazing Environmental Impact 
Statement (1978) prescribed forage resource allocations on 1.4 
million acres of public lands, including the Lake Mead National 
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Recreation Area in the north haffof the resource area. Alloca- 
tions were made for livestock, wild burros, desert bighorn sheep 
and mule deer. These allocations were consistent with the 
multiple use objectives outlined in the 1973 Black Mountains 
Management Framework Plan. The environmental impact 
statement also analyzes the Impact of 14 wild horses while 
reserving the forage for them. The Rangeland Program Sum- 
mary did not carry this through the implementation of the 
document. The management framework plan also did not 
address the issue of wild horses in the Cerbat Mountains. The 
wild horse section was written and was to be incorporated into 
the next update, which was not completed. Management objec- 
tives Included reduction of livestock and wild burro numbers, 
development of improved grazing systems and construction of 
range improvements necessary to Implement livestock grazing 
systems. Major goals were to increase forage production, im- 
prove rangeland conditions 20 to 40 percent and reduce sedi- 
ment loss by 10 percent. Forage for all ungulates within the 
Black Mountains Herd Management Area was allocated at 
11,928 animal unit months. This amount was derived from 
visual reconnaissance inventory data which existed at that time. 

The forage allocations for livestock were implemented through 
decisions to affected permittees and grazing preferences were 
adjusted. The forage allocated to wild burros is being imple- 
mented through provisions of the Black Mountains Herd Man- 
agement Area Plan. Forage allocated to wildlife is being imple- 
mented through the Cerbat-Music and Black Mountains habitat 
management plans. 

The Final Hualapai-Aquarlus Grazing Environmental Impact 
Statement (1981) prescribed forage allocations on public lands in 
the south half of the resource area. AHocations were made for 
livestock, wild burros, desert bighorn sheep, mule deer, prong- 
horn antelope, elk and Javelina. Multiple use objectives were 
developed consistent with the Hualapai-Aquarins Management 
Framework Plan Step 2 recommendations. 

Designate herd unit 1A as the Sycamore Creek herd unit. 
To facilitate management, acquire private and state lands 
within the herd unit by October 1, 1990. Develop a herd 
management area plan in coordination with the allotment 
management plan and habitat management plans for the 
area. These plans will be designed to resolve site-specific 
problems. Manage the herd unit for 48 burros. 

Designate herd unit 1B as the Burro Creek herd unit. To 
facilitate management, acquire private and state lands within 
the herd management area plan in coordination with the 
allotment management plan and habitat management plans 
for the area. These plans will be designed to resolve site- 
specific problems. Manage the herd unit for 22 burros. 
Remove all burros from the riparian zone for seven to ten 
years to Improve riparian habitat. Manage the remainder 
of the herd in areas away from the creek and its immediate 
habitat. 

Designate herd unit 2 as the Big Sandy herd unit. Remove 
burros from the Gibson, Groom Peak and portions of 
Greenwood Peak Community grazing allotments to protect 
burros from harassment and/or death. Manage the herd 

unit for 54 burros. Develop a herd management area plan 
in coordination with allotment management plans and the 
habitat management plan for the area. These plans will be 
designed to resolve site-specific problems, 

The Step 3 decisions were completed in 1983. Management 
objectives included reduction of Hvestock and wild burro num- 
bers, development of improved grazing systems and construc- 
tion of range Improvements necessary to implement livestock 
grazing systems. The maj or goals of the proposed action were to 
improve rangeland condition, increase forage production and 
reduce soil erosion and sedimentation. 

The initial livestock stocking rates recommended In the grazing 
environmental impact statement were modified to conform to 
changes made in the BLM grazing regulations in 1982. These 
changes did not allow livestock preference to be established 
based on a one-time vegetation inventory. Decisions were issued 
in 1983 to affected permlttees and grazing preferences were 
adjusted. Vegetation monitoring studies were established with 
future adjustments in livestock numbers to be based on analysis 
of monitoring data. The forage allocated to wild burros Is being 
Implemented through the provisions of the Big Sandy Herd 
Management Area Plan. The forage allocated to wildlife is being 
Implemented through the Hualapal and Aquarius habitat man- 
agement plans. 

Forage allocations for ungulates will be determined according to 
the following conversion factors: One animal unit (see Glossary) 
is equal to one cow and calf, five bighorn sheep, four deer, four 
pronghorn antelope or two wild burros. 

Where analysis of monitoring data indicates a need for a change in 
the amount of forage available for ungulates, those changes will 
be determined on a case-by-case basis so ungulate increases or 
reductions will reflect the reality of the stratified habitat. In 
areas of multiple species uses and where the habitat is a crucial 
element for continued survival of a particular species, the alloca- 
tion (forage, water and/or space) will first provide for that 
popniationts needs. The remainder of the allocation will then be 
divided as prescribed under each alternative. 

All decisions proposed for activity management plans will be 
developed through consultation, cooperation and coordination 
with affected interests and other agencies, and will conform to 
Bureau policy. The BLM will work closely with permittees, 
district advisory boards, other affected interests and, where 
state land is involved, state government to develop allotment 
management plans, plan projects, locate monitoring sites and 
develop plans for other resources. This cooperation is especially 
important in areas where public lands are intermingled with 
private and state lands. 

Integrated pest management practices are prescribed to control 
insects such as grasshoppers and crickets and only after a site- 
specific environmental analysis. 

All fences on public lands will be designed and built for compatibil- 
ity with other resources, such as wildlife and other multiple use 
objectives. Livestock waters will be built or modified to provide safe 
access for wildlife. 
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Use of herbicides will comply with provisions of the Vegetation 
Treatment Environmental Impact Statement and Record of 
Decision dated June 5, 1991. 

All grazing practices will be designed to help attain state water 
quality standards. Permittees will not be held responsible for the 
quality of water entering their allotments from neighboring 
allotments. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

An array of laws and regulations mandate the protection and manage- 
ment of cultural resources on public lands. Two of the most 
important laws are the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 
as amended, and the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 
1979, as amended. Under the National Historic Preservation Act, 
potential impacts to National Register and National Register-eligible 
properties are identified and measures to avoid or mitigate those 
impacts are developed in consultation with the Arizona State His- 
torie Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation. 

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act prohibits the attempt 
or actual excavation, removal, damage or trafficking of archaeologi- 
cal resources from public lands by unauthorized persons and pro- 
vides for the authorized removal and excavation of cultural resources 
through a permitting process. It also requires the Secretary of the 
Interior to prepare plans to determine the nature and extent of 
archaeological resources and schedule land surveys in areas likely to 
contain the most scientifically valuable archaeological resources. 

Since 1985, the BLM in Ariz~ona has operated under terms of a 
general compliance programmatic memorandum of agreement with 
the Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, which guides inventory and data 
recovery procedures for cultural resources on all public lands, and 
a specific memorandum of agreement addressing the protection of 
cultural resources in BLM-state land exchanges. 

Cultural resource management programs include participation by 
both professional and amateur archaeologists. Volunteer agree- 
ments currently exist for the preparation of a final report on the 
Bighorn Cave test excavation with the Museum of Northern Arizona 
and Northern Arizona University. In 1988, the Arizona Site Stew- 
ardship Program was introduced to the resource area, and 12 sites are 
regularly monitored by private citizens. The Mohave Chapter of the 
Arizona Archaeological Society has performed cultural resource 
inventories and encourages awareness of cultural programs. 

BLM policy is to have a cultural resource specialist review all 
surface-disturbing activities on public lands. Cultural reviews de- 
scribe results of previous inventories and evaluate the probability of 
cultural resource occurrence in the project area. Generally, acultural 
resource field inventory is then conducted. Should significant 
cultural resources be found during the inventory, impacts to them 
would be mitigated, usually through avoidance. Should it be deter- 
mined that the cultural resources Cannot be avoided by the proposed 
activity, the cultural resources would be evaluated for National 
Register eligibility. If the values are found to be eligible, a program 
of mitigation would be developed through consultation among the 

BLM, the Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advi- 
sory Council on Historic Preservation in accordance with the Na- 
tional Historic Preservation Act and 36 CFR 800. Responsibility for 
inventory, evaluation and mitigation of impacts to cultural resources 
rests with the BLM. Through this process, all cultural resources of 
National Register quality would be protected or impacts to them 
mitigated. 

Existing Plans and Decisions 
Interim protection plans (1991) have been completed for the Bighorn 
Cave and the Carrow-Stephens Ranches. 

Objectives 
Cultural resource management objectives are to protect the scientific 
information potential of cultural resources, enhance the public use 
values of cultural resources and manage them, when applicable, for 
conservation. As a continuation of the planning process, cultural 
resource management plans will be prepared, allocating cultural 
resources to specific use categories assuring management for their 
most appropriate uses. Certain sites will be selected for cultural 
resource project plans that will implement specific activities to 
achieve the objectives and uses of the Resource Management Plan 
and cultural resource management plans. The guidelines for man- 
agement under each objective are listed in Appendix 2. 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT 

Recreation Management 
Recreation programs are managed according to multiple use prin- 
ciples unless otherwise specified by law orBLM policy. The mission 
of the program is to ensure the continued availability of quality 
outdoor recreation opportunities and experiences that are not readily 
available from other sources. Recreation use is managed to protect 
the health and safety of visitors, to protect natural, cultural and other 
resources, to encourage public enjoyment of public lands and to 
resolve user conflicts. 

A range of outdoor recreation opportunities, such as hiking, camp- 
ing, rock collecting, sightseeing, hunting, recreational vehicle camp- 
ing, climbing, picnieklng and recreational four-wheeling, will con- 
tinue to be provided. Recreation sites, interpretive sites, trails and 
roads will be maintained and developed where needed to enhance 
recreation opportunities and allow public use. 

Existing Plans and Decisions 

Recreation Project Plans: 
Burro Creek Recreation Site 

Improvements: 
Wild Cow Springs Recreation Site 
Burro Creek Overlook Interpretive Site 
Hualapai Highlights Trail System 

Sign Plans: 
Burro Creek Recreation Site 
Wild Cow Springs Recreation Site 
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Maintenance Plans: 
Burro Creek Recreation Site 
Wild Cow Springs Recreation Site 
Packsaddle Recreation Site 
Windy Point Recreation Site 

National Back Country Byways: 
Historic Route 66 

- Hualapai Mountains (proposed) 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT 
The Arizona Desert Wilderness Act (Public Law 101-628) was 
signed into law on November 28, 1990, creating nine wilderness 
areas covering 392,844 acres of public surface estate In the 
Kingman Resource Area, including 386,532 acres of federal 
mineral estate (see Map 2). Table I shows the acres of federal 
minerals withdrawn from mineral entry and mineral leasing and 
closed to mineral material disposals. 

Table 1 
Acres of Federal Mineral Estate in Wilderness Areas 
Withdrawn From Mineral Entry and Mineral Leasing 

and Closed to Mineral Material Disposals 

f Wilderness Area Acres 

Mount Wilson 24,233 
Mount Nutt 27,115 
Warm Springs 112,153 
Mount "lipton 30,208 
Wabayuma Peak 38,716 
Aubray Peak 15,306 
Upper Burro Creek 24,401 
Arrastra Mountains 98,697 
Rawhide Mountains 15,703 

Total Withdrawn 386,532 j 

The wilderness areas will b e managed according to the provisions 
of law, BLM wilderness management regulations found at 43 
CFR 8560 and subsequent wilderness management plans. A 
wilderness management plan will be prepared for each wilder- 
ness area. Implementing these plans will begin immediately and 
will be ongoing throughout the life of this Resource Management 
Plan regardless of the alternative selected. Wilderness study 
areas not designated by the 1990 Act were released from further 
consideration for wilderness. Any future activity in these areas 
will be managed in accordance with specific provisions of the 
Resource Management Plan and record of decision signed by the 
BLM Arizona State Director. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

Wildlife 
Legislation, including the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, 
the Endangered Species Act, the Public Rangelands Improvement 
Act and the Sikes Act, directs the BLM to manage habitat to meet 
wildlife needs, along with increasing demands for basic energy 
supplies, building materials, food products and recreational opportu- 
nities. The BLM's responsibility is to recognize opportunities to 

maintain, improve and expand wildlife habitat for both consumptive 
and nonconsumptive uses and identify critical wildlife resources 
deserving special attention. The BLM is also directed to assist state 
agencies in completing fish and wildlife resource plans. 

Recently developed documents also provide program guidance to the 
BLM's wildlife habitat management program. These documents 
include Fish and Wildlife 2000, Desert Tortoise Management on the 
Publle Lands: A Rangewido Plan, the Rangewide Plan for Managing 
Habitat of Desert Bighorn Sheep on Public Lands, Waterfowl Habi- 
tat Management on Public Lands: A Strategy for the Future and the 
Raptor Habitat Management Plan. 

All land use actions occurring on public lands in the resource area are 
reviewed and given site-specific analysis during the environmental 
review process. Impacts to special status and sensitive wildlife 
species, riparian habitat and wildlife habitat improvement projects 
are assessed and measures are developed to lessen impacts. The 
environmental review process also assesses compatibility with coop- 
eratively developed wildlife habitat management plans. All range- 
land and watershed improvements will continue to be designed to 
achieve range, water quality and wildlife objectives. 

Animal Damage Control 
A new Animal Damage Control Program Environmental Impact 
Statement is currendy being developed by the Animal Plant Health 
Inspection Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture. The BLM is a 
formal cooperator in this process. Following completion of the final 
environmental impact statement, the BLM will prepare a district- 
wide animal damage control plan commensurate with the Record of 
Decision and tiered to the final environmental impact statement. 

Habitat Management 
Habitat management plans are developed in an effort to improve 
wildlife habitat. Existing habitat management plans (Hualapai, 
Aquarius, Cerbat-Music, BlackMountains, Bill Williams-Crossman 
Peak) will continue to be implemented as funding allows. Existing 
habitat management plans are on file and open to public review at the 
Kirtgman Resource Area office. Habitat management plans are 
periodically evaluated to determine if management direction and 
actions are adequate and if plan objectives are being met. Using and 
considering monitoring data, changed policies and direction and 
wildlife and other resource program needs, the BLM updates and 
revises habitat management plans jointly with the Arizona Game and 
Fish Department. The current habitat management plan process can 
incorporate new data, decisions and changes in management direc- 
tion and policies. 

The Aquarius Habitat Management Plan called for determining the 
potential for reestablishing bighorn sheep into the Upper Bill Wil- 
liams drainage. This determination will be made. Management 
actions outlined in habitat management plans to improve habitat for 
mule deer, elk and javelina are considered adequate and up-to-date 
and would be implemented under all alternatives. 

Desert bighorn sheep and their habitat are important resources on the 
public lands of Arizona. These resources will be managed in 
accordance with the management and protection measures identified 
in resource planning documents developed to implement BLM and 
district policies on desert bighorn sheep. 
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Detailed estimates of big game forage allocations are presented in the 
Cerbat/Black Mountains and Hualapal-Aquarius grazing environ- 
mental impact statements on file in the Kingman Resource Area 
office. These allocations will be carried forward except when 
modified in special management areas where habitat monitoring 
Indicates the need for modification. Monitoring of big game 
habitat, I,e., utilization of key forage species, will continue to be 
conducted as part  of an integrated resource monitoring program 
specifically designed by an Interdisciplinary team. Information 
obtained from monitoring studies will be analyzed and necessary 
changes in management prescriptions initiated to protect the 
habitat. 

In some areas, habitat overlap and conflicts exist among wildlife, 
wild equids and livestock. Where analysis of monitoring data 
indicates a need for change in number of grazing animals in areas of 
multiple use, allocations will be determined for each species on a 
case-by-case basis. In  areas of multiple species uses, where the 
habitat is a crucial element for continued survival of a particular 
species, the allocation (forage, water and/or space) will first 
provide for that population's needs. The remainder of the 
allocation will then be divided as prescribed under each alterna- 
tive. 

All decisions proposed for activity management plans will be 
developed through consultation, cooperation and coordination 
with affected interests and agencies and will conform to BLM 
policy. 

Wildlife habitat management actions (spring developments, exclo- 
sures and game waters) will continue as funding allows. Prescribed 
burning will be designed to improve wildlife habitat. 

Rangeland management practices and rangeland improvements will 
be designed or modified to maintain or improve wildlife habitat. 
Livestock grazing management will incorporate the needs of key 
plant species important to wildlife and safe to use by wildlife in 
accordance with BLM Standards found in Manual Supplement 6516 
and BLM handbook H-1741-1. 

All new fences on public lands will be built to allow for wildlife 
passage in accordance with BLM fence standards. Any existing 
fences obstructing wildlife movements will be brought into conform- 
ance with the adopted standards. 

Wildlife escape devices will be installed on all new and existing 
water tanks or troughs built for livestock on waters having public 
water rights and located on public lands. 

To the extent possible, new roads will not be built in crucial wildlife 
habitat. However, existing roads may be improved to accommo- 
date mineral development or other uses. Impacts will be 
carefully analyzed through the environmental analysis process. 
Existing roads may be permanently or seasonally closed to vehicles 
where problems exist or are expected. 

Existing Plans, Decisions and Objectives 
Since completion of the management framework plans, several 
habitat management plans have been completed and are being 
implemented. These include Black Mountains, Hualapai, Aquarius, 

Cerbat-Music and Bill Williams-Crossman Peak (prepared jointly 
with the Havasu Resource Area). 

Habitat management plans are periodically evaluated to determine if 
their objectives are being met and updated or revised to meet 
changing situations or needs. When this ResourceManagament Plan 
becomes f'mal, habitat management plans will be revised or amended 
according to need for Black Mountains, Hualapai, Aquarius, Cer- 
bat-Music and Bill Williams-Crossman Peak. 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES MANAGEMENT 

Management of special status species is guided by habitat manage- 
ment and recovery plans in cooperation with state and federal 
agencies and affected parties. 

The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, is the authority to 
conserve threatened and endangered species on public lands. Section 
4(f) of the Endangered Species Act directs the Secretary of the 
Interior to develop and implement recovery plans for the conserva- 
tion and survival of endangered species. Section 7(a)(1) requires 
each federal agency to carry out proactive measures to recover listed 
species and Section 7(a)(2) requires each federal agency to avoid 
jeopardizing the continued existence of listed species through their 
actions. 

Any federally authorized, funded or implemented actions that may 
affect listed or proposed species are reviewed in cooperation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

BLM policy for special status candidate species is contained in BLM 
Manual Section 6840. The BLM must carry out management 
consistent with multiple use for conservation of candidate species 
and their habitats and must ensure that actions authorized, funded or 
carried out do not contribute to the need to list any of these species 
as threatened or endangered. These actions are also conducted on 
spilt-estate lands if the surface management agency does not have 
adequate data. It is also policy to systematically monitor category 
1 and 2 candidate species to determine if a species should be listed. 

Potential impacts to species are analyzed in an environmental review 
by the BLM for each project. Protection measures may be stipulated 
in the decision record in the environmental assessment or in the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service's biological opinion. 

Protection and management of endangered species will continue, as 
will inventory for federal- and state-candidate species. Monitoring 
programs will be implemented on known populations of listed and 
candidate species. Where monitoring finds threats to these popula- 
tions, actions will be taken to protect the species and their habitats. 
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Plant Species 

A draft recovery plan has been prepared for Arizona cllffrose 
(Purshia subintegra). When the recovery plan IS finalized, the 
BLM will Incorporate the provisions Into a habitat management 
plan or an area of critical environmental concern plan, which 
will be implemented. 

Animal Species 
Habitat for state-listed species is managed in cooperation with the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department under provisions of the Sikes 
Act (1974), as amended. As additional wildlife Information is 
gathered, existing habitat management plans would be updated 
or revised. 

Actions proposed in the Resource Management Plan will adhere to 
objectives stated in the bald eagle, peregrine falcon and Hualapal 
Mexican vole recovery plans. When revising or developing resource 
activity plarts, specific objectives and actions stated in these recovery 
plans will be incorporated. 

To improve raptor habitat, new powerlines will be built to "elec- 
trocution proof' specifications and existing powerlines will be 
modified as problem lines are identified. 

The desert tortoise and its habitat are important resources on the 
public lands of Arizona. These resources will be managed in 
accordance with the Arizona Implementation Strategy developed to 
incorporate BLM management philosophy from Desert Tortoise 
Habitat Management on The Public Lands: A Rangewide Plan, dated 
November 1988. This management effort will include continuing 
inventory of desert tortoise habitat, monitoring Of desert tortoise 
habitat quality and quantity, categorization of habitat according to 
guidelines described in the Implementation Strategy and manage- 
ment of categories of habitat according to the management actions in 
the Implementation Strategy. Where enough data exist, the strategy 
will be implemented through this land use plan. If such data are 
lacking, the strategy will be implemented through activity plans or 
land use plan amendments, following acquisition of the needed data. 
Management objectives related to habitat quality and quantity for the 
desert tortoise will be included in those activity plans, land use plan 
amendments or other documents. 

The categories of desert tortoise habitat designated by the BLM 
establish goals for the management of desert tortoise and their 
habitats, based on several criteria. Briefly summarized, man- 
agement of Category I and Category II areas emphasizes main- 
tenance of viable desert tortoise populations in areas where all 
Category I or most Category H conflicts are resolvable. Cat- 
egory Ill  habitats are generally characterized by lower densities 
of desert tortoises in areas where habitat has been fragmented or 
otherwise degraded, or where landownership patterns are such 
that effective management is difficult (see Map 34). 

RIPARIAN AREA MANAGEMENT 

Legal authority for BLM management of riparian-wetland areas is 
based on numerous laws and executive orders, including the Taylor 
Grazing Act of 1934, the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, the Emergency 
Wetland Resources Act of 1986, the Water Quality Act of 1987, 
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) and Executive 
Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands). On January 22, 1987, the 
BLM issued its riparian area management policy which defined the 
term riparian area, set management objectives and outlined specific 
policy direction. This policy is the basis for BLM Manual 1737 
(Riparian-Wetland Area Management), the Bureau-wide Riparian- 
Wetland Initiative for the 1990s and the Arizona Riparian-Wetland 
Area Management Strategy. Riparian management plans will be 
consistent, to the extent practicable, with state of Arizona ripar- 
Ian habitat protection policy, "Protection of Riparian Areas" 
dated February 14, 1991 (Executive Order 91-6). 

The overall objective is to achieve proper functioning condition for 
riparian areas. 

In addition, the national and state strategy plans outline seven 
implementation strategies to meet the objective: (1) Inventory/ 
Classification -- collect, compile and evaluate baseline information 
to determine current status, potential and condition. (2) Activity Plan 
Preparation/Revision -- Develop/revise plans that involve riparian- 
wefland areas prescribing actions to meet management objectives. 
(3) Project Development/Maintenance -- Complete projects such as 
fences, water developments, tree planting and habitat improvement 
structures to create, improve and/or maintain riparian-wetland con- 
ditions. Maintain projects to continue their beneficial use. (4) 
Monitoring -- Monitor to determine if management action is meeting 
specific objectives for riparian-wetland areas. (5) Protection/Mitiga- 
tion- Avoid or mitigate the impact of surface-disturbing activities on 
riparian-wetland areas. (6) Acquisition/Expansion - acquire and 
expand riparian-wetland areas through exchange, donation or pur- 
chase. (7) Public Outreach -- The development and presentation of 
workshops to the citizens of Arizona, including school children, 
livestock interests and conservation groups. The intent of the 
workshops will be to educate the public and to gain their support for 
BLM riparian management efforts. 

These strategies will be implemented by an interdisciplinary team. 
Since numerous highly valued resources depend on riparian-wet- 
lands, it is important that specialists such as hydrologists, wildlife 
biologists, soll scientists, range conservationists and recreation plan- 
ners work cooperatively to develop management strategies to allow 
areas to be used and yet meet the identified objective. All actions will 
occur only after compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act. 

Existing Plans and Decisions 

The decisions in the Burro Creek Riparian Management Plan, May 
1983, and the Bill Williams Riparian Management Area Plan, August 
1989, will be incorporated into the Resource Management Plan. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 

The three laws most commonly associated with hazardous materials 
include the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, or Public Law 
94-580; the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensa- 
tion and Liability Act, or Public Law 96-510, otherwise known as the 
Superfund Act; and the Superfund Amendment Reauthorization Act, 
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Title 111 (Executive Order 12580,1986). BLM responsibilities under 
these acts include conformance with federal Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act enforcement regulations pertaining to the storage, 
handling and disposal of hazardous materials and reporting unper- 
mitted hazardous materials discharges under the provisions of the 
Compensation and Liability Act. Action by the BLM includes 
reporting, site security, coordination of procedural cleanup steps and 
following up the results of the cleanup. 

All proposed actions occurring on public lands will be analyzed for 
their potential to release hazardous materials into the environment. 
Appropriate stipulations will be incorporated into permitting docu- 
ments to ensure prevention of hazardous incidents. 

Existing Plans and Decisions 
The Phoenix District Hazardous Material Contingency Plan, cover- 
hag public lands within the district, is subordinate to the Environmen- 
tal Protection Agency's Region IX Contingency Plan and in turn the 
National Contingency Plan. The BLMs State Contingency Plan is 
the framework and part of the individual district's plans. The 
hazardous materials contingency plan was revised in 1989 with the 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality as the first responder 
by agreement with the Environmental Protection Agency. 

This plan provides the guidance for BLM employees to act in the 
event of a hazardous materials incident to ensure public and em- 
ployee health and safety, protect the environment and comply with 
state and federal laws. If there is no identifiable responsible party or 
the party refuses to take action, the BLM will act to effect a cleanup. 
These actions are to include limiting access to the site to ensure safety 
of BLM employees and the public, contracting for the cleanup/ 
removal of the materials and gathering evidence to assist solicitors in 
future litigation of the responsible party. At no time will BLM 
employees remove or transport hazardous materials. 

Actions by BLM employees on hazardous material matters are 
limited to reporting, maintaining site security and coordinating 
procedural steps. The Arizona Department of Environmental Qual- 
ity has the overall responsibility, under agreement with Environmen- 
tal Protection Agency, to ensure that all hazardous materials inci- 
dents are properly abated on federal lands. The Environmental 
Protection Agency may defer cleanup actions to the BLM on certain 
incidents. In these situations, the Environmental Protection Agency 
willprovide technical assistance and the BLM's role is to assure that 
either a responsible party or a contractor cleans up the site. 

WILD AND FREE-ROAMING HORSE AND BURRO 
MANAGEMENT 

Wild horses and burros and their habitat are important re- 
sources on the public lands of Arizona. These resources will be 
managed in accordance with the management and protection 
measures identified in resource planning documents developed 
to implement BLM policy on wild horses and burros. 

The Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act, Public Law 
92-195, December 15,1971 (USC 1331-1340, as amended) estab- 
lished policy regarding management ofwild free-roaming horses 
and burros on the public lands. Congress found wild horses and 
burros to be "living symbols of the historic and pioneer spirit of 

the West." These ardmais were identified as "an integral part  of 
the natural system" in those areas where populations existed at 
the passage of the Act. 

Three wild horse and burro  herd management areas were 
identified in the Kingman Resource Area based on population 
inventories following passage of the Act. These are the Big 
Sandy, the Cerbat and the Black Mountains herd management 
areas. Wild horses and burros are to he managed within these 
areas. Animals may not be relocated to areas where populations 
did not exist in 1971 (Public Law 92-195, Section 9). The herds 
are managed to assure their free-roaming character, health and 
self-sustaining ability in a thriving ecological balance. 

Wild horse and burro management on public lands requires 
maintenance of a herd inventory, vegetative monitoring and the 
removal and placement of excess animals to the public for 
adoption. 

The Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978, Public Law 
95-514 (43 USC 1901), provided a management direction for the 
wild horse and burro program stating in part  that animals will 
be managed in a manner to . . . "  preserve and maintain a thriving 
natural ecological balance and multiple-use relationship in that 
area." Excess wild horses and burros will be removed for 
adoption when their numbers exceed the ecosystem capability to 
sustain itself in a healthy condition with proper  consideration 
given to other multiple uses. 

Detailed estimates of wild horse and burro forage allocations are 
presented in the Cerbat/Black Mountains and Hualapal-Aquarlus 
grazing environmental impact statements, both on file at the 
BLM office in Kingman. These allocations will he carried 
forward except where modified when habitat monitoring indi- 
cates the need for changes. 

Monitoring of wild horse and burro habitat, i.e., utilization of 
key species and habitat trend, will continue to be conducted as 
part  of an integrated resource monitoring program designed by 
an interdisciplinary team. 

Information obtained from monitoring studies will he analyzed 
and necessary changes will be made through adjustments in 
forage allocation. Where analysis of monitoring data indicates 
a need for change in the number of grazing animals in areas of 
multiple species use, allocations will be determined for each 
species on a case-by-case basis. 

In areas of multiple species use where the habRat is a crucial 
element for continued survival of a part icular  species, the allo- 
cation (forage, water and/or space) will first provide for that 
population's needs. The remainder of the allocation will then be 
divided as prescribed under each alternative. 

The 43 CFR 4710.5(b) regulations mandate that all public lands 
within herd management areas shall be closed to grazing under 
permit or lease by domestic horses and burros.  Wild horses or 
burros residing in areas outside of designated herd management 
areas will be removed as soon as possible after consulting with 
the landowner. Animals will be relocated to herd management 
areas or placed for adoption. 
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To the extent possible, new roads will not be built in crucial 
habitat. However, existing roads maybe improved to accommo- 
date mineral development or other uses. Impacts will be care- 
fully analyzed through the environmental analysis process. Ex- 
isting roads may be permanently or seasonally closed to vehicles 
where problems exist or are expected. 

Existing Plans, Decisions and Objectives 
Since completion of the management framework plan, two herd 
management area plans have been completed and are being 
implemented. These are the Black Mountains Herd Manage- 
ment Area Plan (including the wild horse use area In the Cerbat 
Mountains) and the Big Sandy Herd Management Area Plan. 

Herd management area plans are periodically evaluated to 
determine if objectives are being met, and then updated or 
revised to meet changing situations or needs. When this Re- 
source Management Plan becomes final, these herd management 
area plans will be reevaluated and revised or amended. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

Approved in September 1989, the Phoenix District Fire Management 
Activity Plan describes the current district policy for fire manage- 
ment. The plan may be reviewed at the Phoenix District and 
Kingman Resource Area offices. As new district policy is devel- 
oped, It will preempt the 1989 plan. 

Fire Management Objectives 

Suppression objectives for fires occurring during the summer (May 
to September) in the grassland vegetation fuel type (National Fire 
Danger Rating System Fuel Model A) are to hold 85 percent of the 
fires to 300 acres or less. During the non-summer months, protection 
objectives require holding 90 percent of the fires to 1,000 acres or 
less. 

Suppression objectives for fires occurring during the summer in the 
chaparral and riparian fuel types (National Fire Danger Rating 
System Fuel Model F) are to hold 85 percent of all fires to 50 acres 
or less. During the non-summer months, protection objectives 
require holding 90 percent of the fires to 200 acres or less. 

Suppression objectives for fires occurring during the summer in the 
Mohave/Sonoran desert type (National Fire Danger Rating System 
Fuel Model T) are to hold 80 percent of all fires to 50 acres or less. 
During the non-summer months, protection objectives require hold- 
hag 90 percent of all fires to 200 acres or less. 

Priority Suppression Areas 

Priority areas where ffLre suppression is required to prevent unaccept- 
able resource damage or loss of life and property are: 

Areas of sensitive and critical resource values -- 

• Burro Creek (endangered Arizona cliffrose) 
• Grapevine Mesa (Joshua Tree Forest, National Natural Land- 

mark) 
• Hualapai Mountains (endangered vole) 
• Alamo Lake (endangered southern bald eagle) 
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Critical areas with potential for loss of life and property -- 

, Golden Horseshoe subdivision 
* Dolan Springs 
. Truxton 
• Pinyon Pine subdivision 
• Pine Lake subdivision 
, Mohave County Park 

Prescribed Fire 

The use of prescribed fire to achieve management objectives would 
be subject to development of a prescribed fire plan and compliance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act prior to initiating the 
action. Suitable areas where this type of treatment may be considered 
include dense chaparral sites in the Hualapai, Music and Cerbat 
mountains, blackbrush sites at various locations and big sagebrush 
sites in the Music Mountains. 

Fuel Management Areas 

Removal of chaparral brush along ridge tops to create fuel breaks in 
the Hualapai Mountain range would benefit the fire suppression 
program. Lack of roads in the Hualapai Mountains limits the strategy 
of using roads for anchor points and f'trelines. 

Constraints 

The following conditions restrict and constrain fire suppression 
activities on public lands. 

WHderness areas -- All suppression activities in wilderness 
areas will be conducted in compliance with the BLM's wilder- 
ness management policy concerning minimum tool use and 
limited use of motorized equipment. 

Threatened and endangered species habitat-- Sensitive habitat for 
threatened and endangered species must be protected. Suppres- 
sion tactics will be utilized that limit the damage or disturbance 
to habitat. 

Archaeological sites -- All sites must be protected from distur- 
bance. If  heavy equipment use is anticipated to construct fire- 
lines, an archaeologist, if available, will work in conjunction 
with the equipment to protect the site. 

Emergency Fire Rehabilitation 

A site-specific emergency fire rehabilitation plan will be prepared by 
an interdiscipllnary team, as needed to protect soil, water and 
vegetation resources or to prevent unacceptable on-site or off-site 
damages. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act will precede any actions. 

When a wildf'tre occurs, procedures for rehabilitation outlined in 
BLM Manual Handbook H-1742-1 will be implemented. These 
procedures include formation of an interdisciplinary team to assess 
both on- and off-site resource damage and potential for future 
damage. The team would also prescribe measures necessary to 
minimize resource losses following wildfire. Available resource 
inventory data and land use planning objectives would be used in this 
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assessment. Consideration would be given to sensitive resources in 
preparation of the rehabilitation plan, including wilderness, special 
management areas, fragile soils, cultural resources and special status 
species. Rehabilitation measures may include, but would not be 
limited to, seeding with approved native and naturalized seed 
mixtures, waterbarring of firelines, scattering of litter, diversion 
structures or sediment catchments and conlrol of gazing by live- 
stock, wild horses, burros and wildlife. The need for emergency 
rehabilitation measures would be discretionary and dependent on the 
size of the area burned. 

RESOURCE ACCESS TRAVEL MANAGEMENT 

Improved and unimproved roads contribute a significant por- 
tion of turbidity and sedimentation components of non-point 
source pollution impacts. Activity plans will review and evaluate 
existing roads for improvement, closure or reclamation. The 
U.S. Forest Service Resource Access TravelManagement system 
can be used as guidance for developing access goals for the 
resource area. The goal will be to maintain or reduce the number 
of miles of road per section of land to the minimum necessary to 
achieve resource management goals and to protect critical re- 
sources and comply with state water quality standards. All 
actions will occur only after compliance with the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act. 
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ALTERNATIVE  1 
(CURRENT M A N A G E M E N T )  

Alternative 1 consists of managing public lands using current poli- 
cies, management framework plan guidance and existing resource 
allocations. The management framework plans were written in 1974, 
1975 and 1982, and many actions have been implemented. Public 
use has grown substantially and public interest and concern about 
public land management have increased. Under Alternative L 
changing circumstances would be handled on a ease-by-case basis 
and require plan amendments. 

MINERALS 

Objective 

The objective of the minerals program is to provide for orderly 
exploration and development of minerals. 

Plan Actions 

Oil and gas exploration and development would be encouraged on 
public lands within the resource area. Oil and gas leasing would 
continue to be allowed without restrictions except on 253,795 acres 
of federal minerals currently subject to no surface occupancy restric- 
tious to protect bighorn sheep habitat (see Map 3). Locatable 
mineral development would continue to be allowed on public lands 
not withdrawn. A total of 386,532 acres of federal minerals Is 
withdrawn from mineral entry in wilderness areas. A total of 
19,403 acres is withdrawn from mineral entry at Alamo Lake (see 
Map 4). Mineral materials and free use permits would be issued on 
a case-by-ease basis. 

LANDS 

Objective 

The Kirtgman Resource Area has an active lands and realty program 
with an objective of adjusting landownership to improve manage- 
ability of the public lands and their resources while authorizing a 
variety of land use proposals. 

Plan Actions 

Land Tenure Adjustments 
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act provides authority 
for landownership adjustments by sale, exchange and withdrawal. 
It also requires these adjustments to conform to existing land use 
plans. 

The Black Mountains, Cerbat and Hualapai-Aquarius management 
framework plans have all selected disposal blocks where public lands 
would be disposed over the long term. A total of 102,547 acres of 
public lands has been identified as suitable for disposal (see Appen- 
dix 3 and Map 5). These plans have also identified retention blocks 
of larger, more manageable areas of public lands. These lands would 
remain in public ownership and be managed under the principles of 

multiple use. Non-public lands in these retention areas would 
generally be considered suitable for acquisition to consolidate public 
lands. 

Public Land Exchanges 
The resource area has had an active land exchange program and 
several areas have been blocked into solid public and private owner- 
ship. Retention areas where the BLM has substantially increased 
acreages of public lands include the Hualapai Mountains, central and 
southern Black Mountains, Goodwin Mesa in the Aquarius Moun- 
tains and lands bordering the Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
and the Hualapai Indian Reservation. 

Disposal areas where the B LM has conveyed large amounts of public 
land into private ownership include Golden Valley, Hualapai Valley 
south of Red Lake, portions of Detrital Valley and lands east of 
Bullhead City. 

The exchange program in Arizona was reduced in scope In April 
1989 to allow regulations pursuant to the Federal Land Exchange 
Facilitation Act of 1988 to be established. The BLM has imple- 
mented a statewide priority ranking system which considers natural 
resources, special designations such as wilderness and areas of 
critical environmental concern, elimination of threats to resources, 
public access and the opportunity to acquire lands in all pending and 
future exchange proposals. Exchanges have been resumed with 
plans to complete two to four exchanges per year in this resource area 
depending on the size of the exchange and availability of personnel. 

Land Withdrawals and Classifications 
Although the BLM follows apolicy of multiple use management on 
public lands, certain conditions such as public safety or protection of 
special uses or critical resources may require restricting or eliminat- 
ing incompatible uses on some public lands through withdrawals. 

Withdrawals generally close the land to entry under all or some of the 
public land and mineral laws. Withdrawals may trans ferjurisdiction 
of the lands to another federal agency and designate public lands for 
a particular purpose, project or use. New withdrawals to protect 
critical resources (see Appendix 10), will be pursued. Existing 
withdrawals and classifications in the resource area have been 
entered into the Geographic Information System. They have been 
inventoried and an evaluation will be made through the with- 
drawal review process. This process Involves determining bY the 
lands are being used for the purpose for which they were 
withdrawn. If  not, the BLM will recommend termination of the 
withdrawal unless the agency Involved can Justify the need for 
the withdrawal to contInue. Existing classifications will remain. 

Recreation and Public Purposes 
The B LM has the authority to lease or convey, at less than fair market 
value, public lands to governmental and nonprofit entities for public 
purposes such as recreation sites, building sites, schools and other 
facilities. Management framework plan decisions to provide lands 
for local government and nonprofit entities when a public need is 
demonstrated will continue under this alternative (see Appendix 4). 
Applications under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act are 
processed under the requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act and are subject to public review through publication of a 
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CHAPTER II 

notice of realty action. An Increased demand for Recreation and 
Public Purposes Act actions Is expected as communities continue 
to expand and costs of private land continue to increase. 

Rights-of-Way, Leases and Permits 
The BLM expects to continue to authorize rights-of-way, leases and 
permits throughout the 20-year projection of this Resource Manage- 
ment Plan. Authorizations will be granted to qualified individuals, 
businesses and governmental entities for the use of the public lands. 
These actions would occur on a continuing basis regardless of which 
alternative is selected. The resource area has issued an average of 20 
rights-of-way and two Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
permits annually. The number of future actions is expected to remain 
similar or increase. 

Rights-of-way, leases and permits will be authorized using the least 
enviroumentally sensitive or scenic routes wherever possible. Appli- 
cations will be analyzed and mitigation measures developed to avoid 
or protect cultural or natural resources. When a right-of-way is 
needed across public lands to access private lands, every attempt will 
be made to use existing rights-of-way. Large utility transmission 
lines will be limited to the nine existing corridors designated in the 
management framework plans. 

Communication Site Rights-of-Way 

Ten existing mountaintop sites, as shown in Appendix 5, are or 
may be valuable for commercialdevelopment. Only Oatman and 
Willow Beach were designated in the Black Mountains Manage- 
ment Framework Plan. The Cerbat Management Framework 
Plan allowed no communication site development until a study 
and written communication site plan has been completed. The 
Hualapal/Aquarius Management Framework Plan made no 
mention of communication sites. This management would 
continue except on Oatman where, due to environmental con- 
cerns, only minor modifications to existing facilities will be 
allowed until limitations for development can be determined 
through an environmental analysis. 

Because of the proximity and potential for Interference of Potato 
Patch II  to Hayden Peak and Potato Patch I, Potato Patch H will 
be managed under the Hualapal Mountain Communication Site 
Plan for new users, and existing users will be required to comply 
with the communication site plan when their existing leases 
expire. All other sites would require a communication site plan 
prior to substantial development, Including installation of power, 
access construction, etc. Acreages are estimated until a site plan 
determines area for develo~melLt. 

.. " :::. ...... .: ":. . . . . -  . . .  ":-.:.:.:.. :.;. ;. 
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WATERSHED (Soil, Water and Air) RESOURCES 

Objectives 

Watershed management objectives are to prevent or minimize envi- 
ronmental damage to the soil, water and air resources. 

Plan Actions 

Watershed 
Soils 
A completed soil survey exists for the southern half of the resource 
area (Mohave County, Southern Part--Survey Area No. 627, unpub- 
lished) and the eastemportlon of the resource area (Yavapal County, 
Western Part--Survey Area No. 637). A soft survey for the northern 
half of the resource area (Mohave County, Central--Survey Area No. 
697) is underway and scheduled for completion in 1993. These 
surveys would enable the BLM to locate areas requiring special 
management consideration (e.g., fragile or saline soils, wetland soils, 
prime and unique farmlands) and would provide information on an 
area's suitability for surface disturbance. 

Vegetation 
A vegetation inventory was completed for the southern half of the 
resource area (Hualapal-Aquarius) in 1979. An ecological site 
inventory is being conducted for the northern half of the resource area 
(Cerbat/Black Mountains) and is scheduled for completion in 1993. 
These surveys will provide the B LM with information on current and 
potential vegetative conditions throughout the resource area. The 
inventory provides the basis for determining desirable plant commu- 
nities for optimum multiple use/sustained yields within the ecologi- 
cal sites on the rangelands in addition to healthy watershed condi- 
tions. Management of the vegetation resource would continue to be 
addressed through activity plans to obtain desired vegetative cover 
conducive to healthy watershed conditions. 

Additionally, the soil survey along with the ecological site Inven- 
tory provides the basis for determIning desirable plant commu- 
nities for optimum multiple use/sustained yields within the eco- 
logical sites on rangelands. Management of the soil resource 
would continue to be addressed through watershed and range- 
land activity plans to assure resource protection. 

Water 

F l o o d p l a i n s :  T h e  BLM would continue to comply with Executive 
Order 11988. 

W a t e r  Q u a n t i t y :  To secure an adequate water supply for avariety of 
needs on public lands, the BLM would maintain an inventory of all 
water sources on public lands within the resource area and would 
continue to pursue applications/claims for water rights through the 
state appropriations/adjudication process. 

W a t e r  Q u a l i t y :  T h e  BLM would continue to establish a good 
baseline water quality data base and ensure that all waters on public 
lands meet or exceed federal and state standards for quality. Baseline 
water quality data for Burro and Francis creeks can be found In 
"Water Quality Study - Burro Creek Watershed," 1984 (King- 
man Resource Area files). Baseline data for the Bill Williams 
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River is found in "The Bill Williams Management Area, Find- 
ings and Interim Management Recommendations," December 
1988 (Klngman Resource Area files). The BLM would manage 
non-point source pollution through watershed and rangeland activity 
plans and would coordinate with the Arizona Department of Envi- 
ronmental Quality to incorporate its non-point source pollution 
requirements. Adverse impacts to water quality would be prevented 
or reduced through environmental analysis and mitigative measures 
for any action proposed for public lands. 

Air Resources 

Impacts to air quality resulting from activities on public lands would 
be prevented or reduced through mitigation brought forward in the 
analysis of impacts from proposed projects during compliance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act. Typically, activities on 
public lands that might affect air quality are addressed by Article 4 
(R9-3) of the Arizona Rules and Regulations. BLM actions or 
actions authorized by the BLM and addressed in the regulations 
include land trealments, prescribed burning, road building, construc- 
tion of mineral tailings piles, surface-disturbing rights-of-way and 
dust emissions from vehicles traveling unsurfaced roads. The 
National Environmental Policy Act review process ensures compli- 
ance with these regulations. For identification and coordination 
purposes, the BLM refers to the state implementation plan goals for 
air quality nonattainment areas. 

VEGETATIVE PRODUCTS MANAGEMENT 

This section addresses public demand for vegetative resources other 

than vegetation used mainly as forage. Other discussions on vegeta- 
tion can be found under Watershed Resources and Rangeland Man- 
agement. 

Objective 

The objective under Alternative I for the vegetative products pro- 

gram is to meet public demand for vegetative resources on public 
lands without impairing the sustained productivity of the resource. 

Plan Actions 

Under current management, sepa- 1 ~  
rate private and commercial wood- 
cutting areas are designated in ~ 
pinyon/juniper stands and per- ~ ~ ~  
mits are issued on a demand ~ ~ ~ ' ~  
basis. Commercial woodcut- ~ ~ ~ 
ting is allowed from May 1 to _~ ~.. ~ ~ .  
September 30 and other wood- vdt I~ . .~  ..... F 
cutting areas are open between ~ ~ ~  
October 1 and April 30. Within ' 
the woodcutting areas, specific 
units are selected forremoval 
of wood. In the personal N 
use woodcutting areas, 
typically larger trees . . . % ~ J ] ~ ~  
have been selectively ~ ' ~ ~  - , . . . . .  ~;=~ 
cut. In the commercial ~ ~ l , i ' ~ 7 ~  . . . . . .  
areas, permit holders are - ~ ~  

required to clear-cut all juniper and mature pinyon trees within 
designated units, after which they must rehabilitate the area by 
scattering slash and seeding with suitable native and naturalized 
forbs, grasses and shrubs found growing in the geographic area. 
Areas proposed for woodcutting and seeding are analyzed for 
potential impacts to other resources through the environmental 
assessment process. Cutting would not be allowed within areas 
found eligible for study as a wild and scenic river. 

Commercialharvest of Yucca schidigera (Mohave yucca) was being 
authorized through annual permit. Mohave yucca is used to produce 
a water retention agent, fertilizer and plant mulch. In the past, 
permits were allowed for harvest of 200 tons per year, but most 
recently, only 50 tons have been authorized for harvest each year. As 
of April 30, 1990, the Mohave yucca harvest has been suspended, 
pending study on the long-term sustained availability of this plant. 

Harvest of desert vegetation for personal use and commercial land- 
scaping would continue to be limited to salvage operations where 
vegetation is destined to be destroyed by surface disturbance. 

Permits would no longer be issued for removing ironwood, catelaw 
acacia and mesquite because of the extremely limited amount of 
these resources. 

Negotiated sales of vegetative products such as seeds and fruits 
would be permitted, subject to compliance with the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act. 

Removal of native plants for private residence or commercial land- 
scaping must comply with state laws governing the harvest and 
transport o fnative plants. All protected native plants are to be tagged 
before being removed and transported (Arizona Native Plant law, 
Arizona Revised Statutes, tide 3, Chapter 7; sections 3-901 to 3-910, 
as amended 1989). 

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

Objectives 

The objectives for the rangeland management program are listed in 
the Cerbat/Black Mountains final Environmental Impact Statement 
(published September 1978) and Huaiapai-Aquarius Final Grazing 
Environmental Impact Statement (August 1981). 

Plan Actions 

Current rangeland management would continue to be carried out 
according to the guidelines set in the above environmental impact 
statements, along with Rangeland Program Summary updates for 
both areas published in the years following the environmental impact 
statements (see Appendix 1). The volume of information in these 
documents prohibits a complete synopsis within this document, but 
all publications may be reviewed in the Kingman Resource Area 
office. Briefly, these documents provide for categorization of 
grazing allotments for management at different levels of intensity, a 
schedule for developing allotment management plans, associated 
range improvements on higher priority allotments and a program for 
monitoring vegetative conditions on public lands used for grazing. 
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Adjustments to carrying capacity, season of use and class or kind of 
livestock may be negotiated with range users on the basis of moni- 
toring results. 

Livestock grazing on public lands within the Lazy YU B allotment 
was cancelled in 1986. These public lands would continue to be 
closed to livestock grazing because of their unmanageability and the 
potential for conflict with homeowners. The lands affected are: 

T. 18 N., R. 18 W., see. 2, All 
T. 18 N., R. 17 W., see. 6, west of railroad right-of-way 
T. 19 N., R. 17 W., sees. 6, 18 and 30, west ofralkoad right-of-way 
T. 20 N., R. 17 W., sees. 8 and 30, west of railroad right-of-way 

In 1986, Unit B was eliminated from the Black Mountains allotment 
to avoid potential conflict with homeowners. These public lands 
would continue to be closed to livestock grazing. The lands affected 
are." 

T. 20 N., R. 17 W., sees. 5 and 6, portion south of Cook Canyon 
allotment boundary and see. 12, all public lands. 

The following unalloted parcels of public land would also remain 
closed to livestock use to avoid conflicts with homeowners. 

T. 21 N., R. 17 W., sec. 18, All and sees. 20 and 30, northwest of Cook 
Canyon allotment boundary. 

A total of 165,872 acres of public lands at the south end of the Black 
Mountains would remain closed to livestock grazing to reserve 
forage for wildlife (see Map 6). This area was established in 1974 
(Boundary Cone-McHeffy Butte unit) and 1976 (Warm Springs- 
Black Mountains unit) under authority of grazing regulations in 
effect at that time (43 CFR 4111.3-1(b)). 

Manipulation of vegetation would continue to be considered on 
areas found suitable for such treatment through site-specific 
analysis of important site factors such as slope, aspect, climate, 
soil type and depth, potential natural community and existing 
vegetative type. The type of vegetative manipulation treatment 
suitable for the site would be determined by analyzing the 
impacts of possible treatment procedures. Prescribed fire, plow- 
ing and seeding, chaining, brush-beating, land imprinting and 
herbicides are treatments which would be considered. An 
environmental analysis would be done on each area to determine 
impacts. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Objectives 

Cultural resource management objectives are to protect the scientific 
information potential, enhance the public use values of cultural 
resources and to manage them, when applicable, for conservation. 

Plan Actions 

Cultural resources would continue to be evaluated on a case-by-case 
basis in accordance with laws, regulations and BLM policy when 
inventories are required. A cultural resource management plan and 

cultural resource project plans would continue to be developed. 
National Register of Historic Places listing would continue for 
significant sites such as the Swale Tank Archaeological District. 
BLM archaeologists would continue to educate the public about the 
importance of cultural resources through the public school systems 
and local groups. Education would continue in the form of slide 
presentations to schools, museums and civic groups. Archaeological 
teaching materials would continue to be distributed to local teachers. 
Regular coverage in local newspapers concerning cultural resources 
and the laws protecting them would continue. 

Bighorn Cave would receive more testing and evaluation. The 
Carrow-Stephens historic ranch would continue to be developed for 
the public as an interpretive and recreation site. The Site Stewardship 
Program would continue with the BLM contributing suggestions for 
more cultural resources to be monitored. Coordination with local 
Indian tribes would continue. Signs marking points of interest would 
continue to be placed and replaced, especially along Historic Route 
66 and the Beale Wagon Road, and certain cultural resources would 
continue to be protected by signing, fencing, patrolling and surveil- 
lance. 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT 

Objective 

The objective of the recreation program is to manage for quality 
outdoor recreation. Under Alternative 1, the BLM would manage 
public lands as described in the Management Guidance Common to 
All Alternatives section. 

Plan Actions 

Recreation management is addressed under two broad program 
headings: general recreation and visual resources. The following 
describes the current status and management direction of these 
programs. 

General Recreation 

Recreation programs would continue to be managed according to 
multiple use and sustained yield principles. The mission of the 
program is to ensure continued quality outdoor recreation opportu- 
nities and experiences that earmot be readily obtained from other 
sources. Recreation use would be managed to protect the health and 
safety of visitors, to protect natural, cultural and other resources, to 
encourage public enjoyment of public lands and to resolve user 
conflicts. Responding to inquiries and providing timely information 
would continue to be a important part of the overall recreation 
management effort. 

The BLM will continue administration and maintenance of four 
existing recreation sites: Burro Creek, Wild Cow Springs, Windy 
Point and Packsaddle campgrounds. Recreation project plans have 
been completed and will be implemented for the Burro Creek and 
Wild Cow Springs recreation sites. These plans outline proposed 
improvements for each facility. A recreation project plan would be 
completed for Windy Point and Packsaddle recreation sites. The 
Burro Creek Interpretive Overlook recreation project plan, com- 
pleted several years ago, would be implemented. These recreation 
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CHAPTER II 

projects have a long history of sustained public use, pressing main- 
tenance, and need for enlargement. 

The Hualapai Highlights Trail System Plan has been completed for 
developing hiking trails at the northern end of the Hualapai Moun- 
tains. This activity plan would be implemented. 

The BLM has two routes suitable for designation as national back 
country byways. The Hualapai Mountains National Back Country 
Byway has been proposed, but not implemented. I t  includes 
segments of county- and BLM-maintained roads within the Huala- 
pai Mountains. The Historic Route 66 National Scenic Byway has 
been designated. I t  includes a scenic and historic segment of Old 
Route 66/Oalman Road through the Black Mountains west of King- 
man. 

All public lands would be part of the extensive recreation manage- 
ment area. Most extensive (dispersed) recreational opportunities 
would continue to be managed on an "on-demand" basis. On-site 
investment and public information efforts on public lands would 
continue to be provided in response to short-term demand. Special 
recreation permits would be required for commercial and competi- 
tive events. Management attention would be directed at the most 
visible examples of recreational resource degradation and at the most 
pressing instances of recreation user conflicts. Any new recreation 
facilities developed along river segments eligible for inclusion 
into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System would be 
compatible with the protective management prescriptions and 
will not adversely affect the segments' outstandingly remarkable 
values. No long-term visitor use areas would be established. 

Off-Highway Vehicles 

Off-highway vehicle use would be limited to existing roads, trails 
and navigable washes on 2,035,561 acres. A total of 392,844 acres 
is closed to off-highway vehicle use on nine wilderness areas (see 
Map 7). 

This plan designates off-highway vehicle use of roads, trails and 
navigable washes on public lands administered by the BLM. I t  
does not authorize any such use on private, state, Indian or other 
federal lands. Travel on Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
or  Grand Canyon National Park lands must comply with Na- 
tional Park Service-approved plans and regulations. 

Visual Resources 
The Visual Resource Management classes established under the 
management framework plans would remain the same. Application 
of the Visual Resource Management System would continue to rely 
on the use of the standard visual contrast rating worksheet and on the 
resource specialists involved in permitting or project planning to 
Identify and mitigate Impacts to the visual resource. 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

To fulfill the requirements of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 
1968, the BLM must identify and evaluate all river segments on 
public lands to determine if they are appropriate for additions to 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The determination 

is based on a three-step evaluation process that includes eligibil- 
ity, classification and suitability. 

Eligibility refers to whether or  not a river segment has the basic 
qualifications to be a component of the National Wild and Scenic 
River System. To be eligible, a river segment must be free- 
flowing and contain one or more outstandingly remarkable 
value. Free-flowing is defined by Section 16(h) of the Wild and 
Scenic River Act as "existing or  flowing in natural  condition 
without impoundment, diversion, straightening, r ip-rapping or 
other modification of the waterway." Thus, a river segment need 
not be perennial to he free-flowing. The volume of flow is 
sufficient if it can maintain the outstandingly remarkable values 

identified within the segment. The Wild and Scenic River Act 

further states that to he eligible the river segment must contain 

one or more of the following outstandingly remarkable values: 

scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural 
or other similar values. 

Once it is found that a river segment is free-flowing and contains 
at least one outstandingly remarkable value, the segment is 
determined to be eligible for inclusion into the National Wild and 
Scenic River System. The next step is to determine the river 
segment's potential classification. This refers to whether the 
river segment's potential classification is Wild, Scenic or Recre- 
ational as defined by the Wild and Scenic River Act. 

The Wild and Scenic River Act requires the BLM to manage 
eligible river segments so as to not impair  their suitability for 
inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System. The 
potential classification assists the BLM in determining manage- 
ment prescriptions to protect the segment's free-flowing values 
and its outstandingly remarkable values. 

The final step is to determine a river segment's suitability. This 
step analyzes factors such as characteristics that do or  do not 
make the area worthy of inclusion in the National Wild and 
Scenic River System, status of ownership, including minerals, 
reasonably foreseeable potential uses of the land and related 
waters, existing rights and any other concern that may relate to 
management of the river as a component of the National Wild 
and Scenic River System. The BLM reports its findings and 
recommendations to Congress through the Secretary of Interior, 
and only Congress can designate a river as a component of the 
National Wild and Scenic River System. 

BLM guidance regarding wild and scenic rivers is to determine 
eligibility and potential classification within the context of the 
Resource Management Plan. Suitability may be deferred to 
allow for joint  studies where a river segment crosses several 
different jurisdictions or where more inventory is needed to 
determine suitability. Thus, a river segment's eligibility, poten- 
tial classification and protective management prescriptions re- 
main the same throughout all alternatives within the Resource 
Management Plan. Suitability studies began in fiscal year 1993 
and will be completed in fiscal year 1994. 

42 



0 '-4
 

0 
;;

O
r "

~ 

---
 

Z rn
 

~
o

 
F

m
 

~ 
~

_x
 

r-
- 

" 
~ 

rq
 

Z 

z m
 

o'
l 

ff
l 

"1
- 

0,
1 

Il
l 

c)
 

r-
--

 
0 0'

1 
iq

 

o
 

o
 

o
 

o
 

o
 

~ 
N

 

-
-
 

o
 

z 



C H A P T E R  II 

Map 8 and Table 2 depict those rivers within the Kingman 
Resource Area that were analyzed for eligibility. Table 2 also 
shows an eligible river segment's potential classification. Man- 
agement prescriptions designed to protect each eligible river 
segment's free-flowing nature and outstandingly remarkable 
values are also described below. Chapter 3 provides more 
detailed information regarding each eligible river segment's 
outstandingly remarkable values. 

Burro Creek (Segment A) 

Potential Classification and Rationale: The potential classifica- 
tion for this segment is "Wild." The segment is free-flowing with 
little or no shoreline development, is essentially not accessible by 
road and has excellent water quality. 

Interim Management Prescriptions: The following prescrip- 
tions are designed to protect this segment's free-flowing nature 
and its outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational and fish 
and wildlife values within a corridor 1/4-mile wide from the 
normal high water line on either side of the stream. Prescriptions 
apply only to BLM-administered public lands within the corri- 
dor. 

Free-flowing Values: Subject to valid existing rights and to the 
extent the BLM is authorized under law, no stream impound- 
ments, diversions, channelization or rip-rapping would be al- 
lowed. 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values: To protect this segment's 
outstandingly remarkable values, management prescriptions 
proposed for the Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern, as shown in the Special Man- 
agement Areas section of Alternative 2 in Chapter 2, would be 
implemented within the river corridor. In addition, the follow- 
lng prescriptions would apply to the river corridor. 

1. No new roads would be constructed or authorized within 1/4- 
mile of the normal high water line. 

2. New rights-of-way would be discouraged. Where no reason- 
able alternative exists, additional or new rights-of-way would 
be restricted to existing routes or areas. Where new rights-of- 
way are unavoidable, locations and construction techniques 
would be selected to minimize adverse impacts on the "Wild 
River" related values. 

3. Major public use areas such as campgrounds would be out- 
side of the "Wild River" corridor unless, through thorough 
analysis, it can be shown to be unobtrusive and not impair the 
segment's suitability for designation as a "Wild River." 

Burro Creek (Segment B) 

Potential Classification and Rationale: The potential classifica- 
tion for this segment of Burro Creek is "Wild." The rationale for 
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this classification is that: it is free-flowing with no diversions, 
dams or other watercourse modifications, the segment is inacces- 
sible by road except at the ends of the segment, the segment's 
shorelines are primitive with little or no development and water 
quality is excellent. 

Protective Management Prescriptions: The following prescrip- 
tions are designed to protect this segment's free-flowing nature 
and its outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, fish and 
wildlife and cultural values within a corridor 1/4-mile wide from 
the normal high water line on either side of the stream. Prescrip- 
tions apply only to BLM-administered public lands within the 
corridor. 

Free-flowing Values: Subject to valid existing rights and to the 
extent the BLM is authorized under law, no stream impound- 
ments, diversions, channelization or rip-rapping would be al- 
lowed. 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values: To protect this segment's 
outstandingly remarkable values, management prescriptions 
proposed for the Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern, as shown in the Special Man- 
agement Areas section of Alternative 2 in Chapter 2, would be 
implemented within the river corridor. Further protection 
would be provided by the provisions in the Wilderness Act of 
1964 and the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990. 

Burro Creek (Segment C) 

Potential Classification and Rationale: The potential classifica- 
tion for this segment is "Recreational." The rationale for this 
classification is that although it is free-flowing with little shore- 
line development, it is readily accessible by road and a relatively 
highly used recreation area (Six-Mile Crossing) is adjacent to the 
segment. 

Protective Management Prescriptions: The following prescrip- 
tions are designed to protect this segment's free-flowing nature 
and its outstandingly remarkable scenic and fish and wildlife 
values within a corridor 1/4-mile wide from the normal high 
water line on either side of the stream. Prescriptions apply only 
to BLM-administered public lands within the corridor. 

Free-flowing Values: Subject to valid existing rights and to the 
extent the BLM is authorized under law, no stream impound- 
ments, diversions, channelization or rip-rapping would he al- 
lowed. 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values: To protect this segment's 
outstandingly remarkable values, management prescriptions 
proposed for the Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern, as shown in the Special Man- 
agement Areas section ofAlternatlve 2 in Chapter 2, would be 
implemented within the river corridor. 
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River Name 

Burro Creek 
(Segment A) 

Burro Creek 
(Segment B) 

Burro Creek 
(Segment C) 

Burro Creek 
(Segment D) 

Burro Creek 
(Segment E) 

Francis Creek 

Big Sandy River 

Big Sandy River 
(Segment A) 

Table 2 
Eligibility Assessment for River Segments Identified for Possible Inclusion as Components 

of the National Wild and Scenic River System 

Segment 
Description 

From wilderness 
boundary to Scratch 
Canyon 

That portion within 
the Upper Burro 
Creek Wilderness 

From confluence 
with Boulder Creek 
to Six-Mile Crossing 

From Six-Mile 
Crossing to 
Highway 93 

From Highway 93 to 
confluence with Big 
Sandy 

From Burro Creek to 
resource area 

boundary 

From Highway 93 
north to Trout Creek 

From Highway 93 
south to Signal 
Townsite 

Segment 
Length (miles) 

16 

12 

14 

20 

18 

Percent of 
Corridor Under 

BLM Jurisdiction 

27 

100 

35 

100 

52 

Free-flowing 
Values 

34 

-5 

37 

Yes No 

Outstandingly * 
Remarkable Values 

a b e  d e f g 

Potential 
Classification 

Wild Scenic Rec. 

X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X 

X X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X X 

X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Eligibility 
Determination 
Yes No 

X 

J 

O 
"I- 
> 

m 

* a = Scenic; b = Recreational; c = Geological; d = Fish and Wildlife; e = Historical; f = Cultural; g = Other 

(continued) 



River Creek 

Big Sandy River 
(Segment B) 

Bill Williams River 
(Segment A) 

Bill Williams River 
(Segment B) 

Santa Maria River 
(Segment A) 

Santa Maria River 
(Segment B) 

Wright Creek 

Table 2 (continued) 
Eligibility Assessment for River Segments Identified for Possible Inclusion as Components 

of the National Wild and Scenic River System 

Segment 
Description 

From Signal 
Townsite to Alamo 
Lake 

From Alamo Dam to 
Rawhide Mountain 
Wilderness 
boundary 

From wilderness 
boundary to resource 
area boundary 

From Highway 93 
to Alamo Lake 

From Highway 93 to 
r e s o u r c e  a r e a  

boundary 

From mouth of East 
Fork Canyon to 
private land (see. 35) 

Segment 
Length (Miles) 

10 

10 

21 

14 

13 

Percent of 
Corridor Under 

BLM Jurisdiction 

75 

10o 

28 

83 

42 

98 

Free-flowing 
Values 

Yes No 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

* a = Scenic; b = Recreational; c = Geological; d = Fish and Wildlife; e = Historical; f = Cultural; g = Other 

Outstandingly * 
Remarka~eValues 
a b c d e f g  

X X 

X X X 

x x 

X X 

Potential 
Classification 

Wild Scenic Rec. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Eligibility 
Determination 
Yes No 

, J  

> 

m < 
nl 
,...& 



C H A P T E R  II 

Burro Creek (Segment D) 

Potential Classification and Rationale: The potential classifica- 
tion for this segment of Burro Creek is "Wild." The rationale for 
this classification is that it is free-flowing with no dams or 
diversions, is inaccessible by road, has shorelines largely unde- 
veloped and water quality is excellent. 

Protective Management Prescriptions: The following prescrip- 
tions are designed to protect this segment's free-flowing nature 
and its outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational and fish 
and wildlife values within a corridor 1/4-mile wide from the 
normal high water line on either side ofthe stream. Prescriptions 
apply only to BLM-administered public lands within the corri- 
dor. 

Free-flowing Values: Subject to valid existing rights and to the 
extent the BLM is authorized under law, no stream impound- 
ments, diversions, channelization or rip-rapping would be al- 
lowed. 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values: To protect this segment's 
outstandingly remarkable values, management prescriptions 
proposed for the Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern, as shown in the Special Man- 
agement Areas section of Alternative 2 in Chapter 2, would be 
implemented within the river corridor. In addition, the follow- 
ing prescriptions would apply to the river corridor: 

1. No new roads would be constructed or authorized within 1/4- 
mile of the normal high water line. 

2. New rights-of-way would be discouraged. Where no reason- 
able alternative exists, additional or new rights-of-way would 
be restricted to existing routes or areas, Where new rights-of- 
way are unavoidable, locations and construction techniques 
would be selected to minimize adverse impacts on the "Wild 
River" related values, 

3. Major public use areas such as campgrounds would be lo- 
cated outside of the "Wild River" corridor unless, through 
thorough analysis, it can be shown to be unobtrusive and not 
impair the segment's suitability for designation as a "Wild 
River." 

Burro Creek (Segment E) 

Potential Classification and Rationale: The potential classifica- 
tion for this segment is "Scenic." The rationale for this classifi- 
cation is that it is free-flowing with no dams or diversions, water 
quality is excellent and it is accessible by road in only a few 
locations. However, the presence of the Highway 93 bridge and 
the Burro Creek Recreation Site combine to preclude a classifi- 
cation as "Wild." 

Protective Management Prescriptions: The following prescrip- 
tions are designed to protect this segment's free-flowing nature 
and its outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, fish and 
wildlife and cultural values within a corridor 1/4-mile wide from 
the normal high water line on either side of the stream. Prescrip- 
tions apply only to BLM-administered public lands within the 
corridor. 

Free-flowing Values: Subject to valid existing rights and to the 
extent the BLM is authorized under law, no stream impound- 
ments, diversions, channelization or rip-rapping would be al- 
lowed. 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values: To protect this segment's 
outstandingly remarkable values, management prescriptions 
proposed for the Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern, as shown in the Special Man- 
agement Areas section of Alternative 2 in Chapter 2, would be 
implemented within the river corridor. 

Francis Creek 

Potential Classification and Rationale: The potential classifica- 
tion for Francis Creek is "Recreational." The rationale for this 
classification is that the stream is free-flowing with no dams or 
diversions, water quality is excellent and the shoreline is gener- 
ally undeveloped. However, a maintained dirt road parallels the 
creek and crosses it in at least two locations. Further, a pumping 
station is within the corridor adjacent to the creek. 

Protective Management Prescriptions: The following prescrip- 
tions are designed to protect this segment's free-flowing nature 
and its outstandingly remarkable scenic and fish and wildlife 
values within a corridor l/4-mlle wide from the normal high 
water line on either side of the stream. Prescriptions apply only 
to BLM-administered public lands within the corridor. 

Free-flowing Values: Subject to valid existing rights and to the 
extent the BLM is authorized under law, no stream impound- 
ments, diversions, channelization or rip-rapping would be al- 
lowed. 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values: To protect this segment's 
outstandingly remarkable values, management prescriptions 
proposed for the Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern, as shown in the Special Man- 
agement Areas section of Alternative 2 in Chapter 2, would be 
implemented within the river corridor. 

Big Sandy River (Segment A) 

Potential Classification and Rationale: The potential classifica- 
tion for this segment of the Big Sandy River is "Scenic." The 
river is free-flowiug and water quality is good. Although roads 
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cross the river in at least two places and some development has 
occurred along its shoreline, most of the area remains in an 
undeveloped state. 

Protective Management Prescriptions: The following prescrip- 
tions are designed to protect this segment's free-flowing nature 
and its outstandingly remarkable scenic and fish and wildlife 
vaines within a corr idor 1/4-mile wide from the normal high 
water line on either side of the stream. Prescriptions apply only 
to BLM-administered public lands within the corridor. 

Free-flowing Vaines: Subject to valid existing rights and to the 
extent the BLM is authorized under law, no stream impound- 
ments, diversions, channelization or rip-rapping would be al- 
lowed. 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values: To protect this segment's 
outstandingly remarkable values, management prescriptions 
proposed for the Three Rivers Riparian Area of Critical Envi- 
ronmental Concern, as shown in the Special Management Areas 
section of Alternative 2 in Chapter 2, would be implemented 
within the river corridor. 

Big Sandy River (Segment B) 

Potential Classification and Rationale: The potential classifica- 
tion for this segment of the Big Sandy River is "Wild." The 
rationale for this classification is that: it is free-flowing with no 
dams or  diversions, it is inaccessible by road, the shorelines are 
undeveloped and water quality is excellent. 

Protective Management Prescriptions: The following prescrip- 
tions are designed to protect this segment's free-flowing nature 
and its outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational and fish 
and wildlife values within a corridor 1/4-mile wide from the 
normal high water line on either side of the stream. Prescriptions 
apply only to BLM-administered public lands within the corri- 
dor. 

Free-flowing Values: Subject to valid existing rights and to the 
extent the BLM is authorized under law, no stream impound- 
merits, diversions, channelization or rip-rapping would be al- 
lowed. 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values: To protect this segment's 
outstandingly remarkable vaines, management prescriptions 
proposed for the Three Rivers Riparian Area of Critical Envi- 
ronmental Concern, as shown in the Special Management Areas 
section of Alternative 2 in Chapter 2, would be implemented 
within the river corridor. In addition, the following prescrip- 
tions would apply to the river corridor. 

1. No new roads would be constructed or authorized within 1/4- 
mile of the normal high water line. 

2. New rights-of-way would be discouraged. Where no reason- 
able alternative exists, additional or new rights-of-way would 
be restricted to existing routes or  areas. Where new rights-of- 
way are unavoidable, locations and construction techniques 
would he selected to minimize adverse impacts on the "Wild 
River" related values. 

. Major  public use areas such as campgrounds would be lo- 
cated outside of the "Wild River" corridor unless, through 
thorough analysis, it can he shown to be unobtrusive and not 
impair  the segment's suitability for designation as a "Wild 
River"  

Santa Maria  River (Segment A) 

Potential Classification and Rationale: The potential classifica- 
tion for this segment is "Wild." The river is free-flowing and is 
not accessible by road. The shoreline is essentially undeveloped 

and water quality is excellent. 

Protective Management Prescriptions: The following prescrip- 
tions are designed to protect this segment's free-flowing nature 
and its outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational and fish 
and wildlife values within a corr idor 1/4-mile wide from the 
normal high water line on either side of the stream. Prescriptions 
apply only to BLM-administered public lands within the corri- 
dor. 

Free-flowing Values: Subject to valid existing rights and to the 
extent the BLM is authorized under law, no stream impound- 
ments, diversions, channelization or rip-rapping would he al- 
lowed. 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values: To protect this segment's 
outstandingly remarkable values, management prescriptions 
proposed for the Three Rivers Riparian Area of Critical Envi- 
ronmental Concern, as shown in the Special Management Areas 
section of Alternative 2 in Chapter 2, would be implemented 
within the river corridor.  In addition, the following prescrip- 
tions would apply to the river corridor.  

1. No new roads would be constructed or authorized within 1/4- 
mile of the normal high water line. 

2. New rights-of-way would be discouraged. Where no reason- 
able alternative exists, additional or new rights-of-way would 
be restricted to existing routes or areas. Where new rights-of- 
way are unavoidable, locations and construction techniques 
would be selected to minimize adverse impacts on the "Wild 
River" related values. 

3. Major  public use areas such as campgrounds would be lo- 
cated outside of the "Wild River" corridor unless, through 
thorough analysis, it can be shown to be unobtrusive and not 
impair the segment's suitability for designation as a "Wild 
River"  
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Santa Maria River (Segment B) 

Potential Classification and Rationale: The potential classifica- 
tion for this stretch of the Santa Maria River is "Scenic." The 
river is free-flowing, water quality is excellent and the shorelines 
are largely undeveloped. However, the segment is accessible in 
several locations by road and State Route 96 crosses it In one 
location. 

Protective Management Prescriptions: The following prescrip- 
tions are designed to protect this segment's free-flowing nature 
and its outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife values within 
a corridor 1/4-mile wide from the normal high water line on 
either side of the stream. Prescriptions apply only to BLM- 
administered public lands within the corridor. 

Free-flowing Values: Subject to valid existing rights and to the 
extent the BLM is authorized under law, no stream impound- 
ments, diversions, channelization or rip-rapping would be al- 
lowed. 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values: To protect this segment's 
outstandingly remarkable values, management prescriptions 
proposed for the Three Rivers Riparian Area of Critical Envi- 
ronmental Concern, as shown in the Special Management Areas 
section of Alternative 2 in Chapter 2, would be implemented 
within the river corridor. 

Bill Williams River (Segment A) 

Potential Classification and Rationale: The potential classifica- 
tion for this segment is "Wild." The river is free-flowing and is 
not accessible by road. The shoreline is essentially undeveloped 
and water quality is excellent. 

Protective Management Prescriptions: The following prescrip- 
tions are designed to protect this segment's free-flowing nature 
and its outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational and fish 
and wildlife values within a corridor 1/4-mile wide from the 
normal high water line on either side of the stream. Prescriptions 
apply only to BLM-administered public lands within the corri- 
dor. 

Free-flowing Values: Subject to valid existing rights and to the 
extent the BLM is authorized under law, no stream impound- 
ments, diversions, channelization or rip-rapping would be al- 
lowed. 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values: To protect this segment's 
outstandingly remarkable values, management prescriptions 
proposed for the Three Rivers Riparian Area of Critical Envi- 
ronmental Concern, as shown in the Special Management Areas 
section of Alternative 2 in Chapter 2, would be implemented 
within the river corridor. In addition, the following prescrip- 
tions would apply to the river corridor. 

1. No new roads would be constructed or authorized within 1/4- 
mile of the normal high water line. 

2. New rights-of-way would be discouraged. Where no reason- 
able alternative exists, additional or new Right-of-Wayswould 
be restricted to existing routes or areas. Where new Right-of- 
Ways are unavoidable, locations and construction techniques 
would be selected to minimize adverse impacts on the "Wild 
River" related values. 

3. Major public use areas such as campgrounds would be lo- 
cated outside of the "Wild River" corridor, unless through a 
thorough analysis, it can be shown to be unobtrusive and not 
impair the segment's suitability for designation as a "Wild 
River". 

Bill Williams River (Segment B) 

Potential classification and Rationale: The potential classifica- 
tion for this segment is "Scenic." The stream is free-flowing with 
no dams or diversions, water quality is excellent and the shore- 
line is essentially undeveloped. However, the segment is acces- 
sible by road in several places. 

Protective Management Prescriptions: The following prescrip- 
tions are designed to protect this segment's free-flowing nature 
and its outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife values within 
a corridor 1/4-mile wide from the normal high water line on 
either side of the stream. Prescriptions apply only to BLM- 
administered public lands within the corridor. 

Free-flowing Values: Subject to valid existing rights and to the 
extent the BLM is authorized under law, no stream impound- 
ments, diversions, channelization or rip-rapping would be al- 
lowed. 

Outstanding Remarkable Values: To protect this segment's 
outstandingly remarkable values, management prescriptions 
proposed for the Three Rivers Riparian Area of Critical Envi- 
ronmental Concern, as shown in the Special Management Areas 
section of Alternative 2 in Chapter 2, would be implemented 
within the river corridor. 

Wright Creek 

Potential Classification and Rationale: The potential classifica- 
tion for Wright Creek is "Scenic" The stream is free-flowing 
with no dams or diversions. Water quality is generally good and 
recent land exchanges have Increased public land shoreline so 
the capability of enhancing water quality has increased. The 
shoreline does contain a small number of isolated structures and 
roads cross the creek at several locations. 

Protective Management Prescriptions: The following prescrip- 
tions are designed to protect this segment's free-flowing nature 
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and its outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife and cultural 
values within a corridor 1/4-mile wide from the normal high 
water line on either side ofthe stream. Prescriptions apply only 
to BLM-administered public lands within the corridor. 

Free-flowing Values: Subject to valid existing rights and to the 
extent the BLM is authorized under law, no stream impound- 
merits, diversions, channelization or rip-rapping would be al- 
lowed. 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values: To protect this segment's 
outstandingly remarkable values, management prescriptions 
proposed for the Wright and Cottonwood Creeks Riparian and 
Cultural Area of Critical Environmental Concern, as shown in 
the Special Management Areas section of Alternative 2 in Chap- 
ter 2, would be implemented within the river corrldor. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

Objectives 

The objectives of the wildlife habitat management program are to 
ensure optimum habitat condition, ensure healthy and viable 
populations and maintain a natural abundance and diversity of 
wildlife. This would be accomplished by restoring, maintaining 
and enhancing habitat conditions. Habitat management plans 
would be developed and implemented through coordination 
with other programs, state and federal agencies and Interest 
groups. Specific actions would include integrated monitoring 
and habitat improvement projects. 

Plan Actions 

Management of wildlife habitat would continue unchanged. The 
BLM would continue to develop general program priorities using 
existing planning documents and directives and guidance at BLM 
state and national levels. 

General Wildlife Habitat 
Land use actions would con- 
tinue to be reviewed and 
stipulations and mitigating 
measures recommended for 
management to lessen im- 
pacts to wildlife and wildlife 
habitat. Non-game, small 
game and general wildlife 
habitats are extensive and will 
benefit from these mitigating 
measures. 

Big Game 
Desert bighorn sheep, mule 
deer and antelope habitat 
would continue to receive 
high priority for management, 
as outlined in existing habitat 
management plans. 

Management of wildlife habitat to encourage big game expan- 
sion into historical use areas would be developed through activ- 
ity plans (habitat management plans) with public Involvement. 
This would include determining habitat use limits and the poten- 
tial of habitat to support existing and target species populations. 

Allotments wholly or partially within a 20-raile buffer of bighorn 
sheep habitat would not be permitted for domestic sheep or goat 
grazing to avoid the spread of disease to bighorn sheep populations 
(see Map 9). The BLM would immediately impound domestic 
sheep and goats found on these allotments. 

Desert bighorn sheep and other ungulates In the Black Mann- 
rains and Mount Wilson would be managed at a level which 
would ensure the continued existence of all ungulate species. 
Forage allocations would be in conformance with the levels set In 
the 1978 Cerbat/Black Mountains Grazing Environmental Im- 
pact Statement for the Black Mountains planning unit and the  
portion of the Cerbat planning unit associated with Wilson 
Ridge. The 1978 allocation was based on vegetative inventory 
data collected by visual reconnaissance, which calculated a total 
of 11,928 animal unit months of forage being available for all 
grazing animals (see areas A and B on Map 9). 

The forage allocation assures sufficient vegetation remains for 
protection of non-game animals and watersheds. Desert bighorn 
sheep and mule deer were allotted a portion of the total forage 
based on objectives defined in the Cerbat and Black Mountains 
management framework plans. The portion of forage allocated 
for wild burros was set to provide for the number of animals 
thought to be in the area at the time of the passage of the Wild and 
Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act of 1971. Livestock were 
allotted the amount of available forage which remained. These 
animal unit months are reflected in the ratios shown for each 
class of ungulate in Table 3. 

Table 3 
* PERCENT FORAGE ALLOCATION RATIOS 

I esert Bighorn Sheep Mule Deer Wild Burros Cattle ~'~ 
24 % 10 % 20 % 46 % | 
2,863 1,193 2,385 5,487 | 
AUMs AUMs AUMs AUM%J 

* Forage is allocated to animal unit months at the ratio of cattle 1:1, 
bighorn sheep 5:1, deer 4:1 and wild burros 2:1. 

Table 4 shows the animal unit months allotted to bighorn sheep 
in the management framework plans by habitat management 
plan areas. In the Black Mountains planning unit, forage was 
allocated for desert bighorn sheep grazing on public lands, 
including habitat in the Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
administered by the National Park Service (area C on Map 9). 

Forage was also allocated for bighorn sheep in the Cerbat 
planning unit in the Wilson Ridge complex (see the northern 
portion of area A on Map 9) and the Diamond Bar/Gold Basin 
(see area C on Map 9) grazing allotments. Forage was allocated 
for bighorn sheep in the southern portion of the resource area on 
Aubrey Peak (see area D on Map 9). 
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ALTERNATIVE 1 

Table 4 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLANS 

Bighorn Sheep -~ 
Plans Animal Unit Months 

Black Mountains 1,550 
Corbat 

Mount Wilson 240 
Diamond Bar 740 

Hualapai (Aubrsy Peak) 46 J 

Pronghorn antelope habitat on public lands would be managed 
according to existing habitat management plans to support 400 
animal unit months on Goodwin Mesa and 300 animal unit 
months around Cherokee Point. 

Special emphasis would target proposed projects involving cooper- 
ating agencies and matching funding from state and private sectors. 
The assistance and cooperation from these groups would determine 
the level of continued attention directed toward big game habitat 
management through compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act process. 

The BLM would manage elk habitat in coordination with the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department to ensure compliance with 
federal responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act, in 
particular regarding Hualapai Mexican vole habitat. 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES MANAGEMENT 

Objectives 

The objectives of the special status species program are to provide for 
recovery of listed species, to manage other species habitats to 
avoid the need to federally list them and to improve habitat of 
special status species. 

Plan Ac t ions  

Plant Species 

The Phoenix District has addressed the protection of special status 
species in several ways, including habitat management plans and 
monitoring plots. 

Current management direction is to handle specific habitat problems 
or conflicts on a case-by-ease basis. Federally listed threatened, 
endangered or candidate species or species listed under the Arizona 
Native Plant Law are given special management protection. 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department Nongame Branch (Arizona 
Natural Heritage Program) has recommended a list of seven plant 
species for designation as BLM-Sensitive Plant Species (see Appen- 
dix 6). As the list is updated, these sensitive species and others would 
be afforded protective measures on a par with federal candidate 
species. Impacts to protected plant populations would be identified 
through environmental reviews prepared after on-site inspections of 
areas proposed for development. 

Endangered Species 

Arizona eliffrose: The majority of the known Arizona cliffrose 
population has been fenced to exclude livestock. The exclosure 
would be used to facilitate studies on the Impact of grazing by 
livestock. The BLM would continue to monitor the population 
for utilization by wildlife and to assess population changes. 

The BLM would also continue to ensure protection for the 
species from mineral development by requiring mitigation mea- 
sures in mining plans of operation and bonding to prevent 
unnecessary and undue degradation. 

Federal Candidate Species 

Cerbat beard-tongue: The BLM would continue to monitor 
habitat for this species and mitigate any federal action occurring 
within this species habitat in an effort to reduce Impacts to this 
rare plank 

White-marginedpenstemon: The BLM would continue to moni- 
tor habitat for this species and mitigate any federal action 
occurring within this species habitat in an effort to reduce 
Impacts to this rare plank 

Animal Species 

Priority species would continue to receive management attention. 
More emphasis would be placed on desert tortoise as a result of the 
BLM's Rangewide Plan for Management of Desert Tortoise Habitat 
and the federal listing of this species as endangered in California, 
Nevada, Utah and portions of Arizona. 

Other special status wildlife species not discussed here would be 
managed to avoid the need to list them. They would not receive 
intensive management attention other than that provided for in 
habitat management plans unless elevated to threatened or endan- 
gered species status (see Appendix 6). 

Endangered Species 

Bald eagle: The BLM would continue to promote improvement of 
habitat conditions for the southern and northern bald eagles by 
implementing actions from recovery plans. The BLM would also 
participate on the multi-agency Southwestern Bald Eagle Manage- 
ment Committee in cooperation with other federal and state agencies 
and private groups. 

Peregrine falcon: The BLM would implement applicable actions 
from recovery plans and continue monitoring efforts in cooperation 
with federal and state agencies. Any future dramatic declines in the 
population of peregrine falcons could result in higher priority efforts 
targeted at protecting this species. 

Hualapai Mexican vole: The BLM would implement applicable 
actions from recovery plans and continue to monitor vole habitats 
once or twice a year. Inventory and monitoring would be carried out 
in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department. 
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Federal Candidate Species 

Ferruginous hawk: Monitoring for this species would continue on 
a limited basis by volunteers and BLM resource specialists. 

Mexican spotted owl: An inventory and monitoring program would 
be initiated in cooperation with state and federal wildlife agencies. 
From inventory results, special management actions to improve 
habitat conditions would be developed and implemented. 

Yavapai leopard frog: An inventory and monitoring program would 
be initiated in cooperation with state and federal wildlife agencies. 
From inventory results, special management actions to improve 
habitat conditions would be developed and Implemented. 

Desert tortoise: Inventory, monitoring and other research projects 
would increase. Category I areas would receive highest prlority for 
habitat management 

Unavoidable impacts or land use actions resulting in net loss to the 
quality or quantity of desert tortoise habitat in category I or lI areas 
would require compensation in the form of other equally suitable 
tortoise habitat in the Kingman Resource Area. Habitat compensa- 
tion rates would be calculated using the formula found In the 
Strategy for Desert Tortoise Habitat Management on Public 
Lands in Arizona (October 1990). Other approved formulas 
may be used as policy is revised. 

In the Cerbat/Black Mountains and Hualapat-Aquarins grazing 
environmental impact statements, desert tortoise were consid- 
ered non-game species and were not allocated perennial forage. 
However, the allocations took into consideration vegetation use 
by other non-game species and therefore provided a certain 
percent forage through proper use factors. On all allotments 
containing categories I and II desert tortoise habitat, grazing by 
ungulates would be managed to ensure adequate and suitable peren- 
nial and ephemeral forage and cover for desert tortoise throughout 
the year. 

Allotments containing Category HI  tortoise habitat may be 
subjected to lower intensity management for tortoise. Manage- 
ment would continue to provide adequate forage for existing 
tortoise populations in these areas. 

Utilization of forage and cover plants, important to desert tortoise 
habitat, would be maintained at a level which ensures long -term plant 
vigor and adequate standing vegetation for late spring and summer- 
fall tortoise use. Monitoring data showing a downward popula- 
tion trend, an increase in mortality or a downward trend In key 
forage plants would trigger a review of grazing management 
actions in desert tortoise habitat. 

In categories I mad H desert tortoise habitat, only range improve- 
ments for ungulates which will not conflict with tortoise populations 
or habitat would be allowed. Mitigation for such conflicts is 
permissible to make the net effect of the improvements positive or 
neutral to the tortoise. Conflicting Improvements would be removed 
or modified to mitigate the conflict as opportunities arise. 

State-listed Spec ies  

Common black.hawk: Monitoring of this species would continue 
and is expected to remain very light. 

Northern goshawk: Monitoring activities targeting this species 
would remain minimal. 

Roundtail chub: Once-a-year monitoring (the Arizona Game and 
Fish Department Fall Fish Count) on a volunteer basis would 
continue if enough people volunteer. 

RIPARIAN AREA MANAGEMENT 

Objective 

The objective for management ofrlparian-wefland areas is to restore 
and maintain these areas so that 75 percent or more are in proper 
functioning (satisfactory) condition by 1997 (BLM, Riparian-Wet- 
land Initiative for the 1990s, September 1990, as defined by the 
Phoenix District Riparian Area Condition Evaluation Handbook, 
1987). The overall objective is to achieve an advanced ecological 
status, except where resource management would require an earlier 
ecological status for such purposes as vegetation diversity. Ripar- 
Ian-wetland areas and associated uplands would be protected 
through proper laud management and avoiding or mitigating 
negative Impacts. The BLM would acquire and expand key areas 
to provide for their maximum public benefit, protection, en- 
hancement and efficient management. 

The BLM would pursue an aggressive riparian-wetland infor- 
mation/outreach program, including providing training and 
research. 

Partnerships would be Improved and cooperative restoration 
and management processes begun to implement the riparian 
initiative. 

This status would be achieved by implementing the seven-step 
process outlined in the Management Common to all Alternatives 
Section. Riparian areas are shown in Appendix 7. 

Plan Actions 

Riparlan-wetland areas found to be in poorly functioning, poor 
ecological condition from the Riparian Area Condition Evalua- 
tion inventory would be Improved through an interdisciplinary 
team and public planning process. 

The process would identify causes of unsatisfactory conditions, 
determine desired condition, schedule management Implemen- 
tation and generate monitoring studies and evaluation schedules 
to measure management effectiveness. 
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The Riparian Area Condition Evaluation inventory would be 
completed on the remaining 40 percent of the riparian-wetland 
areas within the planning area by the end of fiscal year 1998. 

Riparian areas falling within wilderness would be covered under a 
wilderness management plan. 

All applications for other uses such as mining, rights-of-way, roads 
and water withdrawals affecting public lands would be reviewed and 
actions taken to reduce or eliminate impacts to riparian areas. 

Riparlan-wetland areas would be monitored to determine if manage- 
ment objectives are being met. Monitoring methods and schedules 
would be as outlined in activity plans. 

Instream flow studies and monitoring in support of riparian- 
wetland and other values would be conducted to meet the Ari- 
zona State Division of Water Resources requirements for state- 
appropriated water rights for creeks found to support signifi- 
cant riparian-wetland resources. Found to contain significant 
riparian-wetland values are Burro Creek, the Bill Williams River, 
the Big Sandy River, Wright Creek, the Santa Maria River, Francis 
Creek, Boulder Creek, Sycamore Creek and Cottonwood Creek. 

Implementation ofmanagementon riparian-wetland areaswould 
be based on the order of priority as shown in Table 5. This list 
would be continually updated as new areas are inventoried and 
as riparian-wetland improvements are made. Management 
objectives and actions involving riparian-wetiand areas would 
be included in all activity plans such as allotment management 
plans, habitat management plans, herd management area plans, 
riparian area management plans, watershed management plans 
or coordinated activity plans as appropriate. 

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

The Arizona Desert Wilderness Act became law on November 
28, 1990, creating nine wilderness areas covering 392,844 acres 
of public surface estate in the Kingman Resource Area, including 
386,532 acres of federal mineral estate (see Map 2). 

The wilderness areas wlil be managed according to the provi- 
sions of law, BLM wilderness management regulations found at 
43 CFR 8560 and subsequent wilderness management plans. A 
wilderness management plan will be prepared for each wilder- 
ness area. Implementing these plans will begin immediately and 
will be ongoing throughout the life of this Resource Management 
Plan, regardless of the alternative selected. Wilderness study 
areas not designated by the 1990 Act were released from further 
consideration for wilderness. 

Alternative I would not designate further special management areas. 

WILD AND FREE-ROAMING HORSE AND BURRO 
MANAGEMENT 

Objectives 

The objectives are to manage for a viable population of wild and free- 
roaming horses and burros to achieve, maintain a thriving, natural 

ecological balance in herd management areas and maintain and 
enhance the habitat in a desirable condition for continued multiple 
u s e .  

Plan Actions 

The Black Mountains, Cerbat Mountain and Big Sandy wild 
horse and burro herd management areas would continue to be 
managed in conformance with grazing allocations in the Cerbat/ 
Black Mountains and Hualapal-Aquarlus grazing environmen- 
tal impact statements and management framework plan deci- 
sions under the Black Mountains and Big Sandy herd manage- 
ment area plans (see Map 9a). Forage would be initially allotted 
for wild burros in the Black Mountains Herd Management Area 
at 20 percent of the total available forage as shown in Table 3. 

The Hualapai/Aquarins Management Framework Plan deter- 
mined the Sycamore Creek, Burro Creek and Big Sandy wild 
burro use areas should be managed to provide forage for wild 
burros, based on 10 percent of the total available forage. The Big 
Sandy Herd Management Area Plan consolidated these three use 
areas into the Big Sandy Herd Management Area (See Map 9a). 
Monitoring data would continue to be collected and numbers of 
animals adjusted according to condition of key forage species. 
The two herd management area plans would be reviewed and 
revised as necessary to respond to changing conditions. 

The Cerbat/Black Mountains Grazing Environmental Impact State- 
ment analyzed the impact of 14 horses in the Cerbat Herd Manage- 
ment Area (see Map 9a). It  has been determined that 14 animals 
do not constitute a genetically viable population. A minimum of 
50 effective breeding animals is necessary to support a geneti- 
cally viable population. 

The Cerbat wild horse population Is currently at or above this 
level. Through population monitoring, three separate wild horse 
use areas within the Cerbat Herd Management Area have been 
identified. These include the east slope of Chernm Peak, the west 
slope of Cherum Peak and Marble Canyon. 

In 1989, eight wild horses were removed from Marble Canyon 
and blood samples were taken for testing of genetic characteris- 
tics. These wild horses were determined to be significant because 
ofthelrgenetic similarity to the early Spanish Barb horse. Under 
the existing management situation, genetic tests would be con- 
ducted on wild horses in the remaining use areas. 

A specific Cerbat herd management area plan would be pre- 
pared in conjunction with public scoping and input. The plan 
would outline and prescribe measures to preserve this unique 
herd at a viable population level in a thriving, natural ecological 
balance with the habitat. This would be accomplished by devel- 
oping proper forage allocations for all ungulate species. 
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SUPPORT SERVICES 

Access 

Legal vehicular access would be acquired across private and state 
lands on 76 roads (see Appendix 8). 
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ALTERNATIVE 1 

f -  
Stream Name 

Table 5 

Priority for Implementation of Management On Riparian-Wetland Areas 

Resource Values Management Problems Action Needed Priority 

Francis Creek 

Boulder Creek 

Burro Creek 

Bill Williams River 

Big Sandy River 

Wright Creek 

Santa Maria River 

Sycamore Creek 

Ripadan vegetation; black-hawks; 

wintering bald eagles; scenery; 

recreation; Arizona Unique Water; 

native fish; state-listed Gila 

robusta robusta; headwaters 

Riparian vegetation; perennial 

water; recreation; scenery; native 

fish; state-listed Gila robusta 

robusta 

Riparian vegetation; nesting and 

wintering bald eagles; black- 

hawks; native fish; state-listed 

Gila robusta robusta; scenery; 

cultural; perennial water; 

wilderness; Arizona Unique Water 

Riparian vegetation; nesting bald 

eagles; Yuma clapper rail; native 

fish; recreation; scenery; perennial 

water; wilderness 

Riparian vegetation; perennial 

water; native fish; bald eagle 

habitat; scenery; wilderness; 

recreation 

Riparian vegetation; native fish; 

perennial water; recreation; 

scenery; extensive cultural 

resources 

Riparian vegetation; bald eagle; 

perennial water; recreation; 

scenery 

Riparian vegetation; perennial 

water; recreation; scenery; 

cultural 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 

seral stage is below potential; ground- 

water removal; invasion of exotic fish 

into native fishery 

Develop and maintain allotment 

management plans and area of critical 

environmental concern plan; monitor 

fish, instream flow and water quality 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 

seral stage is well below potential; 

water quality and quantity need to be 

improved; invasion of exotic fish into 

native fishery 

Develop allotment management plans; 

monitor fish, instream flow and water 

quality 

Inadequate rest from livestock and wild Develop allotment management plans; 3 

burro grazing; present seral stage is 

well below potential; water quality 

needs to be increased; ownership 

consolidation; invasion of exotic fish 

into native fishery; upstream 

groundwater removal 

black-hawk inventory; bald eagle nest- 
watch; monitor native fish, instream 

flow and water quality; consolidate 

ownership; Wild and Scenic River study 

Inadequate rest from livestock and wild Develop allotment management plans; 

burro grazing; present seral stage is solve water release problem; monitor 

well below potential; inadequate water flow, fish, macroinvertebratas, birds and 

release regime from Alamo Darn; reptiles; ownership consolidation; Wild 

multi-agency jurisdiction and land and Scenic River study 
status 

Inadequate rest from livestock and 

wild burro grazing; present seral stage 

is well below potential; water quality 

and quantity need to be improved; 

off-highway vehicle resource damage; 

land status; groundwater removal 

Develop allotment management plans; 

instream flow study; macroinvertebrate 

study; close to off-highway vehicles; 

ownership consolidation; Wild and Scenic 

River study 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 

seral stage is well below potential; 

water quantity and quality need to be 

improved 

Develop allotment management plan; 

instream flow study; macroinvertebrate 

study 

Inadequate rest from livestock and 

wild burro grazing; present seral stage 

is well below potential; water quantity 

needs to be increased 

Develop allotment management plans 

and area of critical environmental concern 

plan; instream flow study; Wild and Scenic 

River study 

In proper functioning condition; 

however, an allotment management 

plan is needed to assure continuation 

of proper management 

Develop allotment management plan; 

instream flow study 

(continued) 
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SCttream Name 

Table 5 (continued) 
Priority for Implementation of Management On Riparian-Wetland Areas 

Resource Values Management Problems Action Needed Priority 

Wheeler Wash, Left Fork 

Wheeler Wash 

Antelope Wash 

3ull Canyon 

Timber Wash 

Moss Wash 

Blue Tank Wash 

Soap Canyon 

Stone Spring Canyon 

Crozier Wash 

Cedar Wash 

Kaiser Spring Wash 

Walnut Creek 

Truxton Wash 

Conger Creek 

Cottonwood Creek 

Riparian vegetation; Mexican vole 
habitat; scenery; recreation 

Riparian vegetation; Mexican vote 
habitat 

Riparian vegetation; Mexican vole 

habitat; recreation; scenery 

Riparian vegetation; Mexican vole 
habitat; scenery; recreation 

Riparian vegetation; Mexican vole 
habitat; scenery; recreation 

Riparian vegetation; Mexican vole 
habitat; scenery; recreation 

Riparian vegetation; Mexican vole 

habitat; perennial water 

Riparian vegetation 

Riparian vegetation 

Riparian vegetation 

Riparian vegetation 

Riparian vegetation 

Riparian vegetation, cultural 

Riparian vegetation 

Riparian vegetation, recreation; 
scenery 

Riparian vegetation, cultural 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 
seral stage is well below potential 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 
seral stage is welt below potential 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 
seral stage is well below potential 

Threat of livestock grazing with 
possible reduction in quality of 

riparian habitat 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 
seral stage is well below potential 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 
seral stage is well below potential 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 

seral stage is well below potential 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 
seral stage is well below potential 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 
seral stage is below potential 

Inadequate rest from grazing; 

present seral stage is well below 
potential 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 

seral stage is well below potential 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 
seral stage is below potential 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 
seral stage is below potential 

Inadequate rest from grazing; present 
seral stage is well below potential 

None, proper functioning condition 

None, proper functioning condition 

Develop allotment management plan; 
fence riparian zone 

Develop allotment management plan 10 

Develop allotment management plan 11 

Develop allotment management plan; 12 
fence riparian zone 

Develop allotment management plan 13 

Develop allotment management plan 14 

Develop allotment management plan 15 

Develop allotment management plan 16 

Develop allotment management plan 17 

Develop allotment management 

plan 

18 

Develop allotment management plan lg 

Develop allotment management plan; 

fence spring site 
20 

Develop allotment management plans 21 

Develop allotment management plans 22 

Continue allotment management plan 23 

Develop allotment management plan 24 
J 
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Acquisition 
Lands to be acquired for their wildlife, recreation, wilderness and 
other values are shown in Table 6 and Appendix 9. Listed in habitat 
management plans and wilderness environmental impact statements, 
these lands may be acquired by exchange, donation or direct pur- 
chase through the Land and Water Conservation Fund. 

Lands acquired through exchange, donation, fee simple pur- 
chase or other means, within special management areas, i.e., 
areas of critical environmental concern, designated wilderness 
areas, special recreation management areas, etc., will become 
part of the special management area at the time of acquisition. 
Management objectives for these acquired lands will be identical 
to those for the special management areas In which they occur. 

Table 6 
Resource Acquisitions 

r 

Resource Acres for Alternative 1 Acres for Alternative 2 Acres for Alternative 3 

Wilderness 3,226 3,226 3,226 
Recreation 7,805 11,589 11,589 
Wildlife Habitat 101,022 122,339 121,339 
Wildlife Corridors 0 42,840 42,840 
Cultural 0 3,735 3,735 
Special Status Species (Plants) 0 20,247 20,247 
Riparian 0 45,817 45,817 
ACECs 

Surface and Minerals 0 86,667 65,860 
Non-federal Minerals 0 *65,429 "61,093 

Total 112,053 336,460 314,653 

Duplications 1,125 85,720 
Net Acquisitions 110,928 250,740 

* Not included in total 
Source: Kingman Resource Area files 
Acquired lands in Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 to be withdrawn are listed in appendices 10, 11 and 27. 

47,673 
266,980 
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CHAPTER II 

ALTERNATIVE 2 
(PROPOSED PLAN) 

Alternative 2 is the BLM's preferred resource management plan, 
designed to respond to the issues and management concerns to 
provide a balanced approach to multiple use management. Alterna- 
tive 2 is an attempt to allow important resources to be used while 
protecting the environment and sensitive resources that are easily 
damaged. Consumptive uses allowed by law would be managed in 
an orderly manner and impacts would be mitigated. 

Decisions existing tn current planning documents, e.g., manage- 
ment framework plans, grazing environmental impact state- 
ments and range program summaries, have been analyzed by 
managementand the interdisciplinary team to determine whether 
they are still valid. Appendix 30 lists each existing decision and 
shows how each will be carried forward into the new Resource 
Management Plan. Existing decisions are either brought for- 
ward without changes, brought forward as modified or dropped 
completely. Decisions are listed by each resource activity for 
easy analysis by the reader. 

MINERALS 

Objective 

The objective of the minerals program is to provide for orderly 
exploration and development of minerals by allowing high- and 
medium-potential areas to remain open to appropriation under the 
mineral laws, with few restrictions. 

Plan Actions 

Approximately 1,555,000 acres of federal minerals would he open 
to locatable mineral exploration and development. Most plans of 
operation would be reviewed within 30 days unless resource con- 
flicts require additional review and mitigation is needed (see appen- 
dices 10 and 11). Approximately 24,300 acres would be with- 
drawn from mineral entry in areas of critical environmental 
concern (see Map 10 and Table 12) and 386~32 acres are 
withdrawn in wilderness areas (see Table 1 and Map 11). 

Over the life of the plan, roughly 1,700 acres are expected to be 
disturbed by mining operations. This acreage does not include 
disturbance caused by roads and other attendant facilities. 

Approximately 1,555,000 acres of federal mineralswould be open 
to mineral leasing with standard lease terms (see appendices 10 and 
11). Approximately 23,100 acres would be open to mineral 
leasing with no surface occupancy (see Map 12), 1,114 acres 
would be withdrawn from mineral leasing in areas of critical 
environmental concern (see Table 12) and 386,532 acres are 
withdrawn from mineral leasing in wilderness areas (see Table 
1). 

It is expected that no more than ten exploratory wells would be 
drilled for oil and gas within the area during the life of the Resource 
Management Plan. Production, if it occurs, is not expected to lead to 
field development. Production development would be limited to 
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tank batteries with oil and gas picked up and hauled by tanker truck. 
Site-specific environmental analyses would be conducted when 
applications for permit to drill are submitted. 

Approximately 1,555,000 acres of federal mlneralswould be open 
to mineral material disposals (see appendices 10 and 11). Approxi- 
mately 24,300 acres would be open to mineral material disposals 
in an area of critical environmental concern (see Table 12 and 
Map 13) and 386,532 acres are closed In wilderness areas (see 
Table 1). 

The BLM would consult with the Arizona Department of Envi- 
ronmental Quality to design a water quality monitoring pro- 
gram. Parameters to be tested include total dissolved solids, 
turbidity, heavy metals and pH. 

LANDS 

Objectives 

The objectives for the lands program under Alternative 2 are to 
provide lands for community expansion through land exchanges and 
Recreation and Public Purposes Actleases andpatents, acquire lands 
with high natural resource values, block up federal ownership 
through exchange and provide for uses of public lands in accordance 
with regulations and compatibility with other resources. 

Plan Actions 

Land Tenure Adjustments - Public Land 

Exchanges 

The Kingman Resource Area land exchange program Is de- 
signed to achieve several important objectives. First, land near 
growing communities is set aside to provide areas for growth. 
These lands are generally In small isolated parcels or In checker- 
board areas where management is difficult for BLM and state 
land managers and private landowners. Often, natural resource 
values are lower or have already been degraded as a result of 
urban pressures. Second, these lands also have a high value for 
urban development and can he used as trading stock for ex- 
changes. Third, the BLM obtains important private and state- 
owned natural resources in remote areas where private and state 
lands are intermixed with public lands. Large blocks of public 
lands facilitate the BLM's Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act mandate to manage the nation's natural resources. 

Exchanges are voluntary transactions between the BLM and the 
non-federal party and are discretionary actions on the part of the 
BLM. All exchanges would be in the public Interest and of equal 
value and consistent with implementing regulations of the Fed- 
eral Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 at 43 CFR 2200. 
Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act would 
be documented prior to approval of any lands actions, including 
exchanges, sales or acquisitions. 

Approximately 179,600 acres of public lands has been included 
in disposal areas (see Map 13 and Appendix 12) and approxl- 
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ALTERNATIVE 2 

mately 13,072 acres has been removed from disposal areas 
proposed in Alternative 1 (see Appendix 13). 

Public lands in the proposed disposal area near Yucca in Dutch 
Flat, as noted in Appendix 12, contain Category HI desert 
tortoise habitat and white-margined penstemon sites. This area 
is possibly suitable for development. It  would be disposed of only 
in exchange for private and state lands in the Hualapai Moun- 
tains, Dutch Flat and McCracken Mountains (which have been 
classified as Category H desert tortoise habitat and would be- 
come Category I if the area were well blocked public land), 
Hualapal Mexican vole historic and occupied habitat and other 
lands with high natural resource values. However, flail private 
lands owned by the Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company could be 
converted to public lands through exchange, the large expanded 
area identified for disposal south and east of Yucca, in Dutch 
Flat, would be dropped as a disposal area. 

In areas outside of disposal areas, having a checkerboard or 
intermingled landownership pattern and other areas containing 
scattered parcels of public lands, exchanges that are in the public 
interest wig be strongly pursued, within staffing capabilities, 
with willing landowners or grazing permittees to consolidate 
landownership patterns into well-blocked areas of public and 
private lands. The primary intent of this provision IS to let 
grazing permittees withdraw their private properties from the 
BLM grazing allotment, ff they so choose. 

Exchanges would be on an equal value basis as determined by 
procedures consistent with exchange regulations at 43 CFR 
2200. Specifically, the bargaining or arbitration procedures in 
the regulations will be used as the basis for resolving any dispute 
over appraisal values when regulations are finalized. If  it is 
mutually agreed upon to enter into arbitration, the BLM agrees 
to split the cost of arbitration procedures with the exchange 
proponent. 

Within such exchange/consolidation areas, landowners/permit- 
tees may apply for acquisition of any lands within the allotment 
areas, as long as such lands do not have significant resource, 
cultural and/or environmental values, the loss of which cannot be 
appropriately mitigated. 

Within the framework of the exchange, the BLM or approved 
contract appraiser will appraise the lands and interests in the 
lands (e.g., private water rights, fences, and other range Im- 
provements as deemed appropriate) to be acquired as part of the 
exchange in accordance with 43 CFR 2200. 

Upon completion of the exchange, the landowners/permittees 
would have the right to withdraw the consolidated private lands 
and property rights from the BLM allotment. The BLM will 
examine the new allotment configuration and make adj ustments 
in grazing use consistent with the Resource Management Plan, 
including allocation of forage for wildlife, wild horses and bur- 
ros, etc. The grazing permittees would not retain the grazing 
privileges on the affected allotments unless agreed to by both 
parties to the exchange. 

After land exchanges have been completed, the need for bound- 
ary fences will be examined on a case-by-case basis. When It is 
determined to be of mutual benefit and in the public interest, the 
BLM will examine the opportunities for sharing in the costs of 
fencing, subject to the availability of appropriated funds. 

Maintenance of fences and waters on the BLM allotments will be 
consistent with established BLM policy. If  the range improve- 
ments are for the primary benefit of livestock grazing, the 
permittees will be required to perform the necessary mainte- 
nance as a condition of their permits. In situations where there 
are no permits for livestock grazing and the range improvements 
are essential for meeting other resource management objectives, 
the BLM will ensure that maintenance is accomplished. 

Public Lands in Coconlno County 
The Kingman Resource Area administers 7,717 acres ofpubliclands 
in Coconino County (see Appendix 14) that are isolated and uneco- 
nomical to manage. Most of the public lands northeast of Flagstaff 
near the western boundary of the Navajo Reservation are under 
powersite and Cen~al Arizona Project withdrawals. Unless support- 
ing justification to retain these withdrawals is provided by the 
appropriate agency, the withdrawals will be recommended for termi- 
nation as no longer needed. The lands will then be made available 
for disposal by exchange. All lands currently not covered by 
withdrawals are Identified for disposal through exchange (see 
Appendix 12). I f  exchange is unsuccessful, disposal through sale 
will be pursued. 

State Land Exchanges 
When the state of Arizona can resume exchanges with BLM, ex- 
changes would be pursued to acquire resources and consolidate 
public landownership for better resource management. 

Lands in secs., 4, 5 and 6, T. 19 N., R. 21 W. would be made 
available for exchange only to the state of Arizona. 

Lands in T. 22 N., R. 18 W. and west of Highway 93 within the 
Curtain and Mud Springs grazing allotments and lands In T. 17, 
18 and 19 N., R. 21 W. would be made available for exchange 
primarily, but not exclusively, to the state of Arizona (see 
Appendix 12). 

Land Withdrawals and Classifications 
ALl actions proposed in this Resource Management Plan would be 
carried out i f  not prohibited by the terms of a withdrawal or classifi- 
cation. Any action prohibited by a withdrawal or classification 
would be denied until such withdrawals or classifications are termi- 
nated. Appendices 15 and 16 show the acreages of the existing 
withdrawals and classifications. 

The recommendation is to retain withdrawals and classifications on 
21,623.18 acres of public lands, where justified, and 867.10 acres of 
Hualapai Indian Reservation on three scattered parcels as shown In 
Appendix 15. 

Revocation of an additional 4,017.09 acres of Central Arizona 
Project withdrawals in Coconino County is recommended. Rec- 
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CHAPTER II 

ommended withdrawal actions for areas of critical environmen- 
tal concern are identified In the management prescriptions for 
each area. 

On July 2, 1948, Public Land Order 492 withdrew 19,403.12 acres 
for the Corps of Engineers for the Alamo Dam and Reservoir on the 
Bill Williams River. The lands were withdrawn from all forms of 
appropriation under the public land laws, including the mining and 
mineral leasing laws. 

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission had a 41,889-acre 
withdrawal that partially overlapped the northwest portion of the 
Alamo Dam withdrawal. This land was withdrawn in 1927 for 
conducting a feasibility study for hydroeleela'ie power. On Decem- 
ber 14, 1983, 26,104 acres of these lands were restored to the 
operation of the public land laws and opened to location under the 
mining laws and to mineral leasing under the mineral leasing laws. 

Application AR 035844 was filed April 28, 1966 by the Corps of 
Engineers to add 3,488.62 acres to the lands withdrawn by Public 
Land Order 492. In 1982, the Kingman Resource Area recom- 
mended dropping 2,093.86 acres from this application, but a final 
decision was not made. Section 204 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act requires the review of all existing land wlth- 
drawals, with some exceptions. The Corps of Englneers' Alamo 
Lake withdrawal Public Land Order 492, In place since July 2, 
1948 and subject to review, states: "it is the intention to return 
lands to the Department of Interior when they are no longer 
needed for the purposes for which they are reserved." The 
existing withdrawal will be reviewed according to the terms of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act and a decision will 
be made on application AR 035844. A major objective of the 
review will be to assure that the Corps of Engineers continues its 
flood control responsibilities and that  the BLM assumes re- 
source management responsibilities, which include wildlife, 
threatened and endangered species, recreation, leases, protec- 
tion of scenic values, as well as the existing management of 
livestock and burro grazing. 

A recommendation has been made to retain 360 acres withdrawn as 
public water reserves scattered throughout the resource area, 
some as Is and some needing modification, as shown in Appendix 
16. These withdrawals were made to retain springs and other 
important water sources in public ownership. They are needed for the 
BLM's application for water rights to be adjudicated by the state of 
Arizona. Revocation of a withdrawal for ten acres for a public water 
reserve, as shown in Appendix 16, is recommended. 

Recreation and Public Purposes 

Existing classifications of lands for lease and conveyance under 
the Recreation and Public Purposes Act would continue. 

On the basis of review and public input, certain lands near 
Mohave County communities would be set aside and classified 
for future Recreation and Public Purposes Act leases and con- 
veyances (see Appendix 17). This would prevent the disposal of 
all public lands in an area without preserving lands for future 
community purposes and growth. 

The lands listed in Appendix 17 would be reserved strictly for 
recreation and public purposes, subject to valid existing rights. 
Other lands within disposal areas may also be considered for 
recreation and public purposes. No other lands would be consid- 
ered for recreation and public purposes until the lands specifi- 
cally identified have been depleted. Special consideration may 
be given to incompatible uses or to developing communities not 
identified. 

Forty acres in T. 17 N., R. 21 W., sec. 9, SW1/4SW1/4, previously 
used as a county landfill, may be available for recreation and 
public purposes lease once testing has proven no hazard to 
human health exists. 

Linear Rights-of-way 

Nine right-of-way utility corridors were designated in the man- 
agement framework plans. Corridor 6 has been modified to 
exclude the Clay Hills Area of Critical Environmental Concern. 
Two of the corridors have been combined and eight have been 
carried forward as follows and as shown on Map 14. Interstate 
40 has been added to the highway corridor, but is not shown on 
the map. 

Number Width Name Utility 

1 one mile Four Corners/ 500-kV powerline 
El Dorado 

2 one mile Mead to Phoenix 345-kV powerline 
3 two miles Davis to Prescott 230-kV powerline 
4 one mile San Juan Crossover El Paso pipelines 
S one mile Davis to Parker 230-kV powerline 
6 * Bagdad Lateral El Paso pipeline 
7 one mile Highway U.S. 93/S.R. 66/I-40 
8 two miles E! Paso El Paso pipelines 

The following corridors have existing or proposed facilities and 
would be designated as shown on Map 14. 

9 one mile AT&T communication 
cables 

10 one mile Klngman Water water pipeline 
11 one mile** Transwestern/ pipelines 

Four Corners 

*two miles west and one mile east of Mead to Phoenix 
*'1/2 mile on Mount Nutt Wilderness boundary 

Large utility facilities would be restricted to the above eleven 
corridors where technically possible. The powerline corridors 
are to be used for aerial rights-of-ways. All others are for buried 
facilities with the exception of Highway 93 and Interstate 40, 
which may be used for both. Additions to existing lines not within 
corridors would be permitted following compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act, i.e., Black Mesa, adding a 
loop to their existing coal slurry line. 

Restrictions on authorization of rights-of-way in areas of critical 
environmental concern are identified in the management pre- 
scriptions for each area. All other minor rights-of-way would be 
evaluated through the environmental review process and granted 
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ALTERNATIVE 2 

or rejected on a case.by-ease basis. Existing fights-of.way would 
be used when possible to minimize surface disturbance. 

Communication Site Rights-of-Way 

There are numerous communkatious facilities on public lands in 
the resource area, most consisting of specific use facilities to serve 
Hnear rights-of-way, such as pipeline and powerline control 
operations or cellular telephone relays. These would continue to 
be processed on a ease-by-case basis and granted or rejected 
based on National Environmental Policy Act compliance. Eleven 
mountaintop communication sites will be designated in the 
planning area, as listed below, shown on Map 15 and described 
in Appendix 18. No other mountaintops will be used for commu- 
nication sites except the BLM Poachle site which will be used for 
BLM administrative purposes only. 

Communication site management plans are needed on all desig- 
nated sites; however, priority would be placed on developing 
communication site plans for the Oatman and Getz Peak sites 
first. Tower heights at all sites will be restricted so as to not 
require lighting in accordance with Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration regulations. All new and replacement towers will be serf. 
supporting and non-guyed. New users on all sites will be respon- 
sible for notifying existing users of frequencies and for resolving 
any interference problems. 

1. Hayden Peak 

New rights-of-way must comply with the technical stan- 
dards established in the communication site plan. Clear- 
ances are required prior to authorization of structural 
additions and new rights-of-way or  facilities. 

2. Potato Patch I 

New rights-of-way must comply with the technical stan- 
dards established in the communication site plan. Clear- 
ances are required prior to authorization of structural 
additions and new rights-of-way or facilities. 

3. Potato Patch H 

Existing leaseswili continue until expiration or cancellation 
due to noncompliance, after which a Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act right-of-way would be required. At 
that time, the users would he required to join the Hualapal 
Mountain User Group and to bring their sites into compli- 
ance with the communication site plan as changes occur or 
within three years. New users must comply with the techni- 
cal standards established in the plan. Clearances are re- 
quired prior to authorization of structural additions and 
new rights-of-way or facilities. 

4. Getz Peak 

Existing leases will continue until expiration or cancellation 
due to noncompliance, after which a Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act right-of-way would be required. At 
that time, the user would be required to join the Hualapai 
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Mountain User Group due to proximity to the Hayden Peak 
and Potato Patch sites and possible Interference problems. 
New rights-of-way will be considered on a ease-by-case 
basis, subject to existing users and compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act. 

5.  O a t m a n  

After a determination is made as to the site's physical 
boundaries, new development or towers may be authorized 
on a ease-by-case basis, subject to existing users and compll. 
ance with the National Environmental Policy Act. 

6. Mount Perkins 

New development would be restricted to government enti- 
ties using helicopter access and solar power only, subject to 
existing users and compliance with the National Environ. 
mental Policy Act. 

7. North Mount Perkins 

. 

The existing leases would be continued through expiration 
or cancellation due to noncompliance, after which a Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act right-of-way would be 
required. New development may be authorized within 150 
feet of  the existing two facilities, if technically and geo- 
graphically possible, subject to existing users and compli- 
ance with the National Environmental Policy Act. Prior to 
development outside of this area or Installation of power, a 
communication site plan will be required. 

Willow Beach 

9. 

New development may be authorized within 150 feet of the 
existing facility if technically and geographically possible, 
subject to existing users and compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. Prior to development outside of 
this area, a communication site plan will be required. 

Windy Point 

New development may be authorized within 200 feet of the 
existing facility if technically and geographically possible, 
subject to existing users and compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. Prior to development outside of 
this area, a communication site plan will be required. 

10. Patterson Slope 

11. 

New development may be authorized within 100 feet of the 
existing facilities If technically and geographically possible, 
subject to existing users and compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. Prior to development outside of 
this area, a communication site plan will be required. 

Cberum Peak 

Development of up to a total of.25 acres may occur before 
a communication site plan would he required. No roads or 
powerHnes would he authorized without completion of a 
communication site plan. 
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C H A P T E R  II 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act Leases 
and Permits and Sales 

Use permits would continue to be issued on a case-by-ease basis 
following environmental review. Commercial leases would be 
considered only if there is substantial evidence that the facility Is 
needed and that there are no other suitable lands available. 

Because of the amount of public lands proposed for disposal through 
the exchange program, the sale of lands, other than those described 
below, was not deemed necessary. Trespass may be resolved 
through removal, lease, sale or exchange. One parcel presently 
Included In a pending exchange may be sold if the exchange is not 
completed. This parcel consists of lots 3 and 4, sec. 8, T. 20 N., R. 
17 W. Parcels Isolated by patented mining claims may also be 
available for sale subsequent to survey. 

All public lands in Coconlno County would be made available for 
exchange if and when withdrawals are terminated, where appli- 
cable (see Appendix 14). If  disposal through exchange is 
unsuccessful, lands would be made available for sale. 

The following lands would be made available for direct sale to 
resolve inadvertent trespass (Section 203 of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act). 

T. 23 N., R. 18 W., sec. 3 
T. 13 N., R. 10 W., sec. 8 
T. 19 N., R. 19 W., sec. 18 

T. 19 N., R. 19 W., see. 7 
T. 19 N., R. 19 W., see. 10 
T. 19 N., R. 19 W., see. 15 

NE1/4SW1/4 Chloride 
Lot I Nothing 
NEll4 Route 66 east of 

Oatman 
E1/2 same as above 
NW1/4, $1/2 same as above 
NE1/4 same as above 

Exact acreages will be determined upon completion of cadastral 
surveys. 

All lands identified for sale will meet disposal criteria of Section 
203 (a)(1) and (3) for sale because the lands are difficult and 
uneconomical to manage as part  of the public lands and are not 
suitable for management by another federal agency. 

Occupancy Trespass 
Trespass situations would be resolved by removal or authorization in 
accordance with regulations at 43 CFR 2920 and policy and 
procedures in the B LM Trespass Abatement Handbook. Authoriza- 
tion may be accomplished through issuance of a life estate lease 
or  by sale or exchange. 

WATERSHED (Soil, Water and Air) RESOURCES 

Objective 

The objective for watershed management are to prevent or minimize 
environmental damage to soil, water and air/climate resources. 

Plan Actions 

This alternative is the same as Alternative 1 except for the following: 
The BLM would consult with the Arizona Department of Envi- 

ronmental Quality to design a water quality monitoring pro- 
gram. Parameters to be tested may Include, but are not limited 
to, total dissolved solids, turbidity, fecal coliform, nutrients, 
heavy metals and pH. 

All grazing allotments are categorized according to current and 
potential watershed condition, as shown in Appendix 19. This 
categorization would be validated in the field. Categories are 
described as follows. 

Category I -  These areas are in satisfactory condition and have a 
low vulnerability to accelerated erosion. The objective is to 
maintain current land use and vegetative cover. 

Category I I  - These areas axe in satisfactory condition; overall 
erosion is slight, but the areas are susceptible to accelerated 
erosion. The objective are to maintain or enhance vegetative 
cover and to monitor the area to detect the onset of localized 
erosion problems on fragile or saline soils. All surface distur- 
bance proposals will be evaluated for their impacts to silt loading 
in localized drainages. 

Category I I I -  These areas are not in satisfactory condition, have 
critical erosion problems and have no reasonable potential for 
improvement. There are only very few localized areas in the 
resource area. The objective is to develop special management 
plans to protect soil and vegetation and prevent these areas from 
expanding. 

Category I V  - These areas are not in satisfactory condition and 
have moderate to severe erosion problems but do have potential 
for improvement. The objective is to improve vegetative 
groundcover through grazing management or land treatments. 
Developing and maintaining activity plans for these areas is a 
priority, as are evaluating and mitigating impacts to active water 
SOurceS.  

This categorization process would be used in setting grazing allot- 
ment priorities for allotment management plan development or 
revision, as well as for develophag watershed activity plans. Highest 
priority would be given to Category IV allotments, followed by 
allotments in Category IT. Plans to Improve watershed condi- 
tions would stress the use of appropriate native and naturalized 
plant species. 

Key ecological communities would be studied and monitored to gain 
an understanding of species and system adaptations and functioning 
for predicting future changes likely to result from changing climate 
regimes. 

In areas of saline mils, management prescriptions in activity plans 
would have the objective of maintaining an optimum water infiltra- 
tion rate for soils to reduce sediment load in runoff. An optimum 
infiltration rate would be maintained by keeping forage utilization of 
key species at or below 40 percent and by implementing rotation 
grazing systems to eliminate yearlong grazing in pastures, a common 
source of soil compaction. On highly erosive soils these same 
practices may be applied to maintain the maximum protective 
vegetative cover capable for the site. Surface-disturbing activities 
would be required to reclaim sites to a suitable condition using a 
combination of vegetation, management or structures. 
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ALTERNATIVE 2 

VEGETATIVE PRODUCTS MANAGEMENT 

Objective 

The objective for the vegetative products program is to meet public 
demand for vegetative resources on public lands on a sustained yield 
basis without impairing resources. 

Timber Harvest 

Ponderosa pine and mixed conger on the Hualapai Mountains, and 
riparian habitats would receive priority for long-term protection. 
Resource activities siguifieanfly disturbing these habitats would be 
eliminated or their effects mitigated. 

Timber harvest would be considered if insect infestation, fire or  
blowdown threatened a significant area. Consideration of the 
physlolngical needs of ponderosa pine and mixed conifer stands 
for regeneration would be Incorporated Into environmental 
documents necessary for the approval and development of a 
coordinated resource management plan. 

Woodland and Yucca Harvest 

The commercial harvest of any vegetative products would not be 
permitted until an environmental analysis has been undertaken to 
determine suitability of the lowest harvest activity demanded by the 
public. 

Criteria used to determine suitability for woodland and yucca 
harvest would include the following: 

• Percent slope would be determined on a site-specific basis 
depending on soil stability, vegetative cover, aspect and 
other factors which affect erosion potential 

• Accessibility from existing roads and trails 
• Conformance with visual resource management policy 
• Consistency with management objectives of wilderness man- 

agement or areas of critical environmental concern plans 
• Ability to harvest on a sustained yield basis 
• Lack of significant impacts to soils, cultural resources, threat- 

ened and endangered species, riparian areas and other sensitive 
r e s o u r c e s  

Following determination of suitability for harvest of a vegetative 
product, a management plan may be developed to identify program 
objectives, long-range goals, monitoring needs and necessary miti- 
gation to minimize resource conflicts and potential resource damage. 
Management plans would be developed for activities including, 
but not limited to, woodcuttlng and yucca harvest. Objectives 
would Include harvest practices designed to enhance wildlife and 
livestock habitat, protect soils and vegetation, maintain or im- 
prove watershed condition, protect threatened and endangered 
species, scenic values and harvest on a sustained yield basis. 

Mitigation would include, but IS not limited to, seeding of dis- 
turbed sites with suitable native and naturalized (found growing 
in the geographic area) plant species, seasonal restrictions on 
harvest and stipulations on harvest techniques. All actions 
would occur only after compliance with the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act. 
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Casual use collection of the following materials would be permit- 
ted. 

1. Flowers, leaves and fruit (which Include cones, nuts, berries 
and seeds), limited to 20 pounds per  person per year. 

2. Skeletons of cholla, saguaro, agave stalks and ocotlilo, limited 
to 50 pounds per person per year, with proper  state permits 
and BLM authorization. 

3. Down and dead wood for campfire use; excluded is ironwood 
because of its limited distribution within the resource area. 

Permits would be issued up to the amount of vegetative material 
available under sustained yield. 

This procedure would not be used for harvesting desert vegetation for 
private and commercial landscaping. The harvest of landscape 
plants would continue to be allowed only through salvage where 
vegetation would be destined for destruction because of surface 
disturbance. Public demand for these plants wouldbe handled in one 
or  more of the following ways. 

• Removal and stockpiling for replanting during rehabilita- 
tion 

• Removal and transplanting out of surface disturbance area 
. Removal and salvage by private individuals 
• Removal and salvage by commercial dealers 

Any demand for desert plants in future years would be subject to 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act process 
before permits are issued and compliance with state law as described 
for Alternative 1. 

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

Objectives 

The objectives for rangeland management under Alternative 2 would 
be the same as those for Alternative 1. 

Plan Actions 

This alternative would be the same as under Alternative 1 except for 
the following. 

Rangeland g e m  and utilization studies would continue to be in- 
stalled where a need arises, i.e., when new information is needed to 
provide supporting data for evaluating progress in meeting multiple 
use objectives, in areas where more studies are needed to respond to 
changes on an allotment or  as new lands are acquired. Intensity 
of monitoring is dependent upon priorities established by selec- 
tive management category criteria (see Appendix 1). 

Development or  revision of allotment management plans would 
be accomplished through consultation, cooperation, and coordi- 
nation with affected interests and other agencies. Management 
goals would be met through grazing programs including system- 
atic, timed periods of grazing and rest from grazing, designed to 
meet the phenological needs of key forage plants and improve 
soil stability and watershed conditions. A specific grazing system 
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would be designed to meet the needs of the public land resources 
and the rancher using public lands on each allotment or group of 
allotments under a single rancher's control. Changes necessary 
to meet vegetation, soil, watershed, water quality, wildlife and 
wild horse and burro goals may Include, but are not limited to, 
season of use, livestock numbers, kind or class of livestock and 
development of new range improvements (fences, waters, etc.). 
All actions would occur only after compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

Best Management Practices designed to attain state water qual- 
ity standards through grazing management would include the 
practices outlined in the preceding paragraph. 

Upon completion of the soil survey and ecological site inventory, 
new data would be used to review and possibly revise the ephemeral 
line. Affected pereratial-ephemeral allotments would be reclassi- 
fied, consistent with the guidelines of the Spectal Ephemeral Rule 
of 1968. If  new guidance Is approved on ephemeral rangelands, 
the allotments would be reclassified consistent with the new 
guidelines. The BLM would coordinate with any affected inter- 
ests and Initiate consultation with grazing permittees prior to 
proposing reclassification of specific allotments to ephemeral 
designation. 

In addition to the public lands closed to livestock grazing In 
Alternative 1, livestock grazing would no longer be permitted on the 
Chino Springs, Silver Creek and Alamo allotments, including the 
portion of the Alamo allotment in the Lower Gila Resource Area (see 
Map 16). The avaliable forage produced from these lands would 
be allocated to wildlife and wild burros, through the activity 
planning process, and after analysis of impacts to the environ- 
ment. The potential of the habitat to support existing and target 
species populations would be determined and habitat use limits 
set. However, when fences are built to exclude neighboring livestock 
from these ungrazed areas, minor intrusions into these areas may be 
allowed, if needed, to facilitate fence construction and maintenance. 
Where lands are acquired within areas closed to livestock graz- 
ing, the acquired lands also will be closed to livestock. 

Because these allotments have relatively low values for livestock 
grazing, they have been historically licensed on an ephemeral 
basis. Also, because they have high values for wildlife and wild 
burro habitat, they have been or may be voluntarily relinquished 
by the grazing permit holder. As oppommities arise in the future, 
other allotments with sufficient values could be similarly reserved 
for wildlife, wild horses and wild burros. 

When private or state lands are acquired through the land 
exchange program, allocation of forage would be accomplished 
following analysis of impacts and public involvement. The 
following factors would also be considered. 

existing grazing capacity, BLM inventory data and BLM 
utilization and trend data for the acquired and adjacent 
lands 

• a new ecological site inventory of the acquired land, if 
deemed necessary 

• demands placed on the resource by other users, Including 
wild horses and burros, livestock and wildlife 

. presence of sensitive resources 

• other site-specific factors as they arise 

In all situations where public lands are acquired and forage is 
allocated to livestock, monitoring of grazing use will be used to 
adjust stocking rates to achieve proper use of forage resources. 

Allotments In selective management categories Improve and 
Maintain which are wholly or partially within areas of critical 
environmental concern would be subject to allotment manage- 
ment plan development or revision, as needed, to meet the goals 
and objectives of each area. Where management potential of 
public lands is limited on Custodial allotments which are par- 
tially or wholly within areas of critical environmental concern, 
grazing prescriptions would be developed through area of criti- 
cal environmental concern plans and incorporated into grazing 
permits to meet the goals and objectives of these plans. 

Priority Hsting of Improve and Maintain category allotments for 
allotment management plan development or revision would be 
shown in forthcoming Range Program Summary updates. This 
llsthag would be based on management issues such as wilderness, 
areas of critical environmental concern, watershed and range 
condition, riparian values and threatened and endangered spe- 
cies. 
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C H A P T E R  li 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Objectives 

Cultural resource management objectives are to protect the scientific 
information potential of sites, enhance the public use values of sites 
and manage sites for conservation. 

Plan Actions 

This alternative would be the same as Alternative I except for the 
following. 

Five areas with significant cultural values would be included in areas 
of critical environmental concern designations to ensure proper 
management and protection. The Carrow and Stephens Ranch 
headquarters are the only known Intact historical ranching and 
farming structures existing on public lands within the resource 
area. They represent typical rural  life-styles during the period 
from the 1870s through the 1930s. This area depicts the settle- 
ment history of the Big Sandy River Valley and represents many 
other settlement histories throughout Mohave County as well. 
These two unique historical areas would become a special recre- 
ation management area and be designated an area of critical 
environmental concern. Management of these areas would 
emphasize cultural/historical education and encourage public 
enjoyment of Arizona's living history. 

The Grand Wash Cliffs and the plains below them represent a 
combination of several prehistoric human cultures that oc- 
curred in this area over centuries. Evidence of these occupations 
is displayed through the presence of large prehistoric roasting 
pits, unique to this area, as well as other prehistoric sites. The 
Joshua Tree Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs Area of Critical Envi- 
ronmental Concern would be designated to protect and preserve 
the integrity of these unique sites for scientific and educational 
purposes. 

The Black Mountains range in Mohave County represents the 
resource area 's  most significant and abundant known prehis- 
torical rock shelters, rock ar t  and other cultural sites. The most 
significant of these sites is Bighorn Cave. This large cave 
contains evidence of human activity dating back at least 3,000 
years and continues to provide insight into the various peoples 
who inhabited the area and their cultures. In  addition, there are 
numerous historical sites throughout the range. The Black 
Mountains Ecosystem Management Area of Critical Environ- 
mental Concern would provide special management of Bighorn 
Cave, a National Register of Historic Places site. Other signifi- 
cant prehistoric and historic sites would also be protected from 
increasing vandalism and preserved for scientific and educa- 
tional purposes. 

The Wright and Cottonwood creeks and surrounding watershed 
contain the largest number of archaeological sites per square 
mile known to exist in the resource area. Most of these sites 
belong to the little-known Western Cohonina and Prescott cul- 
tures, prehistoric groups found mainly near Williams and Pres- 
cott, Arizona. The region around these two creeks is the north- 
ernmost known occurrence of the Prescott Culture, with their 
associated stone masonry pueblos. An additional unique cul- 
tural  resource is evidence of prehistoric agriculture, which was 
very rare away from the main rivers of northwestern Arizona. 
The Wright-Cottonwood Creeks Area of Critical Environmen- 
tal Concern would protect these important resources for future 
studies and public education. 

Burro Creek represents the westernmost known occurrence of 
the Prescott Culture. Stonewalls of Prescott pueblos still stand 
more than eight feet in height among evidences of the Yavapal 
and Hualapai peoples who coexisted in the region during historic 
times. The Burro Creek Area of Critical Environmental Con- 
cern would provide a vehicle for planning and developing means 
to preserve these properties for educational, scientific and con- 
servation purposes. 
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For details of special designations, see Table 11 and individual area 
of critical environmental concern descriptions in the Special Man- 
agement Areas section of this Alternative. Class II (random sam- 
pling) inventories would be initiated and cultural resource project 
plans or activity plans would be developed for designated areas. 

A total of 3,735 acres containing important cultural resources would 
be acquired (see Appendix 20). 

Two interpretive sites, one near Kingman and one near Dolan 
Springs, would be developed for public education and enjoyment of 
petroglyphs. 

Studies would be initiated using extensive existing ethnographic 
reports to precisely locate historic Hualapai, Yav apai, Chemehuevi, 
Paints and Mojave cultural resources. 

Class HI (intensive) inventories and research would be conducted in 
concentrated areas of historic orprehistoric mining. Several hundred 
historic mines and several prehistoric mines have been docu- 
mented. 

An expanded cultural resource educational program would be devel- 
oped to include the BLM, law enforcement, judges and attorneys as 
well as the public. 

Little data exist on the cultural resources of the Aquarius Mountains 
and Alamo Lake regions. These areas would be selected for inven- 
tory by volunteer members of the Arizona Archaeological Society). 

Cultural resource protection systems involving fencing, stabilization 
and education would be developed for selected cultural resources 

that have either ahighlevel of significance or ahistory of vandalism. 
Selected cultural resources would be stabilized or restored to stop 

erosion. 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT 

Objective 

The objective of the recreation management program is to provide 
outdoor recreation opportunities for the public while continuing the 
BLM policy of providing dispersed and backeountry recreation. 

Plan Actions 

The recreation program actions under Alternative 2 would be the 
same as under Alternative 1 with the addition of the following. 

Current and projected population growth in the Kingman, 
Golden Valley, Bullhead City and Laughlin areas will continue 
to constrict potential areas for open space. Large expanses in the 
Black Mountains are crucial to satisfying the demand for dis- 
persed recreation opportunities close to population centers 
throughout Mohave County. Projected increases in wilderness 
recreation and off-highway vehicle use will dominate recreation 
management in this region. 

The Joshua Tree Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs area  contains a 
large, spectacularly scenic stand of Joshua trees set against a 
dramatic backdrop provided by the escarpment of the Grand 
Wash Cliffs. This area is unique in the planning area and is 
considered by many to be one of the best representations of 
Joshua tree/blackbrush associations in the Southwest. The area 
provides outstanding opportunities for dispersed recreation and 
also has the potential for satisfying the demand for developed 
recreation opportunities in the northeast portion of the resource 
area. 

Burro Creek is a focal point for a variety of recreational pursuits 
because of its perennial waters, outstanding r iparian vegetation 
and surrounding canyon walls. Most important among these 
pursuits are camping, hiking, backpacking, nature study, rock- 
hounding and photography. 

Six special recreation management areas for intensive recre- 
ation management would be established, as shown in Table 7. 
Locations are shown on Map 17. These areas are those in which 
significant public recreation issues or management concerns 
occur. Recreation area management plans would be prepared 
for each area to consider all uses and resources within the special 
recreation management areas while outlining measures to pro- 
tect and enhance recreation opportunities, historic values and 
scenic resources found in the area. The Hualapai Mountain 
Recreation Area Management Plan would supersede the Huala- 
pal Highlights Trail  System Plan in Alternative 1. National 
Environmental Policy Act compliance documentation will be 
completed prior  to development or revision of recreation area 
management plans. 

Table 7 
Special Recreation Management Areas 

/"Name Acres* -~ 
Joshua Tree Forest/Grand Wash Cliffs 44,260 
Kingman Regional Park 12,300 
Historic Route 66 10,970 
Hualapai Mountain 53,425 
Carrow-Stephens Historic Ranches 542 

k,~ Burro Creek 26,000 j ,  
* Acres include non-federal lands within the boundaries of each special 

recreation management area. Management prescriptions do not apply 

to non-federal lands within these areas. 

The remainder of the resource area would be within the King- 
man Extensive Recreatinn Management Area. wi th in  the man- 
agement area, dispersed recreation would be encouraged and 
visitors would have greater freedom of recreation choke with 
minimal regulatory constraint. At least one campground and 
other support facilities would be developed. 

New recreation sites with facilities to accommodate overnight 
use would be developed. In addition, day use/trallhead sites and 
interpretive sites would be developed. Table 8 shows a prelimi- 
nary llst of proposed new sites. Additional recreation sites may 
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be Identified In the future on a case-by-case basis to meet 
resource management objectives. A recreation project plan 
would be prepared for each that would further refine the types 
of facilities to be provided, the expected user groups and how 
each fits into the managementobjectives of the special recreation 
management area or extensive recreation management area. 
Approximately 500 acres for existing and proposed campgrounds 
would be withdrawn from mineral entry, mineral material 
disposals and subject to no surface occupancy stipulations for 
mineral leasIng. 

The proposed facilities would serve the expected population 
growth and would help satisfy the Increasing demand for camp- 
Ing opportunities on BLM-adminlstered public lands In north- 
western Arizona. 

Two parcels of land would be made available for concessionaire- 
operated recreational vehlcle parks/campgrounds. These tn- 
cinde one In the vicinity of Boundary Cone along Historic Route 
66 in sees. 27, 28, 32 or 33, T. 19 N., R. 20 W. and one north of the 
Carrow-Stephens Ranches Area of Critical Environmental Con. 
cern, west of U.S. Highway 93 in see. 35, T. 17 N., R 13 W. Both 
sites would allow for private Investment and enterpreneurism In 
providing for future recreation demand. 

The Joshua Tree Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs Special Recreation 
Management Area would be proposed for designation as a 
national conservation area by Congress. This action is In re- 
sponse to a request by the people living In Meadview and support 
from local employees of the National Park Service. 

The Hualapai Mountain National Back Country Byway would con- 
tinue to be managed as a four-wheel drive mad limited to high 
clearance vehicles. Historic Route 66 would continued to be 
managed as a Type I National Back Country Byway or a National 
Scenic Byway. 

Commercial and competitive recreation uses would continue to 
be accommodated through the Issuance of special recreation 
permits. Proposals for these permits would be analyzed on a 
case-by-case basis. 

Recreation site sign plans have been prepared for two of the four 
existing developed recreation sites. The Burro Creek Recreation Site 
Sign Plan has been implemented. The Wild Cow Springs Recreation 
Site Sign Plan would be implemented with completion of theprojects 
called for under the Wild Cow Springs Recreation Site Improve- 
ments Recreation Project Plan, thus creating the need for updated 
signing. 

Recreation site sign plans would also be prepared and implemented 
for the Packsaddle andWindy Point recreation sites. Recreation site 
sign plans would be prepared as part of the overall new recreation site 
and interpretive site planning. Maintenance plans have been pre- 
pared for the four existing developed recreation sites in the resource 
area. These plans consist of a Schedule of Operational and Correc- 
tive Maintenance (1986 to 1996) and are being implemented in an 
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ongoing process. These existing plans would need periodic upgrad- 
ing as the two existing recreation site improvement plans are imple- 
mented and as other circumstances or maintenance requirements 
change. As recreation project plans are implemented for new 
developed recreation sites and interpretive sites, a maintenance plan 
would be prepared for each. 

The Kingrnan Regional Park Special Recreation Management Area 
would include 6,137 acres of public lands, 2,051 acres of lands 
owned by the city of Kingman, 3,784 acres of other private lands and 
344 acres of state lands. The BLM may acquire the 3,784 acres of 
private lands through exchange (see Appendix 21). A master plan 
for the regional park would be prepared in cooperation with the city 
of Kingman and Mohave County. Local, state and federal funding 
would be sought for implementing the plan. This area would also be 
designated as a cooperative recreation management area. 

Through public meetings, various user groups and Individuals 
have stated a need to establish a system of hiking/equestrian/moun- 
tain bike trails. The trails shown in Table 16 would partially fill these 
needs. Other opportunities to develop trails would be explored as 
recreation area management plans are prepared for these six special 
recreation management areas. 

The B LM would continue to encourage and accommodate individual 
volunteers and organized groups wishing to perform developed 
recreation site improvement maintenance. The Burro Creek Recre- 
ation Site would continue to be staffed with volunteer campground 
hosts. In addition to continuing these present volunteer efforts, the 
following volunteer programs would be established: 

1. Schedule individuals or groups to perform aregular program of 
wilderness area site monitoring and compliance. 

. Maintain an ongoing roster of groups or individuals willing to 
assist the BLM in building and maintaining hiking and eques- 
trian trails. 

. Schedule and logistically support volunteer trail construction 
and maintenance projects for trails having completed recreation 
project plans. 

Off-Highway Vehicle Designation 

The following off-highway vehicle designations (see Map 18) 
would best balance the whole range of motorized vehicular access 
needs with the restoration and protection of wildlife, soils, vegeta- 
tion, scenic values, nonmotorized recreation opportunities and cul- 
tural/historical values. 

One area would be open to off-highway vehicle use contingent 
upon compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
and development of a management plan: 

North of Golden Shores along old Highway 66, sec. 36, all; see. 
35, E1/2 and see. 25, $1/2, T. 17 N., R. 21W. 

An open area would be proposed on Red Lake If, In the 
future, private lauds in the playa could be acquired through 
exchange and public access could also be acquired. 
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CHAPTER II 

f 
Name Type 

Thimble Butte Day use and trailhead 

Sitgreaves Pass Scenic overlook 

Boundary Cone Scenic overlook 

Thimble Butte Scenic overlook 

Moss Wash Campground 

Six-Mile Crossing Campground 

Burro Creek Ovedook Scenic overlook 

Joshua Tree Campground 

Grapevine Mesa Scenic overlook 

Kingman Regional Park Day use and trailhead 

Boulder Springs Campground 

Cerbat Pinnacles Scenic overlook 

Antelope Springs Day use and trailhead 

Black Mountain Scenic overlook 
Escarpment 

Black Mountains West Scenic overlook 

Canyon Station Spring Day use and trailhead 

Table 8 
Proposed  ReCreat ion Si tes  

Recreat ion  
M a n a g e m e n t  A r e a  Faci l l t les 

A p p r o x i m a t e  
Locat ion 

Historic Route 66 Picnic sites, trailhead sec. 14, T. 19 N., R. 19 W. 

Historic Route 66 Interpretive signs sec. 8, T. 19 N., R. 20 W. 

Historic Route 66 Interpretive signs sec. 27, T. lg N., R. 20 W. 

Historic Route 66 Interpretive signs sec. 14, T. 19 N., R. 19 W. 

Huaiapai Mountain Vault toilets, campsites, fire rings, sec. 13, T. 19 N., R, 15 W. 
rarnadas 

Burro Creek Vault toilets, campsites, fire rings, see. 13, T. 14 N., R. 11 W. 
ramadas 

Burro Creek Interpretive signs sec. 18, T. 14 N., R. 11 W, 

Joshua Tree-Grand Vault toilets, campsites, fire rings, sec. 26, T. 29 N., R. 16 W. 
Wash Cliffs ramadas 

Joshua Tree-Grand Interpretive signs sec. 26, T. 29 N., R. 17 W. 
Wash Cliffs 

Kingman Regional Park Picnic sites, trailheads sec. 16, T. 21 N., R. 17 W. 

Kingman ERMA* Vault toilets, campsites, fire rings, sec. 21, T. 20 N., R. 17 W. 
ramadas 

Kingman ERMA Interpretive signs sec. 20, T. 26 N., R. 17 W. 

Kingman ERMA Picnic sites, trailhead sec. 28, T. 26 N., R. 18 W. 

Kingman ERMA Interpretive signs sec. 10, T. 24 N., R. 21 W. 

Kingman ERMA Interpretive signs sec. 15, T. 21 N., R. 20 W. 

Kingman ERMA Picnic sites, trailhead sec. 28, T. 23 N., R. 17 W. 

* Exvmdvc Rcex~adonal Management Area 

• -~ ; ~ , . ~  ~ ~ ."='3"~-K....,,=...-.¢B~.~P'~: ~, 
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* Only designated wilderness areas would be closed to off- 
highway vehicle use. 

Most areas of critical environmental concern, including riparian 
areas and Category I desert tortoise areas, contain off-highway 
vehicle use designations specific to each area. These designa- 
lions are listed in the management prescriptions for each area in 
the Special Management Area section for this alternative. 
In  addition, off-highway vehicle use in Kingman Regional 
Park would be limited to designated roads, trails and navi- 
gable washes. 

Off-highway vehicle use on the rest of the planning area would 
be llmited to existing roads, trails and navigable washes. Acre- 
ages for each off-highway vehicle designation are listed in 
Table 9. 

Table 9 
Alternative 2 

Off-Highway Vehicle Designations 

f OHV Designation Acres ~'~ 

1 

Open 1,311 
Limited to existing roads, trails and washes 1,844,792 
Limited to existing roads and trails 106,725 
Limited to designated roads, trails and washes 29,007 
Limited to designated roads and trails 54,726 
Closed by wilderness designation 392,844 

Total 2,428,405 

Management Guidelines 
In areas where off-highway vehicles are limited to existing roads 
or trails or washes and areas not designated as areas of critical 
environmental concern, authorized public land users holding a 
permit or  license (i.e., grazing permits, wood permits, hunting 
licenses, rights-of-way, mining claims, etc.) may drive off roads 
ff required to fulfill their permit or license. Motorized vehicles 
must park  within 100 yards of an existing road or trail for 
camping. 

In  areas where off-highway vehicles are limited to designated 
roads, trails or  navigable washes, specific requests and approval 
by the authorized officer are required prior  to any off-highway 
vehicle use in these areas, including valid permit and license 
holders as defined in the above paragraph.  Off-highway vehicle 
use for casual use mineral activities will be discouraged without 
prior  filing of a notice of intent. Vehicle parking must be within 
50 feet of designated roads, trails or washes. 

Visual Resources 
A new visual resource management inventory has been com- 
pleted as par t  of the resource management planning process. 
This inventory included the lands that the BLM acquired through 
exchange and yielded a set of maps which show 82 scenery units, 
final visual resource management classes and a brief summary 
narrative of the scenery units. Map 19 shows the visual resource 
management classes for which lands within the planning area 
will be managed. Table 16 lists the acreage of each visual 
resource management class. 

Use of the Visual Contrast Rating Worksheet permits the systematic 
visual evaluation of a proposed action. This assessment process 
provides a means for determining visual impacts and for selecting 
measures to mitigate these impacts. 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

Objectives 

The objectives of the wildlife habitat management program are to 
ensure optimum habitat condition, healthy and viable populations 
and maintain a natural abundance and diversity of wildlife. This 
would be accomplished by restoring, maintaining and enhancing 
habitat conditions. Habitat  management plans would be devel- 
oped and implemented through coordination with other pro- 
grams, state and federal agencies and interest groups. Specific 
actions would include integrated monitoring and habitat im- 
provement projects. 

Plan Actions 

Alternative 2 is similar to Alternative I with increased management 
emphasis on improvement and maintenance of threatened and en- 
dangered species habitat, riparian areas and habitat for priority big 
game species. Special management areas would be designated to 
assist the BLM in achieving management goals in crucial habitat 
areas. Wildlife movement corridors would be established and 
maintained. Under this alternative, other BLM resource programs 
would be integrated with wildlife program activities to ensure 
compatibility with habitat  resource demands. 

Habitat management plarts would be revised to incorporate Resource 
Management Plan objectives and management prescriptions. Man- 
agement actions would be developed through the habitat man- 
agement plan process to achieve specific resource objectives. 
Habitat and population monitoring study planswould be contin- 
ued, developed and incorporated into habitat  management plans 
to assure that resource goals are being met. 

Thirteen wildlife movement corridors and lands between moun- 
tains lnsouthern Mohave County areproposed to ensurethat biotic 
diversity is maintained (see Map 20). Specifications for the corri- 
dors have been derived from research information developed for the 
Central Arizona Project and a similar program in Florida called 
"Landscape Linkages." The range of width for movement corridors 
would be two to three miles. Movement corridors have been 
proposed for the following locations. 

1. Highway 68, reestablishing movement between separated 
portions of the Black Mountains across Union Pass. An 
overpass across Highway 68 would be planned, funded and 
built cooperatively by the BLM and state agencies. Two 
possible locations are the SWI/4NW1/4 and NW1/4SWl/4 
ofsec. 11, T. 21 N., R. 20 W. and the SW1/4SE1/4 of sec. 10, 
T. 21N., R. 20 W. 
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ALTERNATIVE 2 

2, Highway 93 north, connecting the Cerbat and Black moun- 
tains (Grasshopper Junction). 

3, Highway 93 south, linking the Hualapai and Aquarius moun- 
tains (three corridors). 

a.  Carrow-Stephens Ranches 
b. Burro Creek 
c. Between the Poachie Range and the Grayback Mountains 

. 1-40, connecting the Black and Hualapai mountains (two 

corridors), 

a. Walnut Creek/Haviland 
b. Buck Mountain Wash 

5. Highway 66, linking the Cottonwood and Music mountains. 

6. Pierce Ferry Road, linking the Cerbat Mountains and Lake 
Mead. 

7. Cottonwood Road linking portions of the Black Mountains 
north and south of the road. 

. Highway 93 north near Kingman (Coyote Pass), linking the 
Cerbat and Hualapai mountains. 

. Alamo Road, linking the McCraeken and Hualapai moun- 
taim. 

10. 1-40 near Klngman, linking the Hualapai and Cerbat moun- 
tains (Holy Moses Wash). 

In southern Mohave County, the Casteneda, McCracken, Aubrey, 
Rawhide, Artillery and Poachie mountains are currently welllinked 
by movement corridors. Due to the remote nature of these areas, 
development is low, enabling wildlife to move freely among these 
mountain ranges. These links would remain in public ownership. 
Across resource area boundaries, the Bill Williams, Mohave and 
Buckskin mountains are also well linked with the above mountain 
ranges, and these links would remain in public ownership. 

Future rights-of-way, especially road development, would not frag- 
ment these mountain ranges because they are critical to the ongoing 
survival of wildlife in this region. 

These corridors would be managed to maintain, develop or reestab- 

lish natural movement of wildlife species while minimizing the death 

of these animals. 

Construction of overpasses or underpasses, culvert modification and 
fencing designed to allow wildlife movement would be requested of 
the Arizona Department of Transportation. A total of 46,252 acres 
would need to be acquired for management and retention of the 
corridors (see Appendix 20). 

Additional corridors may be Identified in the future on a case-by- 
case basis to meet resource management objectives. 

General Wildlife Habitat 

Management of general wildlife habitat would preserve habitat 
integrity under all types of land uses. Clearances would continue as 
proposed under Alternative 1. 

Big Game 

In addition to activities proposed under Alternative 1, crucial big 
game habitat would be designated within the Black Mountains 
Ecosystem Management and Aubrey Peak Bighorn Sheep habi- 
tat areas of critical environmental concern. 

Desert bighorn sheep have very specific habitat requirements 
that can only be met in the presence of certain physical and 
biological conditions. In addition to the typical requirements for 
food, water and cover, desert bighorn require sparsely vegetated 
areas with steep, rocky slopes. The relative size of these habitats 
must be large to accommodate movements and permit the ex- 
change of genetic material throughout the populations. Habitat 
partitioning and segregation have been a serious threat to big- 
horn sheep populations throughout the range of the species. 
Furthermore, bighorn sheep have shown extreme sensitivity to 
human disturbance, communicable diseases and interspecific 
and intraspeclfic competition for food, water and space. 

The Black Mountains are widely recognized as critical to the 
weffare and continued existence of desert bighorn sheep. They 
represent the largest contiguous block of desert bighorn sheep 
habitat in Arizona. This area provides all of the habitat require- 
merits of desert bighorn sheep In an optimal arrangement. 
Topographic relief provides the essential escape habitat for 
bighorns through much of the mountain range. Perennial 
springs provide abundant water over much of the range. Nu- 
merous manmade water developments have improved the qual- 
ity of these habitats by making them available to bighorn year- 
round. The predominately public ownership of the BlackMoun- 
tains has protected them from significant habitat disturbance. 

While desert bighorn sheep are currently thriving throughout 
much of their range, their existence was tenuous in the relatively 
recent past. Because of the bighorn sheep's specific habitat 
requirements and their inherent sensitivity to environmental 
disturbance, resource managers must exercise caution in man- 
aging conflicting or threatening uses in sheep habitat. 

The Black Mountains have been identified as one of the outstand- 
ing desert bighorn sheep habitats in Arizona (see area A onMap 
9). The forage allocations established for deer, bighorn sheep, 
wild burros and livestock in the 1978 Cerbat/Black Mountains 
Grazing Environmental Impact Statement identified complex 
habitat use conflicts among these ungulates. To resolve these 
conflicts, available forage would be allocated for each species 
using the ratios shown in Table 1 0 .  A total of 9,500 animal unit 
months would be allocated for all ungulates in the Black Moan- 
talus Ecosystem Management Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern, Wilson Ridge, and important wild burro habitat to the 
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west (see area A on Map 9). This would not include areas 
primarily grazed by earle, such as the lower elevation areas 
between the Black Mountains and State Highway 93 (see area B 
on Map 9); Area B accounts for the 2,$00 animal unit months 
difference between the forage allocations identified in Alterna- 
tives 1 and 2). This alternative allows for a realistic forage 
allocation based on actual use patterns. The forage allocation 
assures sufficient vegetation remains for protection of non-game 
animals, wilderness values and watersheds. 

Table 10 
* PERCENT FORAGE ALLOCATION RATIOS 

eserl Bighorn Sheep Mule Deer Wild Burros Cattle ~'~ 
30% 10% 30% 30%, J 

* Forage is allocated to animal units at the ratio of cattle 1:1; bighorn 
sheep 5:1, deer 4:1 and wild burros 2:1. 

The forage allocations shown In Table 10 would be the basis for 
initial adjustments of ungulate numbers. These allocations will 
be applied generally over the entire Black Mountains area, but 
may be differentially applied in a stratified habitat area manage- 
ment concept. Habitat stratification is the delineation of specific 
habitats preferred by separate ungulate species that are selected 
for their unique combination of topography, forage, water and 
cover. These initial allocations may be modified with continuing 
utilization and habitat trend studies. Management priority 
would be given to desert bighorn sheep in lambing grounds and 
high-value bighorn habitat within the Black Mountains Wild 
Burro Herd Management Area. Desert bighorn sheep habitat 
has been divided into four stratified habitat areas by the Arizona 
Game and Fish Department (see Map 33). Stratified habitat 
areas are classified as Lambing Grounds, High Value, Medium 
Value and Low Value areas. The classification relates to the 
quality of topography, forage, water and cover requirements of 
desert bighorn sheep. In priority areas, burros will not be 
excluded from historic areas without development of an alterna- 
tive water strategy. Overlap may occur in joint use areas. 

Where population overlaps and significant competition for habi- 
tat exists among ungulates, data would be compiled and analyzed 
through studies (research, monitoring, inventories, etc.) to iden- 
tify the crucial elements of each species' habitat. This would 
include food, water, cover and space. As these elements are 
identified, forage allocation ratios would be refined and ad- 
justed. Through consultation and coordination with the Arizona 
Game and Fish Department, wildlife population adjustments 
would be made based on analysis of integrated habitat monitor- 
ing data and resource objectives. 

| 

Aubrey Peak provides crucial habitat for desert bighorn sheep 
in the southern portion of the resource area (see area D on Map 
9). The most limiting factors for bighorn sheep in this portion 
of the area are lambing ground habitat and water. Aubrey Peak 
is the only habitat in the southern portion which provides a 
combination of these crucial factors and supports a resident 
herd of bighorn sheep. As a result, Aubrey Peak Is the biological 
key to desert bighorn sheep herds within a complex of mountain 
ranges in the Lower Bill Williamswatershed. Forage allocations 
for bighorn sheep, mule deer and livestock were proposed in the 
1981 Hualapai-Aquarius Grazing Environmental Impact State- 
ment. Use overlap was not identified as a conflict as forage was 
not allocated for livestock on slopes greater than 50 percent, 
based upon the BLM's livestock grazing suitability criteria. In 
addition, competition for forage among mule deer and bighorn 
sheep is minimal due to low population levels of deer and 
differences in forage preference. Prevalent conflicts occurring 
in the Aubrey Peak area are human activities associated with 
mining, off-highway vehicle travel and development of commu- 
nication sites. 

No domestic or feral sheep or goats will be allowed within nine 
miles surrounding desert bighorn habitat unless a cooperative 
agreement has been reached to the contrary. Domestic sheep 
and goats will be trucked rather than trailed when trailing 
would bring sheep and goats closer than nine miles to occupied 
desert bighorn ranges. 

Activities (excluding work on mining claims) which could harm 
lambing or rearing of newborn bighorn sheep in the Black Moun- 
tains, Aubrey Peak or other future or existing lambing areas would 
be excluded from December 1 to May 31. 

Mineral leasing would be allowed on identified lambing grounds 
with special stipulations (see Map 33) and management prescrip- 
tions in the Black Mountains Ecosystem Management and 
Anhrey Peak areas of critical environmental concern. Else- 
where, mineral leasing would be allowed in riparian areas with 
a no surface occupancy stipulation (see Map 11). 

Guidelines used to develop mineral leasing stipulations include soil 
moisture conditions, soil characteristics and time of year or season. 

A total of 22,962 acres would have a seasonal no surface occupancy 
stipulation. 

Pronghorn antelope habitat on public lands would be managed 
according to existing habitat management plans to support 400 
animal unit months on Goodwin Mesa and 300 animal units 
around Cherokee Point. Habitat would be improved to provide 
crucial spring forbs necessary for fawn survival and other 
habitat components important for increasing the size of the 
antelope population. 

As new information is obtained on the distribution and habits of 
elk and their associated impacts in the Hualapai Mountains, 
existing habitat management plans would be revised and up- 
dated cooperatively with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
the Arizona Game and Fish Department. Potential conflicts 
exist between elk and the endangered Hualapai Mexican vole in 
the Hualapai Mountains. Detailed information concerning 
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these conflicts is found In the Special Status Species section below 
and in the Special Management Areas section, Hualapai Moun- 
tain Research Natural Area/Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern. 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES MANAGEMENT 

Objectives 

The objectives of special status species management are to provide 
for the recovery of listed species, to manage other species to avoid the 
need to federally list them and to improve habitat of special status 
species. 

Plan Actions 

Special management areas are proposed to protect special status 
species. Other areas may be established to meet the need to protect 
habitat of other species as determined by further studies and inven- 
tory. 

Plant Species 
This alternative is the same as under Alternative ] with the additional 
protective management specified below. For specific management 
prescriptions, see the areas of critical environmental concern 
described In the Special Management Areas section In this 
alternative. 

Arizona ch'ffrose: Of the five known populations of the endan- 
gered Arizona clfffrose (Purshia subintegra), two are on public 
lands in the resource area, two are 20-acre sites and the other is 
a 1,114-acre area in the Clay HHls. The Arizona clfffrose is 
threatened by site-specific mining activity of pharmaceutical 
quality clay, grazing, existing rights-of-way and recreational 
activities such as rockhounding and off-highway vehicle use in 
the immediate area. The Clay Hills Natural Area/Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern would be designated to protect 
existing populations and enhance recovery of habitat through 
resolution of conflicting uses. 

Cerbat beard-tongue: The Cerbat  beard-tongue (Penstemon 
bicolor ssp. roseus), a federal candidate Category 2 species, is a 
rare plant found in the Black Mountains and Wilson Ridge of 
northwestern Arizona. This species is thought to be impacted by 
grazing, off-highway vehicle use in washes and surface mining 
activities. I t  is known to occur in the Black Mountains Ecosys- 
tem Management Area of Critical Environmental Concern and 
would be monitored to determine ff detrimental resource Im- 
pacts are occurring on populations outside the area versus inside 
the area. 

White.margined penstemon: The white-margined penstemon 
(Penstemon albomarginatus) is a federal candidate Category 2 
species found in northwestern Arizona near Yucca. The only 
additional known population is a very limited site in southeast- 
eru California. Public lands in Arizona provide the most signifi- 
cant habitat  area known for this species. I t  is threatened 
primarily by destruction of habitat from construction of roads 
and houses. Off-highway vehicle use and construction and 

maintenance of utility rights-of-way are also of concern. The 
17,489-acre White-Margined Penstemon Reserve Area of Criti- 
cal Environmental Concern would be designated to enhance 
species protection and recovery of habitat and resolve use con- 
fliers. 

Animal Species 
Special status species would be protected as proposed underAlterna- 
tire 1. In addition, several areas of critical environmental concern 
would be designated to protect federally listed, threatened or endan- 
gcred species. More detailed descriptions of relevance, importance, 
goals, objectives and management prescriptions are found in the 
Special Management Areas section of this alternative, in Table 
11 and in the Special Management Areas section of this alterna- 
five. 

Hualapai Mexican vole: The Hualapal Mountains provide the 
only known habitat for the federally endangered Hualapai Mexi- 
can vole. Ungulates graze the wet areas and spring sites which 
are critical components of the vole habitat. In  the 1920s, elk were 
introduced into the HualapalMountains. Livestockhave grazed 
the area since the late 1880s. However, the extent of Impacts from 
elk and livestock grazing on vole habitat are unknown at this 
time. Other conflicts detrimental to vole habitat  Include mining, 
off-highway vehicle use, road construction, picnicking and camp- 
lng in key areas. The HualapaiMexican Vole Recovery Plan has 
been prepared and emphasizes these same concerns. The Hua- 
lapai Mountain Research Natural  Area/Area of Critical Envi. 
ronmental Concern would be established to resolve use conflicts 
and implement the HualapaiMexican Vole Recovery Plan. The 
BLM would monitor the impact of elk and livestock grazing and 
recreation on vole habitat. 

Peregrine falcon: The Grand Wash Cliffs in the northeast 
portion of the resource area provide important nesting habitat 
for the federally listed peregrine falcon. The open spaces sur- 
rounding these cliffs provide key hunting habitat  for peregrine 
falcons. This area is one of three known aeries in the resource 
area. Peregrine falcon habitat  management would be empha- 
sized in the Joshua Tree Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern. The area would be managed 
in a manner compatible with the American Peregrine Falcon 
Recovery Plan (1984). Peregrine falcon habitat in other areas 
would be managed in a similar manner. 

Bald eagle: Riparian zones within the resource area provide 
crucial nesting and wintering habitat for both southern and 
northern bald eagles. Three of the 26 known nesting palrsofbald 
eagles in Arizona and New Mexico occur in the resource area. In 
addition, r iparian zones and water systems provide key recre- 
ational opportunities and important water and forage for live- 
stock and wild burros. The Three Rivers Riparian and the Burro 
Creek Riparian and Cultural areas of critical envlrontuental 
concern would be established to balance the resource demands 
on the habitat within these riparian zones. Management would 
include improvement and protection of r iparian and aquatic 
habitats through more intensive management as outlined in the 
Special Management Areas section in this alternative. 
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Desert tortoise: The Sonoran population ofthe desert tortoise is 
a candidate for federal listing as an endangered species. Desert 
tortoise habitat Is found on boulder-strewn hills and In steep, 
rocky terrain. The habitat is usually dominated by ocotillo, 
saguaro and paloverde vegetation. In  keeping with the BLM's 
Desert Tortoise Rangewide Plan (1988), areas of crucial tortoise 
habitat were identified and assigned priorities. The McCracken 
and Poachie mountains were identified as the most significant 
tortoise habitat in the resource area, outside ofwliderness areas. 
Forage in desert tortoise habitat Is also being utilized by five- 
stock, wild burros, bighorn sheep, javelina and deer. Potential 
conflicts for desert tortoise exist due to grazing pressure from 
ungulates. 

Additional conflicts may result from human surface-disturbing 
activities. The management prescriptlonswithin the McCracken 
and Poachie areas of critical environmental concern are de- 
signed to reduce or  resolve these conflicts with desert tortoise. 

RIPARIAN AREA MANAGEMENT 

Objective 

Same as under Alternative I .  

Plan Actions 

Same as under Alternative I except the most significant riparian 
areas (Burro, Francis, Wright and Cottonwood creeks, the Big 
Sandy, Santa Maria and Bill Williams rivers and Alamo Lake) would 
be designated as areas of critical environmental concern and plans 
would be developed for these areas (see Table 5). 

Management prescriptions necessary to protect and improve 
these riparian areas are described in the Special Management 
Areas section below and in Table 11. Mineral closures for areas of 
critical environmental concern are found in appendices 10 and 11. 

Riparian zones are the most productive and sensitive habitats 
within the Sonoran and Mohave deserts and are used by wlidlife 
more than any other habitat type. They support species found 
nowhere else except in riparian zones. 

Strips of r iparian woodland, such as cottonwood-willow commu- 
nities, provide nesting habitat, aquatic habitat, movement corri- 
dors and havens of refuge and food sources for species not 
common to the southwest, but which must cross the desert during 
their migrations. 

In addition, properly functioning riparian areas enhance water- 
shed values such as water storage, long-term flow, reduction of 
peak flows, flooding, erosion and regeneration and maintenance 
of riparian communities. 

Smaller r iparian areas such as springs, seeps, canyon bottoms 
and other water-influenced areas would be managed to improve 
riparian conditions. Riparian improvement techniques could 

Include, but are not limited to, construction of exclosure fences 
around riparian zones and piping of water outside to grazing 
animals, rotation of livestock grazIng and development of alter- 
nate water sources. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 

Objective 

The objective is to reduce hazards to the public and natural resources 
on public lands from toxic materials. 

Plan Actions 

Plot location of land uses which use or generate toxic materials 
in groundwater basins. All authorized uses on public lands would 

be monitored through mining plans of operation, mining notices, 
environmental assessments, right-of-way stipulations, etc., to 
ensure that the use of hazardous materials is in compliance with 
existing laws and regulations. 

Through an interdisciplinary team effort, known or possible condi- 
tions whichmight contaminate aquifers or riparian systems would be 
outlined. All mines using hazardous materials would be required to 
institute measures to meet the requirements of all pertinent environ- 
mental laws as addressed in 43 CFR 3809.2-2. State and federal 

laws would be enforced. 

WILD AND FREE-ROAMING HORSE AND BURRO 
MANAGEMENT 

In addition to the management proposed in Alternative 1, the 

Black Mountains Ecosystem Management Area of Critical En- 
vironmental Concern would be designated in the Black Moun- 
tains Herd Management Area. 

The Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act of 1971 (Public 
Law 92-195, as amended) established policy regardIng manage- 
ment of wild free-roaming horses and burros on the public lands. 
Congress found wild horses and burros to be "living symbols of 
the historic and pioneer spirit of the West." These anhnals were 
identified as "an Integral part  of the natural system" in those 
areas where populations existed at the passage of the Act. 

Three wild horse and burro herd management areas were iden- 
tified in the Kingman Resource Area, based on population 
Inventories following passage of the Act. These areas are the Big 
Sandy, the Cerbat and the Black Mountains herd management 
areas. Approximately 25 percent of the nation's wild burro 
population is found on BLM-administered lands In these three 
areas. Animals may not be relocated to areaswhere populations 
did not exist in 1971 (Public Law 92-195, Sec. 9). The herds are 
managed to assure their free-roaming character, health and self. 
sustaining ability in a thriving ecological balance. 
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Wild horse and burro management on public lands requires 
maintenance of a herd inventory, habitat monitoring and the 
removal and placement of excess animals to the public for 
adoption. 

Detailed estimates of wild horse and burro forage allocations are 
presented in the Cerbat/BlackMountains and Hualapal-Aquarius 
grazing environmental impact statements. Both are on file at the 
BLM office in Kingman. These allocations will be carried 
forward except where modified when habitat monitoring indi- 
cates the need for changes. 

The Black Mountains have been identified as one of the BLM's 
outstanding wild burro herd areas in the West (see area A and B 
on Map 9). The forage allocation established for deer, bighorn 
sheep, wild burros and livestock in the 1978 CerbatfBlack Moun- 
tains Grazing Environmental Impact Statement identified com- 
plex habitat  use conflicts among these ungulates. To resolve 
these conflicts, available forage would be allocated for each 
species using the ratios in Table 10. This alternative allows for 
a realistic forage allocation based on actual use patterns. The 
forage allocation assures sufficient vegetation remains for pro- 
tection of non-game animals, wilderness values and watersheds. 

Forage allocation percentages will serve as a starting point for 
habitat monitoring. Where ungulate populations overlap, data 
would be compiled and analyzed through studies (research, 
monitoring, inventories, etc.) to identify the crucial elements of 
each species' habitat. This would include food, water, cover and 
space. As these elements are identified, forage allocation ratios 
would be tel'reed. Monitoring will determine which ungulate 
species are using an area and determine the percentage of forage 
used by each species. Ungulate population adjustments would be 

made based on analysis of integrated habitat monitoring data 
and resource objectives and in consultation and coordination 
with other state and federal government agencies and interested 
publics. Removal of .excess burros will be authorized based on 

observe wild burros on public lands. Initially, roadside signs 
interpreting wild burro  management and providing information 
on the species and its role in the West would be placed at viewing 
areas along the Historic Route 66 Back Country Byway. Other 
routes in the herd management area would be considered on a 
case-by-case basis. In  addition, the BLM would consider the 
designation of a wild burro  range after further review and study 
on a state-wide basis. Any designation proposal would be 
developed in consultation and coordination with other state and 
federal agencies and interested publics. 

The Big Sandy Herd Management Area would he managed to 
support a genetically viable population of burros defined as a 
minimum of 50 effective breeding animals (see Map 9a). Inte- 
grated habitat monitoring would be developed to determine 
forage allocations necessary to support  a thriving natural eco- 
logical balance among all ungulates using the Area. Population 
adjustments would be based on analysis of integrated monitor- 
ing data and resource objectives, and in consultation with other 
government agencies and interested publics. Riparian habitat 
objectiveswould be developed in new resource activity plans and 
revisions of existing plans. 

The boundary of the Cerbat Herd Management Area would be 
identified using the initial 1974 inventory ofwild horse and burro 
use areas recorded in the Cerbat  Mountain Unit Resource 
Analysis (see Map 9a). This delineation would determine a 
manageable wild horse unit through Identification of the re- 
sources needed to sustain a free-roaming population of wild 
horses. Additional resources such as water, escape cover and 
other crucial habitat components would also be analyzed. The 
BLM would seek to acquire suitable resource components exist- 
ing in private ownership through exchange or  purchase with 
willing sellers or through cooperative agreements with private 
landowners (see habitat acquisition areas on Map 9a). Approxi- 
mately 39,000 acres is identified for acquisition and addition to 
the Cerbat Herd Management Area (see map 9a). 

In some situations, wild horses are benefiting from privately 
owned water sources. The BLM recognizes that livestock per- 
mittees are under no obligation to continue to provide water to 
wild horses. If  private waters are no longer available, the BLM 
will develop waters to keep the horses in their present range on 
public lands and support a viable wild horse population. In 1992, 
two BLM waters were developed to support the Cerbat horse 
herd. 

In  addition to determining and incorporating a manageable wild 
horse use area, the BLM would determine the population struc- 
ture necessary for a viable herd. Integrated habitat monitoring 
would allow the BLM to determine forage allocations necessary 

to support a thriving natural  ecological balance among all ungu- 
lates using the Cerbat Herd Management Area. Studies would 
also be initiated to identify the ecological niche currently being 
occupied by the Cerbat wild horses and to determine wild horse 
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social behavioral traits, genetic viability and habitat use patterns 
including crucial habitat components. I f  proper forage use limits 
are exceeded when the wild horses are at or below the minimum 
viable population limit, livestock numberswould be reduced and 
the BLM would recommend to the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department that deer be reduced accordingly. If  the wild horse 
population is above the minimum viable level, an equitable 
reduction In grazing allocation among wild horses, wildlife and 
livestock would occur based on forage utilization and integrated 
habitat studies. 

SUPPORT SERVICES 

Objective 

The objective is to provide the services needed to support all the 
resource programs and the assistance needed to meet their program 
objectives. 

Plan Actions 

Access 
The following actions would be implemented to improve access to 
public lands. None of the proposed actions imply taking private 
property. Access would be acquired through working coopera- 
tively with private landowners and would involve a willing seller. 
Actions would occur only after compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. Additional access and improvements 
may be acquired as new needs and opportunities are identified. 

1. Acquire legal vehicular access across private and state lands on 
24 roads and trails (see Appendix 23). 

2. Acquire legal administrative and public access on the Burro 
Creek hiking/equestrian trail across the private lands in sees. 10, 
11, 15,23 and 24, T. 14N., R. 12W. and in see. 35,T. 15N., R. 
12W. 

3. Reserve legal access for administrative and public vehicular use 
on Puanan Road when the public lands in sees. 15 and 22, T. 24 
N., R. 19 W. are conveyed out of federal ownership. 

4. Improve nine roads and trails (see Appendix 24). 

5. Build hiking/equestrian trail systems as identified in Table 16. 

Acquisitions 
Table 6 and appendices 10, 11, 20, 21 and 22 deseritm proposed 
acquisitions to be obtained through exchange, donation or purchase 
with Land and Water Conservation Fund monies including lands 
with high values in wildlife, recreation, wilderness, cultural, riparian 
and special status plant and animal resources. 

Lands acquired through exchange, donation, fee simple pur- 
chase or other means, lying within special management areas 
(such as areas of critical environmental concern, designated 
wilderness areas, special recreation management areas, etc.) will 
become part of the special management area at the time of 
acquisition. Management objectives for these acquired lands 
will be identical to those for their special management area. 

Law Enforcement 
The resource area would need more rangers to provide the area with 
resource protection and public safety through on-the-ground patrols. 
Withgrowth projected at 200 to 300 percent in thenext 10to 15 years, 
the use of public lands and resources will increase at roughly the same 
rate. Reported fuelwood and native plant thefts, vandalism, occu- 
pancy trespass and illegal dumping are increasing. ALso, wilderness 
designation would increase the need for patrolling wilderness areas. 

A l ~ w  ~ F n r p ~ m ~ n t  n1~n ~,zal l |d  h ~  da, lr•lnnc, el t n  ~e~rlnine the 

rce area law 
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Table 11 
ALTERNATIVE 2 SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

Special designations are proposed to help protect special status plants and animals, cultural values, scenic values and wildlife and riparian resources. 

~Site Name 
and 

Designation 

Joshua Tree 
Forest-Grand 
Wash Cliffs 

ACEC 
09,060 acres)* 

Black Mountains 
Ecosystem 

Management  
ACEC 

(114,242 acres)* 

Values 

Unique vegetation; 
outstanding sce~c 
values; rare cultural 

peregrine falcon 
aerie 

Premiere bighorn 
sheep and wild 
burro habitat; 
federal candidate 
plant species 
habitat; outstanding 
scenic values; open 
space near major 
population centers; 
rare and outstand- 
ing cultural 
resources; high 
locatable mineral 
potential 

Lands 

Acquire private and 
state lands and 
minerals; do not 
allow Recreation 
and Public Purposes 
and limit communi- 
cation facilities to 
designated sites; 
route major rights- 
of-way away from 
the ACEC; 
implement 
withdrawal 
decisions; prohibit 
road developmeent 
withn 1/2 -mUe of 
peregrine aeries 

Acquire identified 
state and private 
lands and minerals 
confme new major 
rights-of-way to 
existing corridors; 
limit new 
communication 
facilities to exisfiv 
sims; restrict 
activities in 
bighorn lambing 
grounds from 12/1 
through 5/31 and 
wild burro foaling 
grounds from 511 R 
7/31 

Minerals 

Require mining 
plans of operation 
and mandatory 
bonding for other 
than casual use; 
allow mineral 
leasing subject to 
stipulations 

Require mining 
plans of operation 
and mandatory 
bonding for other 
than casual use; 
allow mineral 
leasing subject to 
stipulations 

Range and 
Watershed 

Management 

Revise existing 
allotment manage- 
ment plan to 
incorporate Joshua 
tree desired plant 
community 
description 
objectives 

Manage livestock 
and burro grazing 
to achieve bighorn 
sheep, wild burro, 
deer and Cerbat 
beard-tongue 
desired plant 
community 
description 
objectives and 
improve Cerbat 
beard-tongue 
habitat; classify 
allotments within 
nine miles of big- 
horn sheep habitat 
for grazing by 
cattle only 

Cultural 

Prepare site project 
plans 

Prepare site- 
specific project 
plans 

R e c r e a t i o n  

a n d  

OHVs 

Limit off-highway 
vehicles to 
designated roads, 
trails and washes; 
plan scenic 
overlooks and 
interpretive sims; 
recreation 
facilities would be 
in harmony with 
the natural 
environment and 
protect scenic 

values 

Limit off-highway 
vehicles to existing 
roads, trails and 
washes; to roads 
and trails in Cerbat 
beard-tongue 
habitat 

W i l d l i f e  
a n d  

T & E  

No intensive 
recreation within 
1/4 mile of aerie 
from March 1 to 
June 15; prohibit 
helicopter flights 
within 1/2 mile of 
aerie from March 
1 to June 15 

Maintain viable 
desert bighorn 
sheep populations 
in a thriving 
natural ecological 
balance with the 
habitat; inventory 
and map Ce~bat 
beard-tongue, 
Mohave 
sandpaper bush 
and Mohave 
cottonthorn 
populations and 
begin monitoring 
studies 

Riparian 

Maintain existing 
riparian exdosures 
around springs; 
fence Bums Spring 
Wash riparian 
zone; improve 
riparian conditions 
elsewhere as 
oRmmmities arise 

Vegetative 
Products 

Prohibit removal of 
native plants except 
for salvage 
operations 

Harvest of native 
plants must be 
compatible with 
other resource 
values or limita- 
tions/ exclusions 
will be imposed 

0 
"I" 
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Table 11 (cont inued)  
ALTERNATIVE 2 SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

f 
Site Name 

and 
Designation 

Wright .  
Cot tonwood 

Creeks  
Ripar ian  and 

Cul tura l  
A C E C  

(27,285 acres)* 

Hualapal 
Mountain 
Research 

Na tu ra l  Area  
A C E C  

0.303 acres)* 

Values 

Rare and 
outstanding 
cultural resources; 
outstanding 
potential riparian 
l ' esources  

Crucial habitat for 
federally listed 
voles; riparian 
r~SOUI"CCS 

Lands 

Acquire state and 
private lands and 
minerals; confine 
new major rights-of- 
way to existing 
corridors; 
implement 
withdrawal 

Acquire private 
lands; do not allow 
communication 
sites; route rights- 
of-way around the 
ACEC; acquire 
nonfederal 
minerals; 
implement 
withdrawal 
decisions 

Minerals 

In riparian zone, 
withdraw 4,570 
acres from mineral 
entry, allow mineral 
leasing with no 
surface occupancy 
and do not allow 
mineral material 
disposals; require 
mining plans of 
operation and 
mandatory bonding 
for other than 
casual use 
elsewhere 

Withdraw 2,186 
acres from 
mineral entry, do 
not allow mineral 
material disposals 
and allow mineral 
leasing with no 
surface occupancy; 
require mining 
plans of operation 
and mandatory 
bonding Including 
c a s u a l  u s e  

Range and 
Watershed 

Management 

Manage livestock 
grazing to achieve 
riparian desired 
plant community 
objectives 

Exclude livestock 
and elk from crucial 
habitat; graze 
surrounding 
watersheds to 
accomplish vole 
habitat desired 
plant community 
description 
objectives and 
reduce soft and 
flood damage to 
vole habitat 

Cultural 

Prepare site- 
specific project 
plans, conduct 
invcmtories, 
evaluate cultural 
resources and 
conduct historical 
research 

* Public land surface acres (continued) 

Recreation 
and 

OHVs 

Wildlife 
and 

T&E Riparian 
V e g e t a t i v e  
Products 

Limit off-highway 
vehicle use to 
existing roads and 
trails; do not allow 
developed 
campgrounds in 
lO0-year 
floodplain 

Limit off-highway 
vehicle use to 
designated roads 
and trails; donot 
allow developed 
facilities develop 
interpretive and 
educational 
materials 

Implement a 
species recovery 
plan; develop a 
cooperative 
agreement with 
other agencies; 
promote public 
appreciation of 
endangered 
species; initiate a 
formal Section 7 
consultation prior 
to approval of 
mining plans of 
operation; exclude 
elk from current 
and historically 
occupied vole 
habitat 

File for instrearn 
flow water rights; 
continue Riparian 
Area Condition 
Evaluation 
inventory; 
designate Wright 
Creek as a 
demonstration 
riparian area and 
develop a 
demonstration plan 

File for instream 
flow water rights 

Prohibit 
removal of 
native plants 

Prohibit 
removal of 
native plants. 

J 
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Table 11 (continued) 
ALTERNATIVE 2 SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

(.r Site Name 
and 

Designation 

White-Margined 
Penstemon 

Reserve A C E C  
(17,489 acres)* 

Carrow-Stephens 
Ranches 
A C E C  

(S42 acres)* 

McCracken  
Desert  Tortoise 
Habi ta t  A C E C  
(21,740 acres)* 

Values 

Crucial habitat for 
the white-margined 
peustemon and 
desert tortoise 

Excellent historic 
sites and 
paleontological 
resources 

Excellent habitat 
for desert tortoise; 
scenic values; 
important 
backccontry 
recreation 
opportunities 

Lands 

Acquire private 
and state lands 
and minerals; 
co .me  new 
major rights-of- 
way to existing 
corridors 

Range and 
Watershed 

Minerals Management 

Require mining 
plans of operation 
and mandatory 
bonding for other 
than casual use; 
allow mineral 
leasing subject to 
stipulations 

Manage livestock 
grazing to achieve 
white-margined 
penstemon desired 
plant community 
description 
objectives 

Cultural 

Recreation 
and 

Confine rights-of- 
way to the area west 
of Highway 93; 
acquire non-federal 
surface and sub- 
surface; implement 
withdrawal 
decisions 

Acquire private and 
state land and min- 
erals; confine new 
major rigths-of-way 
to existing cord- 
dors; do not allow 

• o . I 

commumcauon sites 

Withdraw 524 
acres from mineral 
entry, allow min- 
eral leasing with no 
surface occupancy 
and do not allow 
mineral material 
disposals; require 
mining plans of 
operation and 
mandatory 
bonding, includ. 
ing casual use 

Require mining 
plans of operation 
and mandatory 
bonding for other 
than casual use; 
allow mineral 
leasing subject to 
stipulations 

Fence the area 
end remove it 
from considera- 
tion for public 
livestock grazing 

Manage ungulate 
grazing to achieve 
desert tortoise 
desired plant 
community descrip- 
tion objectives 

Prepare a site 
project plan; plan 
inventories and 
interpretation of 
existing resources 

OHVs 

Limit off- 
highway vehicle 
use to designatod 
roads and trails; 
do not allow 
developed 
recreation 
facilities 

Limitoff-highway 
vehicle use to 
designated roads 
and trails; develop 
plans for recre.arion 
facilities and visitor 
use in a special 
recreation man- 
ageznent area plan 

Limit off-highway 
vehicle use to 
existing roads, trails 
and washes; do not 
allow developed 
recreation facilities; 
plan for dispersed 
backcountry 
recreation 

Wildlife 
and 

T&E 

Monitor white- 
margined 
penstemon and 
desert tortoise 
populations; 
support research 
on population 
dynamics; 
develop a 
coordinated 
resource 
management 
plan and include 
objectives for 
white-margined 
penstemon and 
desert tortoise 

Conduct invento- 
ries and monitor 
labitat condition; 
assess impacts of 
ungulate grazing 
and make necessary 
adjustments in 
ungulate numbers 
and grazing season 

Riparian 

File for water rights 
on springs and for 
mstream flow 

Vegetative 
Products 

Prohibit 
removal of 
native plants 
except for 
salvage 
operations 

Prohibit removal 
of native plants 

Prohibit removal of 
native plants except 
for salvage oper- 
ations 
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Table 11 (continued) 
ALTERNATIVE 2 SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

b.) 

f 

Site Name 
and 

Designation 

Poachle Desert  
Tortoise Habi ta t  

A C E C  
02,752 acres)* 

Aubrey  Peak 
Bighorn Sheep 
Habi ta t  A C E C  

(3,460 acres) * 

Burro Creek 
Riparian and 

CuRural 
ACEC 

(22,682 acres)* 

Values 

Excellent habitat 
for desert tortoise; 
scenic values; 
important 
backouontry 
recreation 
oppommities 

Excellent bighom 
sheep habitat; 
outstanding scenic 
values 

Outstanding 
riparian resources; 
rare and outstand- 
ing cultural 
r e s o u r c e s ;  

important 
threatened and 
endangered habitat 

Lands 

Acquire private 
and state lands and 
minerals; confine 
new major rights- 
of-way to existing 
corridors; do not 
allow new com- 
munication site 
development 

No activity from 
12/1 to 5f31; route 
new major rights- 
of-way around the 
ACEC; do not 
allow communica- 
lion site.s; acquire 
nonfederal 
minerals 

Acquire identified 
private and state 
lands and minerals; 
ccaffme new major 
rights-of-way to 
existing corridors; 
implement 

Minerals 

Require mining 
plans of operation 
and mandatory 
bonding for other 
than casual use; 
allow mineral 
leasing subject to 
stipulations 

Require mining 
plans of operation 
and mandatory 
bonding for other 
than casual use; 
allow mineral 
leasing subject to 
stipulations 

In riparian zone, 
withdraw 5,160 
acres from mineral 
entry, allow miner- 
al leasing with no 
surface occupancy 
and do not allow 

Range and 
Watershed 

Management 

Manage ungula- 
grazing to achi~ ve 
desert tortoise 
desired plant 
community 
objectives 

Manage livestock 
grazing to achieve 
bighorn sheep 
desired plant 
community 
objectives 

Manage livestock 
and burro grazing 
to achieve threat- 
ened and endang- 
ered and riparian 
habitat desert plant 
community objec- 

Cultural 

Prepare site-specific 
project plans; plan 
for inventories and 
evaluate, sign and 
monitor selected 
cultural resources; 
promote scientific 

Recreation 
and 

OHVs 

Limit off-highway 
vehicle use to 
existing roads and 
trails; do not allow 
developed 
facilities; plan for 
dispersed 
backconntry 
recreation 

Limit off-highway 
vehicle use to 
existing roads, 
trails and washes; 
do not allow 
developed 
facilities; plan for 
dispersed 
backcotmtry 
reCl'~ation 

Limit off-highway 
vehicle use in 
riparian areas to 
designated roads, 
trails and cross- 
ings; plan facilities 
outside lO0-year 

Wildlife 
and 

T&E 

Conduct invento- 
tics; mcatitor 
habitat condition 
and assess impacts 
of ungulate 
grazing; make 
necessary 
adjustments in 
ungulate numbers 
and grazing season 

Monitor wildlife 
habitat improve- 
ment projects 
(water develop- 
ments) annually; 
manage bighorn 
sheep habitat for 
desired plant 
community 

No intensive 
recreation within 
1/4 mile of aerie 
from 1/1 to 6/1; 
prohibit helicopter 
flights within I/2 
mile of aerie from 

Riparian 

Acquire water 
rights; acquire 
data to support 
and perfect 
instream flow 
water rights; 
continue to monitor 

withdrawal decisions mineral material 
disposals; require 
mining plans of op- 
elation and manda- 
tory bonding for 
other than casual 
use; allow mineral 
leasing with stipu- 
lations elsewhere 

rives study; stabilize 
selected sites 

flondp~n 1/1 to 6/1; assist in 
statewide bald 
eagle ncstwatch 
program; monitor 
black-hawk 
breeding activities 

water quality, 
including heavy 
metals; continue 
riparian area condi- 
tion evaluation 
inventory 

Vegetative 
Products 

Prohibit removal of 
native plants except 
for salvage opera- 
tions 

Prohibit removal of 
native plants 

Prohibit removal 
of native plants 
except for salvage 
operations 
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L~o 

/ S i t e  Name 
and 

Designation 

Clay Hills 
Research 

Natura l  Area  

A C E C  
(1,114 acres)* 

Three  Rivers  
Riparian 

A C E C  
02,043 acres)* 

Table 11 (cont inued)  
ALTERNATIVE 2 SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

Values  

Crucial habitat for 
Arizona cliffrose 

Lands 

Route new rights- 
of-way around the 
ACEC; implement 
withdrawal 
decisions 

Acquire private 
and state lands and 
minerals; confine 
new major rights- 
of-way to existing 
corridors; imple- 
ment withdrawal 
decisions; prohibit 
mad development 
within 1/2 mile of 
bald eagle aeries 

\ 
* Public land surface acres 

Outstanding 
existing and 
potential riparian 
resources; threat- 
ened and endan- 
gered habitat: 
recreation values 

Minerals 

Withdraw 1,114 
acres from mineral 
entry and mineral 
leasing and do not 
allow mineral 
material disposals; 
require mining 
plans of operation 
and mandatory 
bonding, including 
casual use; seek 
voluntary relin- 
quishment of 
mining claims 

In @arian zone. 
withdraw 10,228 
acres from mineral 
entry, allow mineral 
leasing with no 
surface occupancy 
and do not allow 
mineral material 
disposals; require 
mining plans of 
operation and 
mandatory bonding 
for other than 
casual use; allow 
mineral leasing with 
stipulations 
elsewhere 

Range and 
Watershed 

Management  

Continue to exclude 
grazing by livestock 
and burros 

Manage livestock 
grating to achieve 
threatened and 
endangered and 
riparian habitat 
desired plant com- 
munity description 
objectives 

C u l t u r a l  

Recreation 
and 

OHVs 

Limit off-highway 
vehicle use to 
designated roads 
and trails; prohibit 
camping 

Limit off-highway 
vehicle use in 
riparian areas to 
designated roads 
and trails; plan 
developed 
recreation facilities 
outside of 100-year 
floodplain 

W i l d l i f e  

a n d  

T & E  

Imp|emont 
recovery plan; post 
the area with native 
plant protection 
signs; monitor 
status of Purshia 
within exclosure; 
monitor effects of 
browsing on 
Purshia; initiate a 
fomal  Section 7 
consultation prior 
to approval of a 
mining plan of 
operation 

No intensive 
recreation within 
1/4 mile of aerie 
from 1/1 to 6/1; 
prohibit helicopter 
flights within 1/2 
mile of aerie from 
1/1 to 6/1; assist in 
the statewide bald 
eagle nest watch 
program; monitor 
and assess habitat 
condition 

Riparian 

File for instream 
flow water rights; 
continue riparian 
area condition 
evaluation 
inwamry and 
monitoring 

V e g e t a t i v e  

P r o d u c t s  

Prohibit removal 
of native plants 

Prohibit removal 
of native plants 
except for 
salvage 
operations 
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CHAPTER II 

,Table 12 
Alternative 2 Mineral Closures 

Name 

Joshua Tree Forest - 
! Grand Wash Cliffs 

'Black Mountains 

Wright-Cottonwood 
'Creeks Riparian and 
Cultural 

Hualapai Mountain 

White-Margined 
Penstemon 

Carrow-Stephens 
Ranches 

McCracken Desert 
Tortoise Habitat 

Poachle Desert 
Tortoise Habitat 

Aubrey Peak Bighorn 
Sheep Habitat 

Burro Creek Riparian 
and Cultural 

Clay Hills Research 
Natural Area 

Three Rivers Riparian 

Campgrounds 

Closed to Mineral 
Material Disposals 

Withdrawn from 
Mineral Entry 

Mineral Leasing 
No Surface 
Occupancy 

Withdrawn from 
Mineral Leasing 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

4,570 4,570 4,570 0 

2,186 2,186 2,186 0 

0 0 0 0 

542 542 542 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 ~' 0 

0 ~ 0 

5,160 5,160 

1,114 1,114 

10;228 10;228 

500 500 

5,160 

0 

10,228 

500 

23,186 
Total Public 
Land Acres* 24,300 24,300 

0 

1,114 

0 

0 

1,114 

J 

* The acreages were obtained from the Geographic Information System. Margin of error is + one percent. 
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ALTERNATIVE 2 

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Objectives 

Special designations are proposed to help protect special status 
plants and animals, cultural values, scenic values and wildlife and 
riparian resources. 

Plan Actions 

Twelve areas of critical environmental concern are proposed, total- 
ling 315,712 a~res. The cRlzens of Meadvlew have stated that they 
want stronger protection for the Joshua Tree Forest-Grand 
Wash Cliffs than can be afforded by an area of critical environ- 
mental concern. They have requested that the BLM pursue 
national conservation area status to improve protection for this 
area. The National Park Service has also expressed strong 
support for this action (see Map 21). Another area of critical 
environmental concern (Carrow-Stephens) is also proposed as a 
special recreation management area, covering 542 acres. Areas of 
critical environmental concern would be managed under prin- 
ciples of multiple use. Existing and proposed uses would be 
evaluated for compatibility with area of critical environmental 
concern goals and objectives. Management strategies would be 
developed in activity plans to conform with management pre- 
scriptions outlined in each area. Existing uses not compatible 
with area of critical environmental concern values would be 
eliminated, mitigated or modified to lessen adverse impacts. It  
is the intent of the BLM to facilitate public access (ranchers, 
hunters, etc.) while protecting natural resource values. All 
actions will occur only aRer compliance with the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act. 

Lands proposed for area of critical environmental concern now 
covered by wilderness have been dropped from consideration 
for area of critical environmental concern status. However, in 
these areas, management prescriptions to protect sensitiveresources 
in wilderness will be included in wilderness management plans. 

One area of critical environmental concern proposed in the draft 
Resource Management Plan (1990) has been dropped from 
further consideration in this alternative. The proposed Western 
Bajada Area of Critical Environmental Concern was identified 
to protect desert tortoise habitat and sensitive cultural resources. 
Further site-specific inventory indicated high levels of surface 
disturbance due to the proximity of Bullhead City. Future 
managementwould be hindered by continued use of the area and 
urban expansion. It would be almost impossible to protect the 
resources identified for special attention. 

The lands adjacent to Bullhead City have now been identified for 
disposal to facilitate city expansion. Mitigation will be provided 
for the loss of desert tortoise habitat or cultural resources in any 
exchange (see map 13). These disposal lands would be used to 
acquire additional high-value desert tortoise habitat or signlfl. 
cant cultural resources. 

The Clay HilLs Research Natural Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern southern boundary has been modified. Those parts of 
sections 21, 22, 26 and 27, T. 16.$ N., R. 17W. (south of Alamo 
Road) area excluded from the original area. The parts of sections 
25 and 36, T. 16.$ N., R. 17 W. (south of Alamo Road) and the 
north halfofsection 1,T. 16 N., R. 17 W.,are included In the area 
of critical environmental concern boundary. 

The relevance and importance criteria which qualify each area to be 
an area of critical environmentalconcem are outlined in the follow. 
ing pages. Also shown are the goals, objectives and management 
prescriptions required to protect and improve the sensitive resources 
of each area of critical environmental concern. Table 11, which 
follows the detailed information for each area of critical environ. 
mental concern, smnmarizes the management prescriptions for 
each area of critical environmental concern, showing how the pre- 
scriptions would benefit or constrain important resources. Acquisi- 
lions for areas of critical environmentalconcern are found in Appen- 
dix 22. 

Approximately 23,800 acres of federal minerals would be proposed 
for withdrawal from mineral entry (see Table 12) to protect sensitive 
resources in areas o f critical envh'onmental concern (see appendices 
10 and 11). Sensitive plant and animal species, riparian areas 
and cultural resources are impacted by surface-disturbing ac- 
tivities which alter crucial habitat and destroy irreplaceable 
scientific information. The continuation of these activities has 
the potential to destroy the irreplaceable resources identified for 
protection in the areas of critical environmental concern. 

Areas withdrawn from mineral entry are subject to valid existing 
rights. Area of critical environmental concern designations would 
require bonding and mining plans of operation for all activities 
(other than casual use) conducted under the 1872 Mining Law. 

A total of 35,854 acres of non-federal minerals are within the 
withdrawn areas. They are not subject to withdrawal restrictions, but 
are proposed for acquisition. If these are acquired they would be 
withdrawn from mineral entry (see appendices 10 and 11). 

For restrictions on mineral leasing and mineral material disposals 
(see tables 11 and 12). 

Within special managemen 
eas, the total amount of fec 
ally controlled surface est, 
exceeds the total amount 
federal  minera l  estatl 
Therefore, the total acreagl 
of mineral  withdrawals  
may be less than the total 
federally controlled sur- 
face acreage. 
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ALTERNATIVE 2 

JOSHUA TREE FOREST - GRAND WASH 
CLIFFS AREA OF CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

This areahas been recommended as an areaoferitieal environmental 
concern by the Phoenix District Advisory Council and the residents 
of Meadview. Approximately 3,200 acres are included in the 
Grapevine Mesa Joshua Tree Forest National Natural Landmark, 
which was designated by the Secretary of the Interior in 1967 after 
a determination that the area possessed national significance as 
defined in 36 CFR 62.5, National Landmark Criteria. 

For several years, an active land exchange effort has resulted in 
blocking up a significant area of public lands, making it more 
manageable. The area does, however, still contain over 5,168 acres 
of private lands. 

A variety of cuncems in the area include placer claims (gold) which 
blanket much of the prime stands of Joshua trees, privately owned 
mineral estate, expanding residential developments directly west of 
the boundary and a potential for residential development of private 
lands. Other concerns include the growing need of people living in 
the surrounding subdivided sections and Meadview for utilityrights- 
of-way through the area, damaging cross-country use by off-high- 
way vehicles and theft of young Joshua trees. A peregrine falcon 
aerie has been found in the Grand Wash Cliffs. The peregrine falcon 
is a federally listed endangered species. 

IMPORTANCE 

This outstandingly scenic area contains the densest stand of mature 
Joshua trees in Arizona and a particularly imposing ten-mile-long 
segment of the Grand Wash Cliffs. These 2,000-foot-high cliffs are 
among the mo stprominent and colorful escarpments in North America. 
The areas above and below the cliffs were used extensively by early- 
day Native Americans, as evidenced by roasting pits, for a period of 
at least 3,000 years. The resulting cultural resources are very 
significant to northwestern Arizona. 

As an endangered species, peregrines are of national significance. 
Major efforts have been expended on the federal, state and private 
levels to bring this species back from the brink of extinction. 

GOALS 

To protect and enhance ecologic, scenic, cultural and threatened and 
endangered values while providing for recreational and educational 
experiences. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Maintain a viable Joshua tree forest community. 

2. Minimize surface disturbance. 

3. 

4. 

. 
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Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
and state lands which affect management of resources on 
neighboring public lands. 

Maintain the scenic quality of the Joshua Tree Forest and the 
Grand Wash Cliffs. 

Restore the visual quality of degraded areas in the Joshua Tree 
Forest. 

6. Determine the extent and significance of cultural resources. 

7. Develop educational materials and interpretative sites to in- 
crease public understanding of the area's natural values. 

8. Promote opportunities for scientific research of ecological and 
cultural resources by qualified institutions and individuals. 

9. Develop low impact recreation opportunities. 

10. Prohibit human activities which may cause potentially adverse 
disturbances to nesting birds during the breeding season. 

11. Propose the area for designation as anational conservation area. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 39,060 acres ofpublicland as an area of 
critical environmental concern. 

2. 

3. 

Recommend the area of critical environmental concern for 
designation as a national conservation area. 

Limit the use of off-highway vehicles to designated roads, trails 
and washes. 

4. 

. 

If  the private surface and subsurface mineral rights on 
alternating sections ever convert to public ownership, all 
public lands within the area of prime Joshua tree forest 
would be identified for withdrawal from mineral entry. 

Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bending for 
all mineral exploration and development activities, other than 
casual use. 

6. 

7. 

Mineralleasing would be allowed, subject to appropriate stipu- 
lations designed to protect resource values. 

Mineral material disposal would be authorized only when 
no reasonable management alternative can be identified 
and the disposal would not conflict with objectives for the 
area. 

8. Acquire 5,160 acres of private surface and subsurface and 
15,199 acresofnonfederal subsurface estate (see Appendix 22). 

9. Do not issue recreation and public purpose leases or patents. 

10. Limit new communication facilities to designated sites. 

11. Route major rights-of-way to the west or south of the area of 
critical environmental concern within existing corridors, 



CHAPTER II 

12. 

13. 

Recreation facilities will be in harmony with the natural envi- 
ronment and goal to protect ecologic and scenic values. 

Prohibit camping, hiking, rock climbing and off-highway ve- 
hicle use within 1/4 mile of a peregrine nest during the breeding 
season (March 1 to June 15). 

14. 

15. 

16. 

Prohibit helicopter flights within 1/2 mile of active aeries 
during the breeding season (March 1 to June 15). 

Prohibit road development within 1/2 mile of a peregrine aerie. 

Review current management to assure that livestock grazing is 
in accordance with goals and objectives of the area of critical 
environmental concern. Develop desired plant community 
descriptions for Joshua tree sites and include these in allotment 
management plan objectives. Design grazing prescriptions to 
achieve them. 

17. Do not allow removal of native plants except for salvage on 
surface-disturbing projects. Require that a nursery be set up for 
each mining operation to hold live plants. Topsoil would also 
be stored and reclamation would involve replacement of soil 
and planting of nursery stock. 

18. Conduct cultural and paleontological inventories and evaluate 
selected cultural resources. 

19. Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
concern. 

20. Develop an area of critical environmentalconcem management 
plan. This plan will include a recreation project plan specifi- 
cally addressing interpretive sites, scenic overlooks, educa- 
tional natural history brochures, off-highway vehicle designa- 
tions and other general recreation issues. It will also address 
cultural resources, land tenure adjustment, mining and grazing. 

BLACK MOUNTAINS ECOSYSTEM 
MANAGEMENT AREA OF CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

The Black Mountains provide a complex mix of resource values for 
wildlife, livestock, wild burros and humans. The presence of 
wilderness, rich mineral deposits, important wildlife habitat, a wild 
burro area and abundant recreation opportunities can lead to conflict- 
ing uses in key areas of the Black Mountains. The Black Mountains 
Ecosystem Management Area of Critical Environmental Concern is 
proposed to focus management to resolve these conflicts. 

The Black Mountains provide outstanding habitat for desert bighorn 
sheep in the form of food, water, cover and space. The habitat area 
is made up of a unique geographic and topographic mix, abundant 
natural water sources and essential forage species. Lambing grounds 
and crucial foraging and escape areas are interspersed with gen- 
eral open space habitat. 

The entire range of the Black Mountains Is within the Black 
Mountains Wild Burro Herd Management Area. This manage- 
ment area, designated after passage of the Wild Horse and Burro 
Act of 1971, as amended, is one of the outstanding wild burro 
management areas in the West. The presence of abundant 
forage, natural water sources, foaling areas and escape cover 
provide quality habitat for viable herds of burros. The Black 
Mountains provide a unique research opportunity for continued 
study of wild burros to determine population dynamics, move- 
ment patterns and critical habitat requirements. 

The three wilderness areas in the Black Mountains, designated 
in November 1991, include Mount Wilson to the north and 
Warm Springs and Mount Nutt in the south. The BLM is 
mandated to manage designated wilderness areas to protect 
wilderness values while maintaining valid existing rights in place 
at the time of designation. 

Recreation use tn the Black Mountains IS Increasing due to 
growth of the communities of Kingman, Bullhead City and 
Golden Valley and the current demand for open-space recre- 
ation. Off-highway vehicle use, hunting, rockhoundlng and 
wilderness hiking are a few of the recreation uses present. Each 
year, the demand for recreation permits for off-highway vehicle 
events, outfitters and guides Increases. Individually, each action 
has a small impact on sensitive resources; however, when com- 
bined over the entire range, the total impacts to resources are 
multiplied. 

The Black Mountains are a Basin and Range fault block moun- 
tain range following a north-northwest trend. They consist of an 
assemblage of Precambrlan gneisses and schist cut by Tertiary 
intrusives and overlain by sequences of Tertiary- and Quater- 
nary-age volcanic flows, brecclas and tuffs. Several historic 
mining districts occur: from south to north, they include the 
Oatman-Goldroad, Union Pass and Katherine districts. Each 
historically produced significant quantities of precious metals, 
primarily gold. Sand and gravel deposits are present and there 
IS some potential for oil and gas exploration. 

Some of these areas are still considered to have potential prima- 
rily for disseminated gold deposits. The Portland Mine, south of 
Cottonwood Road on the west slope of the Black Mountains, 
produced gold commercially as recently as 1988. To the north of 
Cottonwood Road, the Klondyke-Golden Door Mine Is awaiting 
development as another small open pit gold operation. 

In addition to gold, silver, zirconium and perlite have been 
reported as potentially significant deposits through the area. 

The northemBlackMountains provide alarge 
contiguous area of relatively undisturbed 
habitat for the Cerbat beard-tongue (Pen- 
stemon bicolor var. roseus). It is a federal 
candidate plant species currently under 
consideration for listing as threat- 
ened or endangered status under 
the Endangered Species Act of 
1973. This species is known 
only from southern Nevada, ~" 
northeastern California and 
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northwestern Arizona. Populations in California and Nevada are 
apparently rare and declining from a variety of causes associated 
with development and human activity. The species was collected in 
Arizona in 1937 and not redocumented until a collection was made 
in Lost Cabin Wash from the Portland Mine down to Lost Cabin 
Spring and in Bums Spring Canyon in 1989. The Cerbat beard- 
tongue occurs on mountainside sites of rhyolite and andesite parent 
material and in sandy washes. Its ecological requirements arepoorly 
understood. 

The Black Mountains contain several very important cultural re- 
sources. Bighorn Cave is listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places. The area around Mount Nutt contains the best pictographs 
known in the resource area. Numerous prehistoric rock shelters, 
campsites and historical mines occur in the mountains. The stone 
cabins along Silver Creek are the remains of the oldest Caucasian 
habitations in Mohave County (1859 to 1863) and were occupied by 
troops from Fort Mojave who had been allowed to prospect for gold 
by their commanding officer. 

Human activities are increasing at a tremendous rate in the 
Black Mountains, including urban development, communica- 
tion facilities, highway construction and recreational activities. 
Much of this activity is occurring in or near sensitive habitat for 
wildlife and wild burros, wilderness areas and cultural sites. 
Continuing growth of these communities will create further use 
conflicts In the Black Mountains. 

IMPORTANCE 

The increasing demand for recreational opportunities, Including 
wilderness, on public lands will continue to Impact sensitive 
resources in the Black Mountains. Recreation management 
must include a proper balance of opportunities while protecting 
the needs of the other resource and development demands in the 
area. 

The demand for mineral development is expected to increase 
over the next several years. The area Is highly mineralized and 
rife with mining claims. Mineral development will need to be 
promoted in a manner compatible with other resource uses and 
needs. 

Thepositiveresults of intensive management ofdesertbighom sheep 
habitat has recently led to this species being removed from the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department's list of threatened native 
wildlife in Arizona. Nonetheless, this species is extremely sensitive 
to disturbance. The Black Mountains provide important habitat for 
a viable population which is a major source of animals for transplant 
throughout Arizona, and for important research. 

The Black Mountains also provide important habitat for wild 
burros. The wild burro herd provides excellent opportunities for 
viewing burros in their habitat. Annual increases in population 
or animals in excess of forage needed to sustain the herd would 
be removed and made available for adoption throughout the 
nation. These animals are highly prized and in demand on sheep 
ranches and farms and by people wanting excellent family pets. 

Desert bighorn sheep and wild burro herds are considered 

Important resources of national significance. Management of 
grazing and other uses within the Black Mountains is critical to 
resolving conflicts among all ungulates in the region. Management 
prescriptions developed for desert bighorn sheep and wild burro 
habitat would also provide protection for other wildlife species in 
the Black Mountains. 

With new measures to protect the limited habitat of the Cerbat beard- 
tongue in Arizona, the B LM can ensure the continued survival of this 
species and prevent the need for listing it as threatened or endan- 
gered. The area of critical environmental concern boundaries in- 
elude about half of tbo species' habitat in Arizona. This is adequate 
to provide habitat for a viable population over the long-term, even 
with some mining development anticipated. 

Cultural resources in the area are extremely rare, unique, fragile and 
threatened. Some of the pictographs were incised into volcanic tuff 
and then painted. These are the only examples of this type of 
prehistoric art known in this part of the state. The Moss Mine (1863) 
was one of the richest and most concentrated gold deposits ever 
found in the West. 

GOALS 

To maintain balanced resource development while providing for 
public demand and sensitive resource needs. To protect and enhance 
special status species habitat. To protect cultural resources. To 
manage wilderness to maintain wilderness values and characteris- 
tics. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Improve and maintain habitat while providing for the 
needs of wild burros, desert bighorn sheep, other wildlife 
species and livestock. 

2. Protect and improve Cerbat board-tongue habitat. 

3. Minimize surface disturbance. 

4. 

. 

Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
and state lands which affect management of resources on 
neighboring public lands. 

Manage recreational activities to reduce adverse interactions/ 
impacts to Cerbat beard-tongue, desert bighorn sheep, wild 
burros, wilderness and cultural resources. 

6. 

7. 

. 

Minimize conflicts and balance uses among grazing and 
browsing animals. 

Prioritize management of lambing grounds and high-value 
bighorn habitat to meet the needs of desert bighorn sheep. 

Determine the extent and evaluate the significance of cultural 
r e s o u r c e s .  

9. Promote opportunities for scientific research of ecological and 
cultural resources. 
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MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 114,242 acres of public lands as an area 
of critical environmental concern. 

2. Limit off-highway vehicle use to existing roads, trails and 
washes. Limit off-highway vehicle use within Cerbat beard- 
tongue habitat to existing roads and trails. Close desert big- 
horn sheep lambing grounds to construction of new roads. 
Limit construction of new roads in other crucial habitat 
areas. 

3. Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bonding for 
all mineral exploration and development activities, other than 
casual use. Temporary access needed for mineral exploration 
and production would remain dosed to the public and would be 
reclaimed when no longer needed by the operator. In Cerbat 
beard-tongue habitat, locate any temporary access for mineral 
activities out of washes and avoid occupied habitat. 

. 

5. 

Manage mining exploration and development activities to 
minimize the Impacts on desert bighorn sheep lambing 
grounds from December 1 through May 31 and on wild 
burro foaling grounds from May I through July 31. 

Allow mineral leasing subject to the following stipulations 
designed to protect resource values: 

-- No surface occupancy In desert bighorn sheep lambing 
grounds from December 1 through May 31. 

No surface occupancy in foaling grounds during the hot, 
dry season from May 1through July 31 to avoid pushing 
jennies and foals from water sources. 

Close temporary access to the public to prevent precedent- 
setting off-highway vehicle use into previously unroaded 
a r e a s .  

. 

. 

When no longer needed by the leasee, roads would be 
reclaimed and made impassible by deep ripping, berms, 
boulder placement, etc. 

Unused roads which are upgraded to provide short-term 
access to mineral activities would be dosed on a case-by- 
case basis when no longer needed by the leasee. 

-- To avoid harassment and undue disturbance of desert 
bighorn sheep, workers wouldnotbe allowed to live on-site. 

-- Limit well spacing to 160 acres. 

Prohibit oil and gas production facilities inside the boundaries 
of lambing grounds. 

Mineral material disposal would be authorized only when 
no reasonable management alternative can be identified 
and the disposal would not conflict with objectives for the 
area. 

8. Acquire 2,360 acres of state and 8,040 acres of private lands 

(surface and subsurface) and 27,925 acres of nonfederal sub- 
surface identified in Appendix 22. 

9. Manage for dispersed recreation. 

10. Con_f'me new major rights-of-way to existing corridors. 

11. Limit new communication facilities to designated sites. 

12. Develop desired plant community descriptions for important 
desert bighorn sheep, deer and wild burro habitat and include 
these in allolJnent management plan, habitat management plan 
and herd management area plan objectives and design spe- 
cific management actions to achieve them. 

13. Stratify ungulate habitat to identify key range areas for 
each species. Some strata will be defined for use by a single 
ungulate species, while others will he defined as joint use 
areas by more than one ungulate species. 

14. Develop perennial water sources for wild burros in Impor- 
tant habitat outside lambing grounds and high-value big- 
horn sheep habitat. 

15. Develop a comprehensive monitoring plan for all ungulates, 
including the joint use areas, to assure that the goal and 
objectives are being met. 

16. Write coordinated resource management plan for all re- 
sources and review existing activity plans to ensure conform- 
ante with the goal and objectives of the area of critical 
environmental concern. 

17. Complete an inventory to determine present extent and density 
of Cerbat beard-tongue populations and begin monitoring stud- 
ies to determine habitat conditions and any changes in plant 
density. 

18. Manage grazing by ungulates In riparian-wetland areas to 
restore and maintain proper functioning condition of these 
areas. 

19. Classify grazing allotments on or adjacent to the area critical 
environmental concern for use by cattle, prohibiting grazing by 
feral goats and sheep. 

20. Removal of native plants must be compatible with other re- 
source values or limitations or exclusions will be applied. 

21. Fence the Burns Springs ~ash  riparian area on public lands 
below the spring to exclude ~ wild burros and livestock to 
enhance riparian vegetative recovery. 

22. Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
c o n c e m .  

23. Promote cultural resource inventories and research projects by 
qualified institutions and individuals. 

24. Develop site-specific project plans for important cultural re- 
s o u r c e s .  
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WRIGHT AND COTTONWOOD CREEKS 
RIPARIAN AND CULTURAL AREA OF 
CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

. 

RELEVANCE 3. 

Wright and Cottonwood creeks are completely isolated from all 
other drainages in the resource area which support fish populations. 
Wright Creek is a perennial stream with exceptional scenic qualities 
providing habitat for an atypical strain of the native Agosia chryso- 
gaster, the longf'm dace. Recent land exchanges have blocked up 
public lands, making intensive management possible. Recovery of 
riparian corridors is expected to be rapid under proper management. 

This area has a unique blend of prehistoric and historic resources. 
The Beale/Mojave Road, along the northern boundary, is a 1,000- 
year-old Indian trail which later became the first wagon road across 
northern Arizona. This same route waslater used for the first raikoad 
and stilllater for U.S. Route 66. The first cattle ranching homesteads 
in Mohave County were established in this area in the 1870s. 

The area is unique because of the numerous (16 per square mile) 
sites of the Cohouina culture dating from approximately A.D. 700 to 
1150. The western Cohonina sites have never been studied. These 
sites are found throughout the proposed area of critical environ- 
mental concern. The region around these two creeks is also the 
northernmost occurrence of the Prescott culture, with their 
associated stone masonry pueblos. This area offers opportunity to 
learn about these prehistoric cultures and see how they interacted. 
An additional unique cultural resource here is evidence of pre- 
historic dryland agriculture, a very rare occurrence away from 
the main rivers of northwestern Arizona. 

4. 

IMPORTANCE 

Wright Creek has been .historically grazed by livestock. Recent 
inventories indicate that virtually all of the Wright Creek riparian 
habitat is not functioning properly and is currently in unsatisfac- 
tory ecological condition. Since the area is now well-blocked public 
lands, the BLM has a unique opportunity to develop management 
prescriptions designed to reestablish healthy riparian ecosystems. 

The area is a cultural and geographic crossroads. The diagonally 
trending mountains of central Arizona, the Colorado Plateau and the 
Great Basin all meet here. Major prehistoric Indian trails run east- 
west and north-south. This is the only area where the unique Coho- 
nina culture is found on BLM-administered lands. The area is also 
near the center of the present-day Hualapai tribe and probably has 
historic Pai sites, which might help answer questions concerning 
their origin and development. 

GOALS 

To improve and maintain aquatic andriparian habitat conditions. To 
protect and enhance cultural resources. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Obtain optimum riparian habitat conditions along Wright and 
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Cottonwood creeks. Restore thesecreekstoproper function- 
Ing condition. 

Achieve and maintain diverse plant communities and stable 
soils. 

Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
and state lands which affect management of resources on 
neighbering public lands. 

Obtain minimum instream flow to support aquatic and riparian 
habitat. 

5. Minimize surface disturbance. 

6. Reduce vandalism of selected cultural resources which show 
evidence of pothunting and surface collecting of artifacts. 

7. Determine the nature and degree of  interaction between the 
prehistoric Cohonina and Prescott cultures. 

8. Determine the extent and distribution of various cultural re- 
sources. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 27,285 acres of public lands as an area 
of critical environmental concern. 

. 

3. 

4. 

. 

Limit off-highway vehicle use to existing roads and trails. 

Withdraw 4,570 acres in the riparian zone from mineral entry, 
subject to valid existing rights. Acquire 3,220 acres of 
nonfederal minerals and do not open to entry. 

Acquire 2,697 acres o fprivate lands and 545 acres of statelands 
(surface and subsurface) and 11,252 acres o fnonfederal subsur- 
face (see Appendix 22). 

Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bending for 
all mineral exploration and development activities other than 
casual use. 

. Allow mineral leasing in designated lands along Wright and 
Cottonwood creeks with no surface occupancy and in other 
areas subject to appropriate stipulations designed to protect 
resource values. 

7. Do not allow mineral material disposals in riparian zones. 

8. Confine new major rights-of-way to existing corridors. 

9. Determine the need and file for water rights for minimum 
instream flow on Wright and Cottonwood creeks to support 
aquatic and riparian habitat. Acquire data necessary to 
support and perfect lnstream flow water rights. MonRor 
tnstream flow to support water rights appllcatlom. 

10. Do not allow developed campgrounds in the 100-year flood 
plain. 

11. Do not allow removal of native plants. 
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12. Manage livestock grazing to achieve goais and objectives of the 
area of critical environmental concern. Develop desired plant 
community descriptions for the riparian zone and design graz- 
hag management objectives and a grazing system to achieve 
them. 

13. Promote cultural resource inventories and research projects by 
qualified institutions and individuals, evaluate selected sites 
and prepare site-specific project plans. 

14. Conduct historical research. 

15. Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
concern .  

16. Develop an area of critical environmental concern plan. 

HUALAPAI MOUNTAIN RESEARCH 
NATURAL AREA/AREA OF CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

This area provides crucial habitat for the Hualapai Mexican vole, 
Microtus mexicanus hualpaiensis, a federally listed endangered 
species. Biologists believe this animal is on the brink of extinction. 
The area includes two intermittent narrow stream bottoms (Grape- 
vine Spring and Upper Bull Flat) and their attendant watersheds. 

IMPORTANCE 

The Hualapai Mexican vole is a very rare mammal currently found 
in three isolated localities. Cattle and introduced elk have histori- 
cally grazed the area, drawn by water developments in or near 
key vole habitat, Camping and picnicking have been important 
uses In or near vole habitat because of the proximity of water and 
trees. The Flag Mine Is in vole habitat. These influences have 
threatened the vole population. Aggressive management Is 
necessary to ensure the continued existence of the vole in pres- 
ently occupied habitat and to reestablish populations tn historic, 
but presently unoccupied, habitat. 

GOAL 

To provide optimum habitat for a viable population of the Hualapai 
Mexican vole. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Maintain excellent habitat conditions on occupied sites. 

2. Improve habitat conditions on historical sites, especially in 
riparian and ponderosa pine plant communities. 

3. Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
and state lands which affect management of resources on 
neighboring public lands. 

4. Minimize surface disturbance. 

5. Obtain adequate data on vole population dynamics to guide 
management decisions. 

6. Minimize adverse interactions between people mad sensitive 
species. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 3,303 acres of public lands as an areaof 
critical environmental concern. 

2. Limit off-highway vehicle use to designated roads and trails. 

. Withdraw 2,186 acres from mineral entry, subject to valid 
existing rights, and do not allow mineral material disposals on 
the same land. 

4. Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bonding 
for all mineral exploration and development activities, In- 
cluding casual use. 

$. Initiate a formal Section 7 (Endangered Species Ac0 consul- 
tation prior to approvalofa mining plan of operation. It has 
been determined that crucial vole habitat may be affected 
by mining activities. 

6. Allow mineral leasing with no surface occupancy. 

7. Acquire 1,186 acres of private lands (surface and subsurface) 
and 1,004 acres of nonfederal subsurface estate (see Appendix 
22). 

. Maintain existing recreation facilities where compatible 
with vole habitat management, Allow new facilities outside 
occupied habitat to reduce use conflicts In vole habitat. 

. 

10. 

Develop interpretive and education materials to promote public 
appreciation and protection of endangered species. 

Prohibit location of communication sites. Route rights-of-way 
around the areas. 

11. Exclude livestock from current occupied vole habitat. 

12. Review existing allolanent management plan and inco~orate 
objectives designed to protect and enhance watersheds sur- 
rounding the area of critical environmental concern. Develop 
desired plant community descriptions and design specific graz- 
ing management actions to achieve them through coordinated 
resource management plans. 

13. Cooperate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department to 
develop a site-specific strategy to reduce documented con- 
flicts between voles and elk in occupied vole habitat. 

14. Do not allow removal of native plants. 

15. Coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to imple- 
ment a vole recovery plan. 
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16. File for water rights and minimum instream flow, where 
appropriate,  on occupied and historic sites. 

17. Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
c o n c e r n .  

18. Pursuedevelopmentofamemorandumofunderatanding among 
the Mohave County Parks Department, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the BLM in an effort to implement a 
recovery plan and reestablish vole populations. 

19. Develop a coordinated resource management plan. 

WHITE-MARGINED PENSTEMON 
RESERVE AREA OF CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

This area provides crucial habitat for the white-margined penstemon, 
Penstemon albomarginatus, a federal candidate plant species cur- 
renfly under consideration for listing as threatened or endangered 
status under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. The majority of 
this species' range is in Arizona near the town of Yucca, but it is also 
represented by a small known population in northeastern California 
and three collections from southernNevada. In Arizona, it occurs on 
sandy outwash plains, ridges and washes in a narrow elevational 
range west of the Hualapal Mountains. All populations are threat- 
ened by urban development and off-highway vehicle activity. In 
Arizona, the checkerboard landownership pattern intensifies prob- 
lems of managing the habitat on public lands. Without effective 
management ofthehabitat, it maynotbo possible to maintain aviable 
population in its native environment over the long term. 

The area provides excellent habitat for the Sonoran desert tortoise, 
also being considered for federal listing as threatened or endangered. 
With acquisition of private lands within the area of critical environ- 
mental concern, this area would meet the BLM's criteria for Cat- 
egory I tortoise habitat. 

IMPORTANCE 

With land exchanges and some simple new measures to protect the 
limited habitat of the white-margined penstemon in Arizona, the 
BLM can ensure the continued survival of the species and prevent the 
need for listing the species as threatened or endangered. Because it 
occurs in such a limited range in Arizona, the area of critical 
environmental concern boundaries include about two-thirds of the 
species' habitat. It is designed to include a major portion of a 
watershed to allow control of factors that could generate soil erosion 
problems and also to cover the fullrange of environmental conditions 
in which the species occurs. This is adequate to provide habitat for a 
viable population over the long term, even with some loss of plants 
and habitat from development anticipated in the area. 

The management prescriptions for protection of the white-margined 
penstemon will also serve to prevent habitat loss for the Sonoran 
desert tortoise. 

GOAL 

To promote long-term viability of the white-margined penstemon 
and a desert tortoise population. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Achieve and maintain diverse plant communities and stable 
soils and watersheds. 

2. Minimize surface disturbance. 

3. Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
and state lands which affect management of resources on 
neighboring public lands. 

4. Minimize adverse interactions between people and sensitive 
plant and animal species. 

5. Obtain adequate data on white-margined penstemon and desert 
tortoise population dynamics to guide management decisions. 

6. Enhance public awareness of the rapid decline of threatened or 
endangered species and provide education on the importance of 
protecting their habitat and applying management procedures 
designed to ensure their long-term existence. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 17,489 acres of public lands as an area 
of critical environmental concern. 

2. Limit off-highway vehicle use in riparian areas to designated 
roads and trails. 

3. Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bonding for 
all mineral exploration and development activities, other than 
casual use. 

4. Allow mineral leasing, subject to appropriate stipulations de- 
signed to protect resource values. 

. Authorize mineral material disposal only when no reason- 
able management alternative can be Identified and the 
disposal would not conflict with objectives for the area. If  
either species becomes federally listed in the future, mineral 
material disposal would not be allowed. 

6. Acquire 749 acres of private (surface only) and 15,289 private 
and 2,114 acres of state lands (surface and subsurface) and 
3,513 acres of non-federal subsurface estate (see Appendix 22). 

7. Do not allow developed recreation facilities. 

8. Do not allow removal of native plants except for salvage. 

9. Confine new major rights-of-way to existing corridors. 

10. Develop and implement a livestock grazing management 
plan to achieve goals and objectives of the area of critical 
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environmental concern. Develop desired plant community 
descriptions and include these in a coordinated resource 
management plan. 

11. Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
concern, including reclamation withdrawals. 

12. Continue to monitor whlte-marglned penstemon and desert 
tortoise populations. 

13. Support research proposals designed to obtain information 
about population dynamics for white-margined penstemon 
and desert tortoise. 

14. Develop a coordinated resource management plan. 

CARROW-STEPHENS RANCHES AREA OF 
CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

This area contains rare historic cultural resources including an 1880s 
two-story adobe ranch house, numerous outbuildings, a system of 
canals and ditches and irrigated fields, a pioneer cemetery and a 
1930s Depression-era cannery. Plioeene fossil deposits andprehis- 
toric Indian sites are also found In or near the area. 

iMPORTANCE 

Irreplaceable historic resources, exemplary of late nineteenth cen- 
tury farming and ranching life innorthwestern Arizona, have Iremen- 
dous potential for recreational and educational development. The 
area contains physical evidence of 5-1/2 million years of life, 
revealed through tmique fossils, prehistoric Indian sites and two  

pioneer homesteads. 

GOALS 

To protect, preserve and develop the historical, prehistorical and 
paleontological resources of the area. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Minimize surface disturbance. 

2. Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
and state lands which affect management of resources on 
neighboring public lands. 

3. Provide a unique living history experience for the public. 

4. Provide recreational and educational opportunities. 

5. Obtain a sufficient water supply to develop and maintain the 
project. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 542 acres of public lands as an area of 
critical environmental concern. 

2. Limit off-highway vehicle use to existing roads and trails. 

3. Withdraw 542 acres from mineral entry, subject to valid 
existing rights, and do not allow mineral material disposals. 

. Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bonding 
for all mineral exploration and development activities, In- 
cluding casual use. 

5. Allow mineral leasing with no surface occupancy. 

6. Acquire 133 acres of private lands (surface and subsurface, see 
Appendix 22). 

7. Fence the area of critical environmental concern and remove it 
from consideration of public livestock grazing. 

8. Within the existing corridor, confine new rights-of-way to the 
area west of Highway 93. 

. Apply for a permit with the state and dHH a well for 
irrigating pastures and orchards as part of a proposed 
living history exhibit. 

10. Do not allow removal of native plants. 

11. Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
c o n c e m .  

12. Promote cultural and paleontological resource inventories, re- 
search projects by qualified institutions and individuals and 
evaluate site information. 

13. Develop an area of critical environmental concern plan to 
include a cultural resource project plan and a special recreation 
area management plan, specifically addressing educational 
brochures, interpretive materials for sla'ategic locations, living 
history activities and recreation facilities. 

McCRACKEN DESERT TORTOISE 
HABITAT AREA OF CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

This area has been identified as Category I habitat for the desert 
tortoise, as deemed in the BLM's Rangewide Tortoise Habitat 
Management Plan. The Sonoran desert tortoise is a candidate for 
federal listing as an endangered species. Under the rangewide 
plan, category I areas have been identified as habitat essential for the 
continued existence of a viable population of desert tortoise. Ag- 
gressive, positive management of other desert tortoise habitat is 
needed. 
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The McCracken Mountains are typical, small, desert mountains 
with rugged boulder-strewn slopes rising above the surrounding 
bajadas. There are few roads into the area. The unique vegeta- 
tion, jumbled granitic boulder piles which dominate the area, 
and limited vehicle access offer visitors both scenic views and 
back country recreation opportunities. 

IMPORTANCE 

The desert tortoise has existed for tens of thousands of years and now 
is being significantly impacted by pressures of an expanding 
human population, development in tortoise habitat and other 
competing uses. There are few places where a desert tortoise 
population is considered to be in a healthy, thriving, stable condition. 
The future of this species could depend on how well the BLM 
manages the remaining desert tortoise habitat. 

In addition, the McCraeken Mountains support an unusual 
plant community that is transitional between Mohave and Sono- 
ran desert scrub. The species assemblage found in this area is 
known only from Arizona. Several characteristic species here 
are among the most distinctive dominants of the two desert 
regions, giving the area a very unusual vegetative aspect. 

Concern for the rapid decline of the Mohave tortoise population 
has gained international attention, being closely monitored by 
such conservation groups as the Desert Tortoise Council, the 
Natural Resources Defense Council, the Environmental Defense 
Fund and the Defenders of Wildlife. Similar concern has been 
expressed regarding the Sonoran population. In response, the 
BLM developed the Desert Tortoise Rangewide Plan (1988). 
Management goals, objectives and prescriptions would conform 
to the rangewide plan. 

GOAL 

To promote long-term viability of a desert tortoise population. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Achieve and maintain diverse plant communities and stable 
soils. 

2. Minimize surface disturbance. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
and state lands which affect management of resources on 
neighboring public lands. 

Minimize adverse interactions between people and tortoises. 

Obtain adequate data on tortoise population dynamics to guide 
management decisions. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 21,740 acres of public land as an area 
of critical environmental concern. 

2. Limit off-highway vehicle use to existing roads and trails. 

3. 

4. 

. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bonding for 
all mineral exploration and development activities, other than 
casual use. 

Allow mineral leasing, subject to appropriate stipulations de- 
signed to protect resource values. 

Authorize mineral material  disposal only when no reason- 
able management alternative can be Identified and the 
disposal would not conflict with objectives for the area. 

Acquire 11,024 acres of private, 320 acres of state lands 
(surface and subsurface) and 3,638 acres of nonfederal subsur- 
face estate (see Appendix 22). 

Do not allow developed recreation facilities; plan for dispersed 
recreation. 

Cord'me new major rights-of-way to existing corridors. 

Do not allow communication sites. 

Develop and implement livestock management plans incorpo- 
rating desired plant commtmity descriptions to achieve goals 
and objectives of the area of critical environmental concern on 
the Chicken Springs 0021, B ateman Springs 0006 and Artillery 
Range 0003 allotments. 

Manage ungulate grazing to ensure adequate and suitable 
perennial and ephemeral forage and cover for tortoises through- 
out the year, especially during the spring and late summer-fall. 
Adjust ungulate grazing through analysis of monitoring 
data which would consider forage allocation, use limits and 
season of use. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

Conduct tortoise inventories, monitor habitat conditions and 
assess impacts of ungulate grazing. 

Do not allow removal of native plants except for salvage 
operations. 

Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
concern. 

POACHIE DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT 
AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

This area has been identified as Cat- 
egory I habitat for the desert tor- ~ ~  
toise, as deffmed in the BLM .____y_ . _ m _ _ . _ ~ _ _ s  ~ ~  
Rangewide Tortoise Habitat "! " ~ ~.", .. ' 
Management Plan. TheSo- ~ ~ l ~ , = .  
noran desert tortoise is a ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ .  
candidate for federal  ~ ' ~  ' ..~ .:~/: 
listing as a threatened " ~ ~ ~ ~  
or endangered species. ~ ' ~ ~  
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Under the rangewide plan, Category I areas have been identified as 
habitat essential for the continued existence of a viable population of 
desert tortoise. Aggressive, poslttve management of other desert 
tortoise habitat is needed. 

The Poachle Mountains are typical, small, desert mountains with 
rugged boulder-strewn slopes rising above the surrounding 
bajadas. There are few roads into the area. The unique vegeta- 
tion, jumbled granitic boulder piles which dominate the area 
and limited vehicle access offer visitors both scenic views and 
back country recreation opportunities. 

IMPORTANCE 

The desert tortoise has existed for tens of thousands of years and now 
is being significantly Impacted by pressures of an expanding 
human population, development in tortoise habitat and other 
competing uses. There are few places where a desert tortoise 
population is considered to be in a healthy, thriving, stable condition. 
The future of this species could depend on how well the BLM 
manages the remaining desert tortoise habitat. 

In addition, the Poachle Mountains support an unusual plant 
community that is transitional between Mohave and Sonoran 
desert scrub. The species assemblage found in this area Is known 
only from Arizona. Several characteristic species, such as saguaro 
and Joshua tree, are among the most distinctive dominants of the 
two desert regions, giving the area a very unusual vegetative 
aspect. 

Concern for the rapid decline of the Mohave tortoise population 
has gained international attention, being closely monitored by 
such conservation groups as the Desert Tortoise Council, the 
Natural Resources Defense Council, the Environmental Defense 
Fund and the Defenders of Wildlife. Similar concern has been 
expressed regarding the Sonoran population. In response, the 
BLM developed the Desert Tortoise Rangewide Plan (1988). 
Management goals, objectives and prescriptions would conform 
to the rangewtde plan. 

GOAL 

To promote long-term viability of a desert tortoise population. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Achieve and maintain diverse plant communities and stable 
soils. 

2. Minimize surface disturbance. 

3. 

4 ,  

5. 

Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
and state lands which affect management of resources on 
neighboring public lands. 

Minimize adverse interactions between people and tortoises. 

Obtain adequate data on tortoise population dynamics to guide 
management decisions. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 32,752 acres of public lands as an area 
of critical environmental concern. 

, 

3. 

Limit off-hlghway vehicle use to existing roads and trails. 

Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bonding for 
all mineral exploration and development activities, other than 
casual use. 

4. Allow mineral leasing subject to appropriate stipulations de- 
signed to protect other resource values. 

. Authorize mineral material disposal only when no reason. 
able management alternative can be identified and the 
disposal would not conflict with objectives for the area. 

6. 

7. 

Acquire 1,147 acres of private and state lands (surface and 
subsurface) and 637 acres of non-federal subsurface estate (see 
Appendix 22). 

Do not allow developed recreation facilities; plan for dispersed 
recreation. 

° 

9. 

10. 

Confine new major rights-of-way to existing corridors. 

Do not allow new communication sites or additional users at the 
existing BLM administrative site. 

Develop and implement livestock management plans incorpo- 
rating desired plant community descriptions to achieve goals 
and objectives of the area of critical environmental concern on 
the Greenwood Community 0039, Burro Creek Ranch 0014 and 
Arrastra Mountain 0002 allotments. 

11. Manage ungulate grazing to ensure adequate and suitable 
perennial and ephemeral forage and cover for tortoise through- 
out the year, especially during the spring and late summer-fall. 
Ungulate grazing would be adjusted through analysis of 
monitoring data which would consider forage allocation, 
use limits and season of use. 

12. Conduct tortoise inventories, monitor habitat conditions and 
assess impacts of ungulate grazing. 
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13. 

14. 

Do not allow removal of native plants except for salvage 
operations. 

Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
c o n c e r n .  

AUBREY PEAK BIGHORN SHEEP 
HABITAT AREA OF CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

Aubrey Peak is a rugged volcanic protrusion rising from the sur- 
rounding, relatively fiat, Sonoran desert floor. This rugged mountain 
provides the best escape terrain in the immediate region for a 
struggling herd of desert bighorn sheep, as well as being a crucial 
lambing ground. The area was originally proposed for areaofcritical 
environmental concern designation in the Hualapai/Aquafius Man- 
agement Framework Plan. 

IMPORTANCE 

Aubrey Peak is the only bighorn sheep lambing ground in the 
southern part of the planning area and is used year-round as well. 
Despite continued efforts to protect this area from adverse distur- 
bance, desert bighorn sheep habitat is being adversely impacted, 
principally by mining activities, off-highway vehicle use and devel- 
opment of communication sites. 

Federal, state and private organizations and individuals have in- 
vested significant time and money on habitat improvement projects 
and bighorn transplants to encourage the continued existence of 
sheep in this region. 

GOAL 

To provide critical bighorn sheep lambing habitat on Aubrey Peak, 
supporting population reestablishment in the surrounding region. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Manage for optimum bighorn sheep lambing habitat condi- 
tions. 

2. Minimize surface disturbance. 

3. Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
and state lands which affect management of resources on 
neighboring public lands. 

4. Manage recreational activities to reduce adverse interactions 
between people and bighorn sheep. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 3,460 acres of public lands as an area of 
critical environmental concern. 

. 

3. 

Limit off-highway vehicle use to existing roads, trails and 
washes. Close the lambing ground to conslruction of new roads. 

Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bonding for 
all mineral exploration and development activities, other than 
casual use. Temporary access needed for mineral exploration 
and production would remain dosed to the public and would be 
reclaimed when no longer needed by the claimant. 

4. Allow mineral leasing subject to the following stipulations: 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

-- No activity in the area of critical environmental concern 
from December 1 through May 31. 

Temporary access would be closed to the public and would 
be reclaimed and made impassible by deep ripping, berms, 
boulder placement, etc. 

Unused roads which are upgraded to provide short-term 
access to mineral activities would be dosed on a case-by- 
case basis when no longer needed by the leasee. 

-- To avoid harassment and undue disturbance of desert big- 
hom sheep, workers would not be allowed to live on-site. 

-- Limit well spacing to 160 acres. 

Prohibit oil and gas production facilities inside the boundaries 
of the area of critical environmental concern. 

Land uses, with the exception of mineral entry under the mining 
laws, which could adversely affect lambing would be excluded 
from December 1 through May 31. 

Mineral material disposal would be authorized only when 
no reasonable alternative exists and the disposal would not 
conflict with objectives for the area. 

Acquire 70 acres of non-federal mineral estate (see Appendix 
22). 

Route new major rights-of-way around the area of critical 
environmental concern. 

Do not allow communication sites. 

Do not allow developed recreation facilities. 

Do not allow removal of native plants except for salvage 
operations. 

Develop desired plant community descriptions for bighorn 
sheep habitat and includ~ these in allotment management plan 
and habitat management plan objectives and design manage- 
ment prescriptions to achieve them. 

Monitor habitat improvement projects (water developments) 
annually. 

Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
concem. 
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BURRO CREEK RIPARIAN AND 
CULTURAL AREA OF CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

Burro and Francis creeks are free-flowing intermittent perennial 
streams with outstanding scenic qualities including riparian vegeta- 
tion, cliffs and largely undeveloped shorelines uncluttered by human 
activity. The creeks provide opportunities for solitude and water- 
based recreation along stretches of the streams. Access is provided 
to some portions of both streams. 

This area provides habitat for a wide variety of unique wildlife. 
Species include 14 federal-, state- and BLM-sensitive species, such 
as the bald eagle, Mexican black-hawk, zone-tailed hawk and round- 
tailed chub. The riparian habitat associated with this area supports 
a great diversity of birds of prey. 

Even though Burro Creek was set aside as a special management 
area in 1983, only one allotment management plan has been imple- 
mented to date. In the past, the Burro Creek drainage has been 
contaminated by mine wastes along the creek. Heavy metal contami- 
nation has killed invertebrates and fish in the creek and in turn 
adversely impacted the rest of the food chain, particularly raptors. 
Such pollution also creates hazards for people engaged in water- 
based recreation provided by Burro Creek. 

The westernmost known occurrence of multi-storied, stone masonry 
pueblos constructed by the prescott culture in A.D. 1200 is along 
Burro Creek and its headwaters. Several historic and prehistoric 
peoples used this area together. It was a major source of obsidian for 
conslruction of tools and also contains important petroglyphs. It is 
important because it affords opportunities to study how groups 
interacted with one another, such as the prehistoric Cerbat and 
Prescott cultures and the historic Hualapai and Yavapai tribes. 

IMPORTANCE 

Riparian habitat is extremely limited throughout the Southwest, 
comprising less than one percent of the land area. Burro and Francis 
creeks provide a major stronghold for many riparian-dependent 
species ofwlldllfe. There are more breeding pairs of Mexican black- 
hawks in Burro Creek than anywhere else in North America. 

Various individuals and organizations have been involved in inten- 
sive studies and recreational activities in Burro and Francis creeks. 
These include the University of Arizona, Arizona State University, 
Southwest Hawkwatch, the National Audubon Society, the Desert 
Tortoise Council, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Arizona 
Natural Heritage program, The Nature Conservancy, prescott Com- 
munity College, New Mexico State University, the Arizona Game 
and Fish Department, the Arizona Deparlment of Health Services, 
the Arizona State Land Department and the U.S. Geological Survey. 
Recreationists come from all over the U.S. to visit this area. This 
involvement demonstrates a more-than-local significance. 

The Burro Creek drainage is one of only two known sources of 
obsidian in northwestern Arizona. The pueblos are very rare and 

unique, some still having standing walls eight feet high. The area 
requires special management because of existing vandalism of these 
examples of the Prescott culture. 

GOAL 

To protect and enhance riparian, threatened and endangered plant 
and animal species and cultural resources, emphasizing total ecosys- 
tem managemenL 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Minimize surface disturbance and erosion. 

. 

3. 

4. 

Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
and state lands which affect management of resources on 
neighboring public lands. 

Manage for optimum riparian habitat conditions by allowing 
the creek to be restored to proper functioning condition. 

Maintain adequate instream flows to support aquatic and ripar- 
ian r e s o u r c e s .  

5. Maintain the naturally occurring water quality of Burro Creek. 

6. Stop vandalism to cultural resources. 

7. Determine the extent and significance of cultural resources. 

8. Educate the public regarding riparian, cultural and threatened 
and endangered species issues and management needs. 

9. Provide adequate nesting habitat for threatened and endangered 
and special status raptors by establishing native trees through 
natural reproduction to replace existing dead and dying old- 
growth trees. Also, increase the present density of trees. 

10. prohibit human activities which may cause potential adverse 
disturbances to nesting birds during the breeding season. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 22,682 acres of public lands as an area 
of erhical environmental concern. 

. Limit off-highway vehicle use in Burro and Francis creeks' 
riparian areas to designated roads, trails, washes and river 
crossings. 

3. 

4. 

Withdraw 5,160 acres in the riparian zone from mineral entry, 
subject to valid existing rights. Acquire 1,873 acres of 
nonfederal minerals and do not open to entry. 

Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bonding for 
all mineral exploration and development activities, other than 
casual use. 

. Allow mineral leasing in the riparian zone with no surface 
occupancy and in other areas subject to appropriate stipulations 
designed to protect resource values. 
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6. Do not allow mineral material disposals in the riparian zone. 

7. Acquire 280 acres of non-federal mineral estate under public 
land. 

8. Acquire 7,296 acres of identified parcels of private and 8,996 
acres of state lands (surface and subsurface). 

9. Construct developed campgrounds outside of riparian zone and 
the 100-year floodplain. 

10. Confine new major rights-of-way to existing corridors. 

11. All existing rights-of-way will continue as long as necessary 
and maintenance/redesign will be allowed subject to com- 
pliance with National Environmental Policy Act. 

12. Develop and implement livestock management plans incorpo- 
rating desired plant community descriptions to achieve goals 
and objectives of the area of critical environmental concern on 
the Bagdad 0005, Greenwood Peak Community 0039, Burro 
Creek Ranch 0014, Artillery Range 0003 and 7L Cattle Com- 
pany 0111 allotments. 

13. Review the existing Burro Creek 0013 Allotment Manage- 
ment Plan to ensure that it conforms with goals and objec- 
tives of the area of critical environmental concern. 

14. Review existing activRy plans to ensure that they conform 
with goals and objectives of the area. 

15. Acquire data necessary to support and perfect the stream 
flow water rights. Acquire water rights to ensure adequate 
instream flows to support riparian and aquatic habitat. 

16. Require monitoring to assess impacts of uses with a potential to 
adversely impact water quality. 

17. Manage land uses to promote an all-aged stand of key native 
trees, shrubs and grasses. 

18. Do not allow removal of native plants except for salvage 
operations. 

19. Prohibit intensive recreation activities (camping, hiking and 
off-highway vehicle use) within 1/4 mile of a bald eagle nest 
during the breeding season (January 1 to June 1). 

20. Prohibit helicopmmr flights within 112 mile of active aeries 
during the breeding season. 

21. Prohibit development of new roads within 1/2 mile of a bald 
eagle aerie. 

22. Continue to assist the bald eagle nest watch program. 

23. Monitor common black-hawk breeding activities. 

24. Continue the riparian area condition evaluation inventory and 
monitoring. 

25. Sign and monitor selected cultural resources. 
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26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

Conduct cultural inventories and evaluations of selected cul- 
tural resources. Promote scientific studies and stabilize se- 
lected simms. 

Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
concern. 

Prepare an area of critical environmental concern plan incorpo- 
rating existing activity plans. Prepare site-specific cultural 
project plans. 

The center portion of the area of critical environmental 
concern has been dropped from consideration because of 
the high proportion ofstate and private lands. Management 
prescriptions for this stretch of Burro Creek will be incor- 
porated into a cooperative management agreement with 
Cyprus Bagdad Copper Corporation/Byner Cattle Com- 
pany and the area will be managed in a manner similar to 
the rest of the area of critical environmental concern. 

CLAY HILLS RESEARCH NATURAL 
AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

This area provides crucial habitat for the endemic Arizona cliffrose 
(Purshia subintegra) a federally listed endangered species. The 
cliffrose is associated specifically with softs high in lithium and 
magnesium. This habitat is threatened by site-specific mining of 
pharmaceutical quality montmorillonimm clays, recreational ac- 
tivities such as rockhoundlug and off-highway vehicle traffic and 
browsing by livestock, burros and other wildlife. 

The presence of a federally listed endangered species gives a high 
priority to protection and special management of the area. The 
unique flora associated with this habitat contributes to the natural 
diversity of the resource area and the state of Arizona. 

IMPORTANCE 

Four populations of Arizona cliffrose are known to exist. Two of 
these occur on federally administered land. The Clay Hills site Is 
important because it offers the greatest potential to maintain thIs 
species through special management practices. These are needed 
to protect existing populations, maintain genetic diversity and 
enhance recovery of habitat through resolution of conflicting 
USES. 

GOAL 

To maintain a viable population of Purshia subintegra. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Prohibit or minimize surface-disturbing activities adversely 
impacting Purshia subintegra. 
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2. Educate the public regarding Arizona's native plant laws. 

3. Determine population status and life history requirements of 
Purshia subintegra. 

4. Prevent overutilization of threatened and endangered plants by 
browsing and grazing animals. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 1,114 acres ofpubliclands as an areaof 
critical environmental concern. 

2. Limit off-highway vehicle use to designated roads and trails. 

. Withdraw 1,114 acres from mineral entry, subject to valid 
existing rights, and mineral leasing and do not allow mineral 
material disposals. 

4. 

5. 

Seek to acquire existing mining claims through voluntary 
relinquishment. 

Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bonding 
for all mineral exploration and development activities, in- 
eluding casual use. 

. 

7= 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Initiate a formal Section 7 (Endangered Species Ac0 consul- 
ration prior to approvalofa mining plan ofoperation. It has 
been determined that crucial Arizona cliffrose habitat may 
be affected by mining activities. 

Eliminate unnecessary roads and trails. 

Post the area with Arizona Native Plant Law protection signs. 

Do not allow removal of native plants. 

Assess the status ofPurshia subintegra by continued monitor- 
ing of plants within permanent study plots. 

11. Continue to exclude grazing by livestock and burros. 

12. Monitor the affects of browsing by deer and modify fences to 
exclude deer if necessary. 

13. Route new rights-of-way around the area of critical environ- 
mental concern. 

14. Prohibit camping. 

15. Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
concern. 

16. Incorporate specific provisions Identified In the draft recov- 
ery plan for Purshia subintegra into the area of critical 
environmental concern plan. 

THREE RIVERS RIPARIAN AREA OF 
CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

The Big Sandy, Santa Maria and Bill Williams rivers - Alamo Lake 
complex is one of the most important desert riparian ecosystems in 
the state of Arizona. These particular riparian habitats are extremely 
valuable because of their tremendous size (including surrounding 
watershed), availability of year-round water, high primary produc- 
tivity, diversity of vegetation and crucial habitat for bird, fish, other 
wildlife and insect populations. This extensive riparian complex 
provides both wintering and breeding habitat for endangered bald 
eagles and suspected habitat for breeding peregrine falcons. Both of 
these species are federally listed as endangered. 

These rivers are free-flowing and have outstanding scenic qualities 
including riparian vegetation, surrounding mountains and cliff fea- 
tures and largely undeveloped shorelines uncluttered by human 
activity. They provide oppermnities for solitude and water-based 
recreation along stretches of the streams. Access is provided to some 
portions of each stream. 
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IMPORTANCE 

Riparian habitats throughout the Southwest historically have been 
severely damaged and degraded. Very few of these areas remain in 
public ownership. Their attendant plant and wildlife resources fall 
under the jurisdiction of resource management agencies such as the 
BLM, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department and the Arizona State Land Department. All federal 
agencies are charged with the conservation of habitat for endangered 
species such as the bald eagle and peregrine falcon. 

Public input has focused concern on the plight of this particular 
habitat. TheBig Sandy, Santa M aria and BillWilliams rivers - Alamo 
Lake complex supports one of the best populations of bald eagles in 
Arizona. This particular area could provide an important nucleus of 
bald eagles capable of recolonizing the Colorado River and the 
Grand Canyon. Proposed improvement of the riparian habitat 
through proper resource management would improve the habitat for 
this and other riparian dependent species. 

GOALS 

To protect and enhance aquatic, riparian and threatened and endan- 
gered resources, emphasizing total ecosystem management. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Provide nesting habitat for the southern bald eagle by establish- 
ing native cottonwood trees. Promote natural regeneration of 
native cottonwood-willow habitat to replace existing dead and 
dying old-growth native trees. Increase the present density of 
native trees and reduce the density of exotic plants. 

Prohibit human activities which may cause potentially adverse 
disturbances to nesting birds during the breeding season. 

Obtain minimum instream flow to support aquatic and riparian 
habitat values. 

4. 

5. 

Manage for optimum riparian habitat conditions and maintain 
or restore the creek to proper functioning condition. 

Minimize adverse interactions between people and sensitive 
natural resources. 

6. Minimize surface disturbance. 

7. Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
and state lands which affect management of resources on 
neighboring public lands. 

8. Enhance public awareness of aquatic, riparian and threatened 
and endangered values. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 32,043 acres of public lands as an area 
of critical environmental concern. 

2. Limit off-highway vehicle use in riparian areas to designated 
roads and trails. 

. 

4. 

Withdraw 10,228 acres in the riparian zone ffommineral entry, 
subject to valid existing rights. 

Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bonding for 
all mineral exploration and development activities, other than 
casual use. 

. Allow mineral leasing in the riparian zone with no surface 
occupancy and in other areas, subject to appropriate stipulations 
designed to protect resource values. 

6. Do not allow mineral material disposals in riparian zones. 

7. Implement the decisions recommended in the Withdrawal and 
Classification section of Lands in Alternative 2. 

8. Acquire 14,496 acres of private and 3,655 acres of state lands 
(surface and subsurface) and close to mineral entry. 

. Determine need and file on water rights to obtain minimum 
instream flows to support aquatic and riparian habRat. 
Acquire data necessary to support and perfect instream 
flow water rights. 

10 Do not allow removal of native vegetation, except for salvage. 

11. Develop a systematicprogram for removalofsalt cedar (Tama- 
rix gallica), focusing on primary drainage channels. 

12. Restrict development of campgrounds to areas outside of ripar- 
ian zones and the 100-year floodplain. 

13. Con_f'me new major rights-of-way to existing corridors. 

14. Manage livestock, burro and big game grazing to achieve goals 
and objectives of the area of critical environmental concern. 
Develop desired plant community descriptions and incorporate 
these into allotment management plans and herd management 
area plans. 

15. Continue to assist the bald eagle nest watch program. 

16. Prohibit camping, hiking and off-highway vehicles within 1/4 
mile of a bald eagle nest during breeding season (Ianuary 1 to 
June 1). 

17. Prohibit helicopter flights within 1/2 mile of active aeries 
during the breeding season (January 1 to June 1). 

18. Prohibit road development within 1/2 mile of a bald eagle aerie. 

19. Continue the riparian area condition evaluation inventory and 
monitoring. 

20. Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
c o n c e m .  

21. Develop an area of critical environmental cencem plan, incor- 
porating existing plans affecting the area of critical environ- 
mental concern. 
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ALTERNATIVE  3 

Alternative 3 is generally less restrictive throughout the resource 
area, providing for the use of resources while still offering some 
protection for sensitive or  limited resources. Alternative 3 also 
reflects planning for a greatly increased demand by a more urban 
public. 

MINERALS 

Same as under Alternative 2 except approximately 1,545,000 acres 
would remain open to mineral enta'y (see Map 22). Approximately 
10,000 acres would be closed to mineral leasing, but 16,900 acres 
would be with a no surface occupancy stipulation (see Map 23). 
Approximately 149,000 acres would be closed to mineral mate- 
rial disposal (see Map 24 and Table 15). 

LANDS 

Objectives 

Same as under Alternative 2 except provide additional lands for 
exchange of private lands having high natural resource values 
and drop other lands having high resource values (see Map 25). 

Plan Actions 

Land Tenure Adjustments 
Two areas would be eliminated from disposal on the west edge of 
Golden Valley to maintain Important wildlife habitat in public 
ownership. Thorne Spring Is an important  wildlife water (see. 
30, T. 22 N., R. 19 W.) and the area along Highway 68 is 
important as a buffer between the developed Golden Valley and 
bighorn sheep habitat in the Black Mountains. Six sections of 
land southeast of Bullhead City would be removed from disposal 
to provide for the Western Bajada Area of Critical Environmen- 
tal Concern. The Curtain grazing allotment, near Klngman Is 
valued highly for development. I t  would be removed from the 
proposed area for disposal to the state of Arizona to maintain the 
allotment in federal ownership to allow the BLM to continue to 
manage the Holistlc Resource Management grazing system. 

This alternative would add a total of 2,550 acres to the disposal 
areas Identified In Alternative 2 and drop 8,832 acres for a net loss 
of 6,282 acres (see Appendix 25). Alternative 3, therefore, would 
propose 175,271 acres for disposal  

Withdrawals 

New withdrawals to protect critical resources, as shown in 
Appendix 26, will be pursued. Approve Army Corps of Engineers 
application AR 035844 for the entire 3,488.62 acres. 

Recreation and Public Purposes 

Same as under Alternatlve 2. 
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Linear Rights-of-Way 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Communication Sites 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Leases, Permits and Sales 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

WATERSHED (Soil, Water, Air and Vegetation) 
RESOURCES 

Same as under Alternat&e 2. 

VEGETATIVE PRODUCTS MANAGEMENT 

Same as under Alternative 2 except that private and commercial 
firewood cutting and yucca harvesting would be eliminated through- 
out the resource area. 

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

Same as under Alternative 2 except that livestock grazing would be 
discontinued on those allotments or portions of allotments within the 
MeCraeken and Poachie desert tortoise habitat areas of critical 
environmental concern (seeMap 26). 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Same as under Alternative 2 except the size of four areas of critical 
environmental concern proposed by Alternative 2 would be reduced 
and three cultural areas of critical environmental concern would be 
created to protect high cultural resource values that would otherwise 
receive no special designation (see Table 14). 

1. The Silver Creek Area of Critical Environmental Concern would 
protect early historic mining and habitation sites on the west side 
of the Black Mountains. Other significant cultural resources not 
included in the reduced Black Mountains Area of Critical Envi- 
ronmental Concern would be protected under wilderness desig- 
nation. 

2. 

. 

The Cottonwood Mountains Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern would protect extensive petroglyphs and other cultural 
resources in the Wright Creek-Cottonwood Creek complex. 

The Black Butte Area of Critical Environmental Concern would 
include the significant Prescott Culture pueblos and an extensive 
obsidian source in the upper Burro Creek area. 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT 

The objective is to intensively develop areas which can provide full 
recreational opportunities. To respond to a future high rate of 
population growth and growing public awareness, the BLM would 
provide a broad spectrum of recreation opportunities forpublic lands 
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visitors such as developed campgrounds, interpretive centers and 
concessionaire/leases. 

Alternative 3 would follow the general scope and proposals of 
Alternative 2 in addition to the following. 

The Burro Creek Interpretive Overlook Recreation Project Plan 
would be updated and redesigned to accommodate a major fully 
developed recreation vehicle campground and ancillary facilities. In 
addition to the six special recreation management areas previously 
addressed in Alternative 2, three more would be added to highlight 
recreational and scenic aspects of certain areas. 

These Include Packsaddle/Windy Point, Mount Nutt and Cerbat 
Pinnacles (see Table 16). 

In addition, the following areas have been identified for intensive 
campground/interpretive site development. 

Antelope Springs day use picnic area and developed camp- 
ground in see. 28, SE1/4SE1/4, T. 26 N., R. 18 W. Facilities 
would include a well for water, flush toilets, picnic tables, 
ramadas and cooking grills. 

Grand Wash Cliffs overlook and developed campsite in see. 26, 
SE1/4SW1/4, T. 30 N., R. 16 W. Facilities would include 
chemical toilets, picnic tables, cooking grills, fire pits and a 
small interpretive panel with an information kiosk. 

Walnut Spring developed campground day use picnic area in 
see. 28, SW1/4, T. 24 N., R. 13 W. Facilities would include 
chemical toilets, picnic tables, cooking grills and fire pits. 
Public access is available above Crozier in the NE1/4 of see. 34, 
T. 24N.,R. 13W. 

Hualapai Valley overlook and developed campground in the 
east center of see. 19, T. 24 N., R. 13 W. Facilities include 
chemical toilets, picnic tables, cooking grills and fire pits. 

• Grapevine Spring (Music Mountain) developed campground in 
sec. 8, NW1/4, T. 24 N., R. 13 W. Facilities would include 

, 

chemical toilets, picnic tables, cooking grills and fire pits. 
Three additional miles of road improvement would be required 
from the Hualapai Valley overlook. 

Wright Creek (south of Truxton) day use picnic area and 
developed campground in see. 10, T. 23 N., R. 12 W. Facilities 
would include a well for water, flush toilets, picnic tables, 
ramadas and cooking grills. 

Cottonwood Creek (south of Truxton) developed campground 
in see. 30,T. 23 N., R. 12W. Facilities would include chemical 
toilets, picnic tables, ramadas and cooking grills. 

Natural Corrals Wash (west of Wikieup) developed camp- 
ground in see. 12, T. 16 N., R. 14 W. Facilities would include 
chemical toilets, picnic tables, ramadas and cooking grills. 

Approximately 515 acres for proposed campgrounds would 
be withdrawn from mineral entry, mineral material dispos- 
als and subject to no surface occupancy stipulations for 
mineral leasing. 

Off-Highway Vehicle Designations 

The acres under each off-highway vehicle designation are listed in 
Table 13 (also see Map 27). 

Table 13 
Alternative 3 

Off-Highway Vehicle Designation 

o~HV Desi~Ination Acres 
pen 

I LOiPm=ited to existing roads, trails and washes 
7,094 

1,876,916 
[ Limited to existing roads and trails 89,243 
I Limited to designated roads, trails and washes 8,495 
I Limited to designated roads and trails 53,813 
[Closed by wilderness designation 392,844 
~ . .  Total 2,428,40. = 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

Same as under Alternative 2 except the McCracken and Poachie 
desert tortoise habitat areas of critical environmental concern would 
be closed to livestock grazing, the Black Mountains Ecosystem 
Management Area of Critical Environmental Concern would be 
reduced to include crucial ungulate conflict areas such as lambing 
and foaling grounds, key watering sites and high-value habitat and 
the Cherokee Point Area of Critical Environmental Concern would 
be added to improve habitat for pronghorn antelope (see Table 
14). 
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CHAPTER I! 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES MANAGEMENT 

Objectives 

Plant Species 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Animal Species 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Plan Actions 

Desert Tortoise 
Land exchanges would continue. Resources would be evaluated on 
lands for acquisition and disposal. I f  resources on the lands to be 
acquired outweigh the resources on the disposal lands, the exchange 
would proceed regardless of the presence of desert tortoises. 

RIPARIAN AREA MANAGEMENT 
Same as underAlternative2 except the area of critical environmental 
concern covering Wright and Cottonwood creeks would include only 
the area immediately along the creeks and not the area further back 
from the drainages. 

Also, the upper portion of Burro Creek on public and state lands 
would be excluded from the area of critical environmental concern. 
Alamo Lake would be dropped from the Three Rivers Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern because of the Army Corps of 
Engineers withdrawal. Mineral closures in riparian areas are listed 
in Appendix 27 and Table 15. 

WILD AND FREE-ROAMING HORSE AND BURRO 
MANAGEMENT 

Same as under Alternative 2 except the wild horse use area within 
the Cerbat Herd Management Area would be modified to reflect 
the area of manageability. The current use area identified as 
Marble Canyon would be eliminated from active wild horse use 
because the major water sources used by wild horses in this area 
are privately owned. Those lands within the Marble Canyon 
area (T. 25 N., R. 18 W. and T. 24 N., R. 18 W.) would not be 
identified for acquisition (see Map 9a). The horses now existing 
within the Marble Canyon area would be relocated to the two 
remaining use areas to preserve the genetic integrity of those 
horses. The population of wild horses in these would be managed 
within the constraints of the crucial elements of the habitat, 
including water and available forage. If this population level Is 
below the level of genetic viability, horse numbers would be 
allowed to increase. Management prescriptions for the herd 
would include age and sex ratio manipulation, as well as preser- 
vation of an outside gene pool for periodic reintroductions. 

SUPPORT SERVICES 

Access 

In addition to the actions described under Alternative 2, actions 
would be implemented to resolve the access concern by improving 
the Walnut Spring Road in sees. 8, 17, 18, 19, 20,27,28,29,33 and 
34, T. 24 N., R. 13 W., a distance of seven miles. 

Acquisitions 

Appendix 28 and Table 6 describe proposed acquisitions to be 
obtained through exchange, donation or purchase with Land and 
Water Conservation Fund monies including lands with high values 
in wildlife, recreation, wilderness, cultural, riparian and special 
status plant and animal resources. 

Lands acquired through exchange, donation, fee simple pur- 
chase or other means within special management areas (i.e., 
areas of critical environmental concern, designated wilderness 
areas, special recreation management areas, etc.) will become 
part of the Special Management Area at the time of acquisition. 
Management objectives for these acquired landswlll be identical 
to those for their special management area. 

Law Enforcement 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

CHANGES BY ALTERNATIVES 

Table 16 summarizes the changes made for each resource activ- 
ity within each of the three alternatives. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT 
ANALYZED 

The alternatives described below were considered by the team and 
management but were dropped from further consideration after the 
Preferred Alternative was developed. The Preferred Alternative 
incorporates the goal and objectives of the biodiversity and recre- 
ation alternatives. Alternative 3 includes more recreation develop- 
ment than did the original recreation alternative. 

Biodlversity Alternative 
The goal of this alternative was to manage resources and uses to 
resolve planning issues. This alternative would place the highest 
priority on maintaining and improving watershed (natural environ- 
ment) values. Resource uses would be allowed only if they wouldnot 
significantly impair such watershed values as soil, water, vegetation, 
rangeland, wildlife and riparian habitat. 

Recreation Alternative 
The goal of this alternative was to resolve planning issues while 
emphasizing developed and undeveloped recreation opportunities 
without significantly impairing watershed values. Use of other 
resources would be allowed as described for the Biodiversity Alter- 
native above. 
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CHAPTER II 

RESOURCE MONITORING 

Table 17 contains a proposed monitoring schedule for the resource 
area. 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE 

Table 18 summarizes the Impacts from each of the three alterna- 
tives. 

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Objectives 

The objective is to protect critical resources by designating only the 
most critical areas as areas of critical environmental concerns. 

Plan Actions 

Same as under Alternative 2 except for the following changes. 
Management prescriptions would remain the same as shown in the 
areas of critical environmental concern descriptions outlined in 
the Special Management Areas section of Alternative 2, Table 6 
and Table 11 except where changes are specifically mentioned (see 
Map 28 and Table 14). Land acquisitions are listed in Appendix 27. 
Mineral restrictions for Alternative 3 areas of critical environ- 
mental concerns are shown in Table 15. 

Within special management areas, the total amount of federally 
controlled surface estate exceeds the total amount of federal 
mineral estate. Therefore, the total acreage of mineral with- 
drawais may be less than the total federally controlled surface 
acreage. 

The Cherokee Point Antelope Habitat  Area of Critical Environ- 
mental Concern is described below. 

The JoshuaTree Forest-GrandWash Cliffs Area of Critical Environ- 
mental Concern would be restricted to only the area ofprlme stands 
of Joshua Irees and be called the Joshua Tree Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern. The entire area would be closed to mineral 
entry. 

The Black Mountains Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
would be the same as under Alternative 2 except that it would include 
crucial ungulate conflict areas such as lambing and foaling 
grounds, key watering sites and high-value habitat. 

The Silver Creek Area of Critical Environmental Concern would 
contain the same management prescriptions as the Black Moun- 
tains Area of Critical Environmental Concern in Alternative 2. 
These prescriptions address cultural resource needs (see description 
below). 

Wright Creek would be designated a separate area of critical environ- 
mental concem encompassing mainly the riparian zone. 

Cottonwood Creek would become a separate area of critical environ- 
mental concern encompassing mainly the riparian zone. Off-high- 
way vehicle use would be allowed on designated roads within the 
areas of critical environmental concern. 

The Cottonwood Mountains AreaofCritical Environmental Concern 
(part  of the Wright and Cottonwood areas of critical environ. 
mental concern in Alternative 2) would become a separate area of 
critical environmental eoneem encompassing lands with critically 
important cultural values, (see description below). 

The size of the Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern would be reduced by dropping the upland 
watershed on the McElhaney Allotment and the segment of creek 
passing through state and private land all east of the Upper Burro 
Creek Wilderness Area. 

The Black Butte AreaofCritical Environmental Concern (part of the 
Burro Creek Area of Critical Environmental Concern In Alter. 
native 2) would include only critically important cultural features. 

CHEROKEE POINT ANTELOPE HABITAT 
AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

The high elevation grasslands east of Wright Creek support a native 
herd of pronghorn antelope. This habitat is in unacceptable condi- 
tion. Potential for habitat improvement is very high. Antelope and 
other plant and animal species associated with this native grassland 
habitat contribute significantly to the overall biological diversity of 
this area. 

IMPORTANCE 

Year-round grazing and other factors have resulted in a decline 
In range condition which needs to be changed.The antelope habitat 
will respond quickly and positively to proper grazing of livestock, 
including periodic rest periods. Since the area is now well-blocked 
public land, the BLM has a unique opportunity to develop manage- 
ment prescriptions designed to reestablish healthy rangeland ecosys- 
tems. 

GOAL 

To improve and maintain rangeland habitat conditions. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Achieve and maintain diverse plant communities and stable 
soils. 

Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
and state lands which affect management of resources on 
neighboring public lands. 

2. 
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ALTERNATIVE 3 

3. Minimize surface disturbance. 

4. Improve antelope habitat and enhance population viability. 

5. Provide high quality livestock forage on a sustained yield basis. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 54,457 acres of public lands as an area 
of critical environmental concern. 

2. Limit off-highway vehicle use to existing roads, Ixails and 
washes. 

3. Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bonding for 
all mineral exploration anddevelopment activities above casual 
u s e .  

4. Allow mineral leasing subject to appropriate stipulations de- 
signed to protect resource values. 

. Acquire 1,267 acres of private lands and 320 acres ofstatelands 
(surface and subsurface) and 19,747 acres ofnonfederal subsur- 
face estate (see Appendix 28). 

6. Cord'me new major rights-of-way t o  existing corridors. 

7. Do not allow fuelwood cutting. 

8. Manage livestock grazing t o  achieve goals and objectives of the 
area. Develop desired plant community descriptions for prong- 
horn antelope and livestock habitat and incorporate these into 
the allotment management plan. 

. Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
conce rn .  

10. Develop an area of critical environmental concern plan. 

SILVER CREEK CULTURAL RESOURCES 
AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

This area has the oldest remains of non-Indian habitatiom known in 
the resource are& Theseinclude more than a dozen stone cabins from 
the 1860s, which are collectively known as Fort Silver. Rare 
arrastras (an early type of gold and silver mill) have also been 
recorded. 

iMPORTANCE 

The only non-Indian occupation older than the Fort Silver area was 
Fort Mojave (1859) along the Colorado River. Almost all traces of 
Fort Mojave have been destroyed. This adds to the importance of the 
Silver Creek area where early lifestyles, architecture, mining tech- 
niques, etc., can be studied and preserved. At least two persons 
important to local history are also connected with Silver Creek. 

G O A L  

To improve management of the historic cultural resources and their 
scientific, public and conservation values. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Determine the extent and significance of the historic cultural 
resources. 

2. Promote opportunities for scientific study and public enjoy- 
ment of the historic cultural resources. 

3. Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
lands which affect management of resources on neighboring 
public lands. 

4. Minimize adverse interactions between people and cultural 
resources. 

5. Reduce vandalism and reduce deterioration from natural 
forces. 

6. Minimize surface disturbance. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 601 acres of public lands as art area of 
critical environmental concern. 

2. Limit off-highway vehicle use to designated roads, trails and 
washes. 

3. Acquire 20 acres of private lands. 

4. Acquire 640 acres of non-federal subsurface estate (see Appen- 
dix 27). 

5. Promote cultural resource inventories and research projects by 
qualified institutions and individuals. Stabilize and Interpret 
historic structures and features for public education and 
enjoyment. 

6. Route all rights-of-way around the area of critical environmen- 
tal concern. 

7. Evaluate allotherlanduse authorizations forcompatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
concern. 

8. Develop site-specific project plans. 

9. Do not allow removal of native plants. 

10. Develop an area °f critical envir°nmental c°ncern plan inchd" 
ing patrols, signing, monitoring, etc. 

11. Require mining plans of operations and mandatory bond- 
lng of all mineral operations above casual use. 
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CHAPTER Ii 

12. Allow mineral leasing subject to stipulations. 

13. Do not allow mineral materiaL[ disposals. 

COTTONWOOD MOUNTAINS CULTURAL 
RESOURCES AREA OF CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

The area is important because it affords opportunities to study how 
groups interacted, such as the prehistoric Cerbat and Prescott cul- 
tures and the historic Hualapai and Yavapai tribes. It has the most 
extensive petroglyphs known in the resource area. The cultural 
resources are unique for several reasons, in addition to their size. 
They have a great variety of styles, showing use of the areaby several 
groups over a long time in areas where rock art is not usually found. 
One local Native American reported that this area was a neutral 
region among tribes where they could meet without war. The sites 
are in excellent condition with almost no vandalism. 

IMPORTANCE 

The Cottonwood Mountains are in a transition zone between the 
Great Basin and the Colorado Plateau. This area is unique because 
of the numerous sites of the Cohonina culture dating from approxi- 
mately A.D. 700 to 1150. It also contains Prescott culture pueblos 
which date to the same time period. The westernCohonina sites have 
never been studied. This area offers opportunity to learn about these 
prehistoric people mad see how they interacted with their Prescott 
neighbors. It also has a prehistoric agricultural site, only one other 
of which has been recorded in the resource area. Agricultural 
activities away from the main rivers were extremely rare in north- 
western Arizona. 

GOAL 

To improv e management of the cultural resources and their scien- 
tific, publi~ and conservation values. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Determine the extent and significance of the historic cultural 
r e s o u r c e s .  

2. Promote opportunities for scientific study of the historic cul- 
tural resources. 

Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
lands which affect management of resources on neighboring 
public lands. 

4. Protect cultural sites on private and public lands. 

5. Minimize adverse interactions between people and cultural 
resources. 

6. Stop vandalism, 
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7. Minimize surface disturbance. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 1,278 acres of public lands as an area of 
critical environmental concern. 

2. Limit off-highway vehicle use to designated roads, Iralls and 
washes. 

3. Conduct cultural inventories and foster research projects. 

4. Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bonding for 
all mineral exploration and development activities. 

5. Allow mineral leasing subject to appropriate stipulations de- 
signed to protect resource values. 

6. Do not allow mineral material disposals. 

7. Acquire804acresofprivatelands(surfaceandsubsurface) (see 
Appendix 28). 

8. Promote cultural resource inventories and research projects by 
qualified institutions and individuals. 

9. Route major rights-of-way around the area of critical environ- 
mental concern. 

10. 

11. 

Do not allow removal of  native plants except for salvage 
operations. 

Evaluate allother land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
conce rn .  

12. Develop an area of critical environmental concern plan includ- 
ing patrols, signing, monitoring, etc.. 

BLACK BUTTE CULTURAL RESOURCES 
AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

This area contains the westernmost known multi-storied, Anasazi- 
like stone masonry pueblos constructed by the prescott culture in 
A.D. 1200, as evidenced by pueblos with eight-foot-tall walls still 
standing in some locations. Severalprehistoricpeoples used this area 
together. It was a major source of obsidian for construction of tools. 

IMPORTANCE 

Very little scientific research has been conducted in this area. It is one 
of the most remote and scenic areas in the state. This area may 
contain the greatest density of rare and unique cultural resources in 
the entire resource area. It is a prime area for answering questions 
about the origin and development of both the Hualapal and the 
Yavapai peoples. The obsidian quarry has unusually large nodules 
and may have been a major source for several groups. The area 



ALTERNATIVE 3 

requires special management because of existing vandalism of these 
examples of the Prescott culture. 

G O A L  

To improve management of the cultural resources and their scien- 
tific, public and conservation values. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Determine the extent and significance of the historic cultural 
resources. 

2. Promote opportunities for scientific study of the historic cul- 
tural resources. 

3. Protect cultural sites on public lands. 

4. Minimize adverse interactions between people and cultural 
r e s o u r o ~ s .  

5. Stop vandalism. 

6. Minimize surface disturbance. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 1,280 acres of public lands as an area of 
critical environmental concerrL 

2. Limit off-highway vehicle use to designated roads, trails and 
washes. 

3. Require mining plans of operation and mandatory bonding for 
all mineral exploration and development activities above casual 
U ~ .  

4. Allow mineral leasing subject to eppmpriate stipulations de- 
signed to protect resource values. 

5. Do not allow mineral material disposals. 

6. Promote cultural resource inventories and research projects by 
qualified institutions and individuals. 

7. Route major rights-of-way around the area of critical environ- 
mental concern. 

8. Acquire non-federal minerals, 

9. Do not allow removal of native plants. 

10. Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
concern. 

11. Develop an area of critical environmental concern plan includ- 
ing patrols, signing, monitoring, etc. 

12. Stabilize selected archaeological sites. 

WESTERN BAJADA TORTOISE AND 
CULTURAL AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRON- 
MENTAL CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

This area has been identified as Category II habitat for the desert 
tortoise, as defined in the BLM's Rangewide Tortoise Habitat Man- 
agement Plan. The desert tortoise represents a wildlife resource with 
a very uncertain furore. The tortoise is now listed as a federally 
threatened species throughout most of its range, with the exception 
of the Sonoran Desert population, which is also a candidate for 
listing. Under the rangewide plan, Category II areas have been 
identified as habitat which may he essential for the continued 
existence of a viable population of desert tortoise. 

This area contains several very significant historic and prehistoric 
resources, including the Mojave RoadIndianTrail, theBeale Wagon 
Road, maeroflake sites and petroglyphs. The Mojave Road has high 
significance to the Mojave Indians. It was a major trading and 
cormnunication route between tribes in California, Nevada, Arizona 
and New Mexico for more than 1,000 years. The Beale Wagon Road 
is of national importance as the first wagon road across northern 
Arizona and is known historically as the site for the U.S. Army's 
camel experimentation projecL 

IMPORTANCE 

The desert tortoise has existed for tens of thousands of years and now 
is said by some to face the threat of extinction. It is now a listed 
species in most of its range and a candidate for listing throughout the 
rest of its range. There are few places where a desert tortoise 
population is considered to be in a healthy, stable, thriving condition. 
The future of this species depends on how well the BLM manages the 
remaining desert tortoise habitat. 

Concern for the rapid decline of the Mohave tortoise population 
has gained international attention, being closely monitored by 
such conservation groups as the Desert Tortoise Council, the 
Natural  Resources Defense Council, the Environmental Defense 
Fund and the Defenders of Wildlife. Similar concern has been 
expressed regarding the Sonoran population. In  response, the 
BLM developed the Desert Tortoise Rangewide Plan (1988). 
Management goals, objectives and prescriptions would conform 
to the rangewide plan. 

All of the historic and prehistoric resources are extremely rare, 
fragile, irreplaceable and threatened. The desire for more residential 
and civic lands by developers and city officials in Bullhead City is a 
major threat to the continued existence of these important cultural 
resources. Part of the Beale Wagon Road was damaged by unautho- 
rized constzuction of access roads in 1986. The area contains the last 
remaining location, on public lends, of alarge macroflake site. Other 
areas are now in private and state ownership as a result of land 
exchanges. 

GOAL 

Promote long-term viability of a desert tortoise population and 
protection of cultural resources. 
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C H A P T E R  II 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Achieve and maintain diverse plant communities and stable 
soils. 

2. Obtain adequate data on tortoise population dynamics to guide 
management decisions. 

. Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities occurring 
on private and state lands which affect management of re- 
sources on neighboring public lands. 

4. Minimize adverse interactions among people, tortoises and 
cultural resourcos. 

5. Minimiz~ surface disturbance. 

6. Determine the extent and significance of cultural resources. 

7. Promote opportunities for scientific study ofculturalresources. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 15,866 acres of public lands as an area 
of critical environmental concern. 

2. Limit off-highway vehicle use to designated roads and trails. 

3. Withdraw the area from mineral entry and mineral leasing and 
not allow mineral material disposals. 

4. Acquire 6,968 acres of non-federal subsurface. 

5. Promote cultural resource inventories and research projects by 
qualified institutions and individuals. 

6. Develop opportunities to cooperatively manage or acquire non- 
federal lands containing significant cultural resources. 

7. Roate new major fights-of-way around the area of critical 
environmental concern. 

8. Do not allow removal of native plents except for salvage 
operations. 

9. Prohibit camping and discourage day use of the area. 

10. Evaluate allother land use authorizations for compatibility with 
the goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
concem. 

11. Implement the decisions recommended in the withdrawal and 
classification section of Lands in Alternative 2. 

12. Formally classify the forage on the area for use by wildlife. 

13. Develop an area of critical environmental concern plan. 
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Table  14 
ALTERNATIVE 3 SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

f 
Site Name 

and 
Designation Values Lands 

Joshua Tree 
Forest 
ACEC 

Black 
Mountains 

ACEC 

Silver Creek 
Cultural 

Resources 
ACEC 

(601 acres)* 

In Alternative 2, 
this area is 

induded in the 
Black Mountains 

ACEC 

Wright 
Creek 
ACEC 

Cottonwood 
Creek 

Riparian 
ACEC 

Minerals 

Range and Recreation 
Watershed and 

Management Cultural OHVs 

Wildlife 
and 

T&E 
Vegetative 

Riparian Products 

Prescriptions are the same under altemative 2, except the area covered includes only the prime Joshua tree forest, thus reducing the size of the ACEC from 39,060 acres to 8,510 acres 

Prescriptions are the same under Altemative 2, except the area covered includes only the lambing greunds and high-value habitat, 
reducing the size of the ACEC from 114,242 acres to approximately 65,600 acres 

Rare and 
outstanding 
cu l tura l  and 
his tor ica l  
r e s o u I ' c ¢ $  

Route all rights- 
of-way around the 
ACEC; acquire 
non-federal lands 
and minerals 

Require mining 
plans of 
operation and 
mandatory 
bending; allow 
mineral leasing 
subject to 
stipulations; do 
not allow mineral 
material 
disposals 

Prepare specific 
project plans; 
promote 
inventories and 
resear~ by 
qualified 
institutions and 
individuals; 
develop an ACEC 
plan, including 
patrols, signing 
and monitoring 

Limit off- 
highway vehicle 
use to designated 
reads, trails, and 
washes 

Prohibit removal 
of native plants 

This area includes only the Wright Creek riparian zone. The sunrounding watershed has been eliminated. The area is reduced to 9,236 acres. Prescriptions dealing with riparian values are the 
same as the Wright-Cottonwood Creeks Riparian and Cultural ACEC in Alternative 2. The prescriptions for cultural resources have been eliminated 

J 

This aw.a includes only the Cottonwood Creek riparian zone, The surrounding watershed has been eliminated. The area is reduced to 4,924 acres. Prescriptions dealing with riparian 
values are the same as the Wright-Cottonwood Creeks Riparian and Cultural ACEC in Alternative 2, except mineral withdrawal and no surface occupancy stilmlations have been 
removed. The prescriptious for cultural resources have been eliminated. 

O 

* Public land surface acres (continued) 



Table 14 (cont inued)  
ALTERNATIVE 3 SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

~=~ 

to  
oo 

N 
Site Name 

and 
Designation 

Cottonwood 
Mountains 

Cultural 
Resources 

ACEC 

(1,278 acres) 

In Alternative 2, 
this area is 

included in the 
Wri~t- 

Cononwood- 
Ct~ks ACEC 

Cherokee 
Point 

Antelope 
ACEC 

(54,472 acres) 

Values 

Rare and 
outstanding 
cultural resources 

Important potential 
to improve 
antelope habitat 

Lands 

Acquire private 
lands and 
minerals; route 
major rights-of- 
way around the 
ACEC 

Acquire private 
and state lands 
and minerals; 
confine new 
rights-of-way to 
existing corridors 

Minerals 

Require mining 
plans of operation 
and mandatory 
bonding; allow 
mineral leasing 
subject to 
stipulations; do 
not allow mineral 
material disposals 

Require mining 
plans of operation 
and mandatory 
bonding; allow 
mineral leasing 
subject to 
stipulations 

Range and 
Watershed 

Management 

Manage livestock 
gra~ng to achieve 
antelope habitat 
desired plant 
community 
description 
objectives 

Cultural 

Prepare site- 
specific project 
plans; promot¢ 
inventories and 
research by 
qualified 
institutions and 
individuals; 
develop an ACEC 
pian including 
patrols, signing 
and monitoring 

Recreation 
and 

OHVs 

Limit off- 
highway vehicle 
use to designated 
roads, trails and 
washes 

Limit off-highway 
vehicle use to 
existing roads, 
trails and washes 

Wildlife 
and 

T&E 

Manage antelofm 
habitat at its 
optimum potential 

Riparian 
Vegetative 
Products 

Prohibit rernovali 
of native plants 

• Do not allow 
fuelwood cutting 

Hualapai 
Mountain 

Natural Area 
i Resource 

ACEC 

Prescriptions are the same as under Alternative 2 

White- 
Margined 
Penstemon 

Reserve 
ACEC 

Prescfilxions arc the same as under Alternative 2, except 13,974 acres are closed to mineral material disposals 

> 
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Table 14(cont inued)  
ALTERNATIVE 3 SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

O 

t..-t 

~D 

/~ite Name 
and 

Designation 

Carrow- 
Stephens 
Ranches 
ACEC 

McCracken 
Desert 

Tortoise 
Habitat 
ACEC 

Poachie 
Desert 

Tortoise 
Habitat 
ACEC 

Aubrey 
Peak Bighorn 

Sheep 
Habitat 
ACEC 

Burro 
Creek 

Riparian 
ACEC 

Black Butte 
Cultural 

Resources 
ACEC 

(1,280 acres)* 
In Alternative 2, 

this area is 
included in the 

Burro Creek 
ACEC 

Values Lands Minerals 

Range and 
Watershed 

Management Cultural 

Recreation 
and 

OHVs 

WHdlife 
and 

T&E Riparian 
Vegetative 
Products 

Prescriptions are the same as under Alternative 2 

Prescriptions are the same as under Alternative 2, except the area would be closed to livestock grazing; 19,038 acres are  closed to mineral  mater ial  disposals 

Prescriptions are the same as under Alternative 2, except the area would be closed to livestock grazing; 32,121 acres are  closed to mineral  mater ia l  disposals 

Prescriptions are the same as under Alternative 2; 2,391 acres are closed to mineral material  disposals 

Prescriptions are the same as under Alternative 2, except the eastern third of the area, through state and  private lands, has been eliminated from the ACEC, reducing the size of the area to 

16,049 acres 

Rare and 
outstanding 
cultural resources 

Route major 
rights-of-way 
around the 
ACEC; acquire 
non-federal 
minerals 

Require mining 
plans of operation 
and mandatory 
bonding; allow 
mineral leasing 
subject to 
stipulations; do 
not allow mineral 
material disposals 

Prepare site- 
specific project 
plans; promote 
inventories and 
research by 
qualified 
institutions and 
individuals; 
develop an ACEC 
plan including 
patrols, signing 
and monitoring 

Limit off- 
highway vehicle 
use to designated 
roads, trails and 
washes 

Do not allow 
removal of native 
plants 

J 

* Public land surface a c ~  (con~nued) 



Table 14 (cont inued)  
ALTERNATIVE 3 SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

/'Site Name 
and 

Designation 

Clay Hills 
Research 
Natural 

Area 
Big Sandy 
Riparian 

ACEC 
(13,948 acres)* 

Santa Maria 
Riparian 

ACEC 
(20,674 acres)* 

Bill Wilfiams 
Riparian 

ACEC 
(10,916 acres)* 

Western 
Bajada 

Tortoise and 
Cultural 
ACEC 

(15,866 acres) 

Public land surface acres 

Values Lands Minerals 

Range and 
Watershed 

Management Cultural 

Recreation Wildlife 
and and 

OHVs T&E Riparian 
Vegetative 
Products 

Prescriptions are the same as under Alternative 2. 

Prescriptions are the same as the Three Rivers Riparian ACEC under Alternative 2 except that the Alamo Lake area has been eliminated and the Big Sandy, Santa Maria and Bill Willliams rivers 
have been placed in separate ACECs. 

Prescriptions are the same as Three Rivers Riparian ACEC in Alternative 2 except that the Alamo Lake area has been eliminated and Big Sandy, Santa Maria, and Bill Williams Rivers have 
been placed in separate ACECs. 

Prescriptions are the same as the Three Rivers Riparian ACEC underAhernative 2 except that the Alamo Lake area has been eliminated and the Big Sandy, Santa Mafia and Bill Williams rivers 
have been placed in separate ACECs. 

Excellant habitat 
for desert tortoise; 
rare cultural 
resources; open 
space near major 
population centers 

Acquire private 
lands; route new 
rights-of-way 
around the ACEC; 
implement 
recommended 
withdrawal 
decisions; acquire 
non-federal 
minerals. 

Withdraw from 
mineral entry and 
leasing; donor 
allow mineral 
material disposals 

Classify all 
animal unit 
months for 
wildlife 

Prepare site- 
specific project 
plans; seek a 
cooperative 
agreement to 
manage sites on 
private lands not 
acquired 

Limit off-high 
way vehicle use to 
designated roads 
and trails; 
discourage 
camping and 
other intensive 
uses of the area 

Prepare an ACEC 
plan including 
tortoise habitat 
improvement 
objectives 

Prohibit 
removal of 
native plants 
except for 
salvage 
operations 
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ALTERNATIVE 3 

Name 
Joshua Tree Forest 

Black Mountains 

Silver Creek Cultural 

Western Bajada 

Wright Creek 

Cottonwood Creek 

Cottonwood Mountains 
Cultural 

Cherokee Point Antelope 0 

Hualapai Mountains 2,186 

White-Margined 13,974 
Penstemon 

Carrow-Stephens Ranches 542 

McCracken Desert 19,038 
Tortoise Habitat 

Poachte Desert 32,121 
Tortoise Habitat 

Aubrey Peak Bighorn 2,391 
Sheep Habitat 

Burro Creek Riparian 5,160 

Black Butte Cultural 1,280 

Clay Hills 1,114 

Big Sandy Riparian 1,739 

Santa Maria Riparian 1,268 

Bill Williams Riparian 900 

Campgrounds 515 
Total Public 
Land Acres* 149,582 

Table 15 
Al ternat ive 3 Mineral Closures 

Mineral Leasing 
Closed to Mineral Withdrawn from No Surface 
Material Disposal Mineral Entry Occupancy 

5,620 5,620 0 

46,383 0 0 

601 0 0 

8,902 8,902 0 

3,380 3,380 3~380 

1,190 0 0 

1,278 0 0 

Withdrawn 
from Mineral 

Leasing 
0 

0 

0 

8,902 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 0 

2,186 2,186 0 

0 0 0 

542 542 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

5,160 5,160 0 

0 0 0 

1,114 0 1,114 

1,739 1,739 0 

1,268 1,268 0 

900 900 0 

515 515 0 

31,326 15,690 10,016 

* The acreages were obtained from the Geographic Information System. Margin of error is + one percent. 
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f Change  Agen t  

M I N E R A L S  M A N A G E M E N T  

Leasing categories 

Mining law 

Material disposal 

L A N D S  

Designating areas suitable for 
disposal through exchange or 
sale 

Designating lands as suitable 
for future lease or convey- 
ance under the Recreation 
and Public Purposes Act 

Options to resolve Ixespass 
situations not clearly stated in 
management framework plan 

Option of allowing commer- 
cial leases on retention lands 
not discussed in management 
fxamework plan 

Table 16 
SUMMARY OF CHANGES BY ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 (Current Management) Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) 

253,795 acres open to lease subject to no 
surface oocupancy to protect bighorn sheep 
habitat; remaining acres open to leasing subject 
to standard lease terms and conditions; 386,532 
acres withdrawn in wilderness areas. 

Entire resource area open to exploration and 
development subject to surface management 
regulations; 386,532 acres withdrawn in 
wilderness areas. 

1,555,272 acres open to lease subject to standard lease 
terms and conditions; 23,186 acres open to lease with 
no surface occupancy; 1,114 acres withdrawn fzom 
mineral leasing (see Table 12); 386,532 acres 
withdrawn in wilderness areas. 

Approximately 23,800 acres closed to mineral entry 
(see appendices 10 and 11); 386,532 acres with- 
drawn in wilderness areas. 

Entire resource area open to disposal of mineral Approximately 23,800 acres closed to mineral 
materials on a ease-by-case basis; 386,532 material disposal; 386,532 acres closed in wilderness 
acres closed in wilderness, area; resource area open to disposal of mineral 

materials on a case-by-case basis (1,555,272 acres). 

The 102,547 acres shown in the management 
~amework  plans would remain as presently 
designated (see Appendix 3); sales only to 
resolve Irespass. 

Some areas have no lands left for future 
disposal under the Recreation and Public 
Purposes Act for community purposes. 

Increase disposal areas to 181,553 acres (see 
Appendix 12); 13,072 acres reduced from the 
management framework plan proposed disposal 
acres (Appendix 13); sales to resolve trespass and 
Coconino County lands if  not disposed of through 
exchange. 

Appendix 17 describes lands to be reserved for 
recreation and public purposes near communities. 

Resolution may not be possible if not defmed in 
the management framework plan; sales limited 
to identified parcels. 

Proposals cannot be considered because the 
management framework plan did not address 
this type of land use. 

Existing and new trespass cases will be resolved by 
removal or authorization such as Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act lease, sale or exchange after 
evaluation on a case-by-case basis. 

Proposals for commercial Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act leases will be evaluated on a case- 
by-case basis to determine need and appropriateness 
and whether they meet resource management 
objectives. 

(continued) 

A l t e r n a t i v e  3 

1,545,381 acres open to lease subject to standard 
lease terms and conditions; 16,893 acres open to lease 
with no surface occupancy; 10,016 acres would be 
withdrawn from mineral leasing (see Table 15); 
386,532 acres withdrawn in wilderness areas. 

32,529 acres would be closed to mineral entry (see 
appendices 10 and 27); special stipulations would be 
added to exploration and development plans to 
maintain unique features and wildlife habitat; 
386,532 acres withdrawn in wilderness areas. 

148,993 acres dosed to mineral material disposal; 
remainder of resource area open to disposal of 
mineral materials on a case-by-case basis (1,428,917 
acres); 386,532 acres closed in wilderness area. 

Same as under Alternative 2 except Increases and 
decreases in disposal areas would result in a net 
reduction of 6,282 acres (see Appendix 25). 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

J 



f Change Agent 

Table 16 (continued) 
SUMMARY OF CHANGES BY ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative l (Current Management) Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) Alternative 3 
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L A N D S  (continued) 

Right-of-way utility corridors The nine rights-of-way utility corridors 
designated in the management framework plan 
are incorporated into this Resource Manage- 
ment Plan. 

Two of nine corridors combine to make eight 
carried forward from management framework 
plans; one corridor modified to exclude the area of  
critical environmental concern. 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

A plan amendment could be needed for 
additional corridors. 

Additional corridors are designated for Iransportation, 
utility and pipeline corridors: coal slurry pipeline, 
AT&T fibre optic line (one mile wide), Lake Mead to 
Kingman water/natural gas pipeline (one mile wide) 
and Transwestern/Four Corners (one mile wide). 

Same as under Alternative 2.. 

Designating commurdcation 
sites 

The Oalxnan and Willow Beach sites were 
designated in the management framework 
plans. All other areas are open to further 
development, except retention areas in the 
Cerbat Management Framework Plan. 

Ten commercial mountaintop sites would be 
restricted to those designated in Appendix 18, with 
limited development until site plans are completed; 
Cherum Peak will be designated for possible future 
use; other non-mountaintop single-use communica- 
tion sites would be issued on a case-by.case basis. 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Developing communication 
site plans and user groups 

Communication sites are crowded and no site 
plans exist. 

Develop communication site plans for all designated 
sites in Appendix 18, placing priority on Oatman 
and Getz peaks. 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Recommendations to retain or Recommend 22,490.28 acres of withdrawals for 
revoke withdrawals and retention, if justified, and 4,027.09 acres for revocation 
classifications required or rejection as shown in appendices 15 and 16; 

classifications would be terminated if not needed; new 
withdrawals will be pursued as identified in area of  
critical environmental concern prescriptions. 

W A T E R S H E D  (SOIL ,  W A T E R ,  A I R  AND V E G E T A T I O N  M A N A G E M E N T )  

Unnecessary classifications would continue to 
exist; withdrawals would continue until 
evaluated through withdrawal review process. 

Same as under Alternative 2; approve Army Corps 
of Engineers Application AR-035844 for entire 
3,488.62 acres. 

Management direction No change. Same as under Alternative 1 except upon completion of 
the soil survey and ecological site inventory, areas for 
potential vegetation treatments will be identified and 
priorities will be set. 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Management direction No change. Woodoutting, yucca harvesting or other large-scale 
harvesting subject to inventory and development of  
management plans before authorized; during develop- 
ment of management plans, consideration would be 

(continued) 

Same as under Alternative I except private and 
commercial fuelwood culling and yucca harvesting 
would be eliminated throughout the resource area. 



Table 16 (continued) 
SUMMARY OF CHANGES BY ALTERNATIVES 

Change Agent Alternative 1 (Current Management) Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) 
V E G E T A T I V E  P R O D U C T S  M A N A G E M E N T  (continued) 

R A N G E L A N D  M A N A G E M E N T  

Management direction Review and revise allotment management 
plans, as necessary, to incorporate goals and 
objectives of the Resource Management 
Plan; the Silver Creek, Chino, Alamo, Lazy 
YU B and Black Mountain B grazing 
allotments would be closed to livestock 
grazing. 

given to suitability criteria and impacts identified 
through monitoring. 

To resolve habitat use conflicts, livestock would be 
allocated 30 percent of the total forage available to all 
ungulates in the Black Mountains. Data would be 
compiled and analyzed on areas where use overlap 
occurs. Forage allocations would be refined based on 
the results of these analyses. Monitoring studies 
continue to be installed as needs arise. Allotment 
management plans or grazing systems developed or 
revised, as needed, on allotments within areas or 
environmental concern or special management areas 
to meet area of critical environmental concern or 
special management area goals and objectives and 
comply with state water quality standards. 
Priority for allotment management plan development 
or revision based on management issues. Ephemeral 
line would be reviewed and revised to reflect forage 
availability, following completion of the soil survey 
and ecological site inventory. Affected allotments 
would be reclassified. The Silver Creek, Chino, 
and Alamo grazing allotments would be closed to 
livestock grazing and the forage reserved for wildlife. 
The Lazy YU B and Black Mountain B grazing 
allotments would be closed to livestock grazing 
because of conflict between livestock and homeown- 
ers. Domestic sheep or goats on public lands within 
nine miles of bighorn sheep habitat subject to 
immediate impoundment. 

C U L T U R A L  R E R O U R C E  M A N A G E M E N T  

Management direction No change. Initiate Class H inventory and develop Cultural 
Resource Project Plans for areas designated. 
Acquire 2,746 acres of priority cultural resource 
lands. Develop two petroglyph resources for public 
use. Initiate ethnographical studies. Promote 
inventories and research in mining areas. Develop 
expanded cultural resource education program. 

(continued) 

Alternative 3 

Same as under Alternative 2 except the McCracken 
and Poachle areas of critical environmental 
concern would be dosed to livestock grazing. The 
following grazing allotments would be affected: 

Chicken Springs 
Bateman Springs 
Artillery Range 
Greenwood Community 
Burro Creek Ranch 
Arrastra Mountain 

Same as under Alternative 2. 
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f Change Agent 

Table 16 (continued) 
SUMMARY OF CHANGES BY ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 (Current Management) Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) 
CULTURAL R E S O U R C E  M A N A G E M E N T  (continued) 

Designations Designate 542 acres at the Carrow-Stephens 
ranches as an interpretive area. 

Promote inventories in poorly known areas by 
qualified volunteers. Develop cultural resource 
protection systems. Stabilize and interpret selected 
sites. 

Designate the following areas of critical environmen- 
tal concern: 

NAME ACRES 
Carrow-Stephens Ranches 542 
Black Mountains Ecosystem 114,242 
Joshua Tree Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs 39,060 
Wright and Cottonwood Creeks 27,285 
Burro Creek 22,682 

R E C R E A T I O N  M A N A G E M E N T  

Management direction; 
developed recreation sites and 
recreation project plans 

Continue administration and maintenance 
of existing recreation sites. Implement the 
two completed recreation project plans and 
prepare plans for the two existing developed 
sites. 

Management actions to be taken on each area of 
critical environmental concern and the special 
recreation management area are described in Chapter 
II and Table 11. 

Same as under Alternative 1. Also, prepare and 
implemant recreation project plans for the following 
new developed recreation sites: 

1. Boulder Springs - campground 
2. Antelope Springs - day-nse/trailhead 
3. Six-Mile Crossing (Burro Creek) - campground 
4. Thimble-Butte (Black Mountains) - day-nse/ 

trailhead 
5. Moss Wash (east slope of Hualapai Mountains) - 

campground 
6. Canyon Station Spring - day-use/trallhead 
7. Joshua Tree - campground 
8. Kingman Regional Park - day-use/traflhead 

Alternative 3 

Designate the following areas of critical environ- 
mental concern: 

NAME ACRES 
Black Mountains Ecosystem 65,600 
Silver Creek 599 
Cottonwood Mountains 1,277 
Burro Creek 16,049 
Black Butte 1,280 
Joshua Tree Forest -Grand Wash Cliffs 8,510 

Management actions would be the same as under 
Alternative 2. 

Same as under Alternative 2 and add the following: 

1. Antelope Springs campground and larger picnic 
a r e a .  

2. Grand Wash Cliffs overlook and developed 
campground. 

3. Hualapai Valley (Music Mountains) overlook 
and developed campground. 

4. Walnut Spring (Music Mountains) developed 
campground and day-use picnic area. 

5. Grapevine Spring (Music Mountain) developed 
campground. 

6. Wright Creek (south of Truxton) day-use picnic 
area and developed campground. 

7. Cottonwood Creek (south of Truxton) developed 
campground. 

8. Natural Corrals Wash (west of Wikieup) 
developed campground 
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table 16 (continued) 
SUMMARY OF CHANGES BY ALTERNATIVES 

'- Change Agent Alternative 1 (Current Management) Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) 

RECREATION M A N A G E M E N T  (continued) 

Enterpretive sites 

~ign plans 

Recreation maintenance 

Sational Back Country Byway 
Program 

National conservation area 

Special recreation management 
al 'eas  

A recreation project plan has been prepared 
Fur a Burro Creek Overlook Interpretive Site. 
rhis recreation project plan has not been 
Mlplernented to date. Implement the Burro 
Ureek Overlook Interpretive Site Plan. 

Sign plans have been prepared for two of the 
existing four developed recreation sites. One 
af the sign plans has been implemented. 
Implement the other completed sign plan. 
Prepare and implement sign plans for the two 
:leveloped recreation sites that lack such 
plans. 

Maintenance plans have been prepared for all 
four developed recreation sites. All four 
plans are being implemented. 

]'he Hualapal Mountains National Back 
Country Byway has been proposed. 
Historic Route 66 National Back Country 
Byway is designated. 

No action. 

No special recreation management areas are 
designated within the resource area. 

;ame as under Alternative 1. Also, prepare and 
mplement recreation project plans for the following 
nterpretive overlook sites: 

1. Sitgreaves Pass Overlook Interpretive Site 
2. Grapevine Mesa Overlook Interpretive Site 
3. Boundary Cone Scenic/Interpretive Pullout 
4. Cerbat Pinnacles-Red Lake Scenic/Interpretive 

Pullout 
5. Black Mountains Escarpment Overlook Interpre- 

tive Site 
6. Thimble Butte Scenic/Interpretive Pullout 
7. Black Mountains West Scenic/Interpretive 

Pullout 

;ame as under Alternative 1. Also, incorporate 
fign needs into project plans, for new developed 
:ecreation and interpretive sites. 

game as under Alternative 1. Also incorporate 
naintenance needs into project plans, for new 
ieveloped recreation sites. 

game as under Alternative I except for the additional 
3ack country byways: 

Diamond Bar Road 
Alamo Road 

?ropose congressional designation of the Joshua 
Free Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs Special Recreation 
Vlanagement Area as an national conservation area. 

Designate six special recreation management areas: 

~AME ACRES* 
Burro Creek 26,000 
Ftualapai Crest 53,425 

:continued) 

Alternative 3 

;ame as under Alternative 2 .  Also, expand the 
Burro Creek Overlook Site to accommodate a 
recreational vehicle campground and ancillary 
'acilltles. 

~ame as under Alternative 2. 

ganae as under Alternative 2. 

game as under Alternative 2. 

game as under Alternative 2. 

game as under Alternative 2 except for the addition: 
glens :  

~TAME ACRES* 
?ack Saddle/Windy Points 6,193 
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Table 16 (continued) 
SUMMARY OF CHANGES BY ALTERNATIVES 

Alternat ive 1 (No Action) Al ternat ive  2 (Preferred Alternat ive)  Alternat ive 3 

R E C R E A T I O N  M A N A G E M E N T  (continued) 

Extensive recreation management Allow for dispersed recreation. Enhance 
areas would include all public oppommities for high quality, back country 
lands not within special reore- recreation experiences. 
ation management areas 

Historic Route 66 10,970 
Carrow-Stephens Historic Ranches 542 
Kingrnan Regional Park 12,300 
Joshua Tree Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs 44,260 

*Acres include non-federal lands within the 
boundaries of each special recreation management 
area. Management prescriptions do not apply to 
non-federal lands within these areas. 

Same as under Alternative I .  

Mount Nutt 45 
Cerbat Pinnacles 36 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

Visual resource management 
classes 

No change. The classes established under the 
existing management framework plans would 
remain unchanged. 

Off-highway vehicle designations Off-highway vehicle designations have not been 
made. 

Long-term visitor area None would be established. 

- Designate 392,843 acres as Class I 
- Designate 881,569 acres as Class H 
- Designate 781,334 acres as Class HI 
- Designate 3,281,290 acres as Class IV 

Designate OHV use areas as follows: 
Open 
Limited to: 
Existing roads, trails and washes 
Existing roads and trails 
Designated roads, trails and washes 
Designated roads and trails 
Closed by wilderness designation 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

ACRES 
1,311 

1,844,792 
106,725 
29,007 
54,726 

392,844 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Designate OHV use areas as follows: ACRES 
Open 7,094 
Limited to: 
Existing roads, ixails and washes 1,876,916 
Existing roads and trails 89,243 
Designated roads, trails and washes 8,495 
Designated roads and trails 53,813 
Closed by wilderness designation 392,844 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

Hiking trails No trails. Implement a reduced and somewhat re-directed trail 
construction effort including the following: 

1. Hualapai Crest (modified) trail system 
2. Kingman Regional Park trail system 
3. Wabayuma Peak access trail 
4. Mount Nutt East-to-West trail 

(continued) 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

0 
I 
> 
"U 
-4 
m 
I 



Table 16 (continued) 
SUMMARY OF CHANGES BY ALTERNATIVES 

p -  

Change Agent Alternative 1 (Current Management) Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT (continued) 

Alternative 3 

W I L D  AND SCENIC RIVERS 

5. Burro Creek-Hell's Half Acre-Kaiser Wash Loop 
Trail 

6. Grand Wash Cliffs/Grapevine Mesa areas 
7. Celbat Crest (Packsaddle Mountain to 

Cerbat Pinnacles via Mount Tipton) 
8. Aubrey Peak Loop Trail 
9. Black Mountains Escarpment/Portland Wash 

area trail 
10. Black Mesa to Eagle Point overlook trail 
11. Cherura Peak Trail 

Fourteen segments of six streams have been 
determined to be eligible for Inclusion into 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System 
(see Table 2). They would be managed 
according to protective management 
prescriptions so as to not Impair their 
suitability for inclusion into the national 
system. 

Same as under Alternative 1. Same as under Alternative 1. 

W I L D L I F E  HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

Management direction Continue to manage wildlife habitats in 
accordance with existing habitat management 
plans, guidance documents, the district's 
wildlife policy and the needs as determined 
through monitoring and habitat management 
plan evaluations. 

Increase emphasis on most sensitive wildlife resources: 
threatened and endangered species, riparian habitat and 
bighorn sheep. Establish 13 wildlife movement 
corridors to maintain biotic diversity. 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Desert bighorn sheep Forage would be initially allocated for desert 
bighorn sheep at 24 percent of total available 
forage in the Black Mountains. Forage 
allocations for wildlife have been set in the 
Hualapai/Aquarlus Grazing Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

To resolve habitat use conflicts, desert bighorn sheep Same as under Alternative 2. 
would initially be allocated forage at 30 percent of the 
total forage available to all ungulates in the Black 
Mountains. Data would be compiled and analyzed on 
areas where use overlaps occur, to identify crucial 
elements of each species' habitat. Forage allocations 
would be refined based on results of these analyses. 
Forage allocations for Aubrey Peak would remain 
unchanged. 

Changes in kind of livestock No domestic or feral sheep or goat grazing 
will be allowed within 20 miles of occupied 
desert bighorn habitat. 

No domestic or feral sheep or goat grazing will be Same as under Alternative 2. 
allowed within nine miles surrounding desert bighorn 
habitat. Unless a cooperative agreement has been 
reached to the contrary, domestic sheep and goats will 
be trucked rather than trailed when trailing would 
bring domestic sheep and goats closer than nine miles 
to occupied desert bighorn sheep ranges. 

(continued) 
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Table 16 (continued) 
SUMMARY OF CHANGES BY ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 (Current Management) Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) 

W I L D L I F E  HABITAT MANAGEMENT (continued) 

Lambing No change. There is no current guidance on 
this issue. 

Land uses which could adversely affect lambing or 
rearing of newbem bighorn sheep in the Black Moun- 
tains, Aubrey Peak or other lambing areas would be 
excluded in lambing grounds from December 1 through 
May 31. 

Mule deer Forage would be allocated for mule deer at 
10 percent of total available forage in the 
Black Mountains. 

To resolve habitat use conflicts, mule deer would 
initially be allocated forage at 10 percent of total 
forage available to all ungulates in the Black 
Mountains. Data would be compiled and analyzed 
on areas where use overlaps occur, to identify crucial 
elements of each species habitat. Forage allocations 
would be refined based on results of these analyses. 
Forage allocations for Aubrey Peak would remain 
unchanged. 

Antelope Manage habitat to support 400 animal unit 
months of forage for antelope on Goodwin 
Mesa and 300 animal unit months of forage 
around Cherokee Point. 

Same as under Alternotive 1. 

Designations No action. Manage the Black Mountains, Aubrey Peak, Burro 
Creek, Alamo Lake and the Santa Maria, Big Sandy and 
Bill Williams rivers as areas of critical environmental 
~ i i c e r n .  

See Table 11 for management prescriptions and Map 21 
for locations. 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES M A N A G E M E N T .  Plant Species 

Management direction No change. Continue to provide for 
recovered species and to improve habitats. 

Designation of areas of critical None. 
environmental concern 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

Designate the Clay Hills Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern to protect the Arizona cliffrose (Purshia 
subintegra) and the White-Margined Penstemon 

(continued) 

Alternative 3 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

To resolve habitat use conflicts, mule deer would 
initially be allocated forage at 10 percent of total 
forage available to all ungulates in the Black 
Mountains. Data would be compiled and 
analyzed on areas where use overlaps occur, to 
identify crucial elements of each species habitat. 
Forage allocations would be refined based on 
results of these analyses. Forage allocations for 
Aubrey Peak would remain unchanged. 

Antelope habitat would be improved and maintained 
at its optimum potential, while conducting monitor- 
ing studies to determine and adjust to the optimum 
nnmbers consistent with habitat potential and other 
resource values. 

Same as under Alternative 2 except the Black 
Mountains, Wright Creek, Cottonwood Creek and 
Burro Creek areas of critical environmental concern 
would be smaller. Alamo Lake would be eliminated 
from the Three Rivers Riparian Area of Critical 
Environmental Concex~ Add the Cherokee Point 
Antelope Habitat Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern. See Table 14 for management prescrip- 
tions and Map 28 for locations. 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

Same as under Alternative 2. 
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Change Agent 

Table 16 (continued) 
SUMMARY OF CHANGES BY ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 (Current Management) Al te rna t ive  2 ( P r e f e r r e d  Al t e rna t ive )  Al t e rna t ive  3 

S P E C I A L  S T A T U S  S P E C I E S  M A N A G E M E N T  - P l a n t  Species  (cont inued)  

Reserve Area of Critical Environmental Concern to 
protect Penstemon albomarginatus. The Cerbat beard- 
tongue (Penstemon bicolor vat. roseus) would be 
protected in the Black Mountains Ecosystem Manage- 
ment Area of Critical Environmental Concern. 

S P E C I A L  S T A T U S  S P E C I E S  M A N A G E M E N T  - A n i m a l  Species 

Desert tortoise 

Hualapal Mexican vole 

BaM eagle 

Peregrine falcon 

The Rangewide Plan and Arizona Implementa- 
tion Plan would be implemented. 

Implement the BLM Riparian Management 
Strategy and inventory and classify all riparian 
areas. Protect and improve all riparian areas 
through proper land management. A priority 
list would identify where management actions 
would begin. Some priority areas in unsatisfac- 
tory condition will be corrected before 
completion of inventory and classification. 
Wild and Scenic River designation would assist 
management efforts. 

Same as under Alternative I except the following 
areas of critical environmental concern would be 
designated: 

McCracken Desert Tortoise HabRat 
Poachle Desert Tortoise Habitat 

Hualapai Mountain 

Burro Creek and Three Rivers 

Joshua Tree Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs, Burro 
Creek and Three Rivers 

Same as under Alternative 1 and further emphasis 
would be placed on protection and enhancement of 
riparian areas through management prescriptions in area 
of critrical environmental concern plans. 

Same as under Alternative 2 except grazing would 
be eliminated from the McCracken and Poachie 
areas of critical environmental concern. 

Designate the Western Bajada Tortoise and Cultural 
Area of Critical Envirnnmental Concern. 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Same as Alternative 2 except the Burro Creek 
Area of Critical Environmental Concern would 
be smaller and Alamo Lake would be eliminated 
from the Three Rivers Area of Critical Environ- 
mental Concern. 

Same as under Alternative 2 except the Joshua 
Tree and Burro Creek areas of critical environ- 
mental concern would be smaller. 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

(continued) 03: 



Table 16 (continued) 
SUMMARY OF CHANGES BY ALTERNATIVES 

Change Agent Alternative 1 (Current Management) 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (HAZMAT) MANAGEMENT 

Management direction No Change 

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) 

Same as under Alternative I except groundwater 
basin would be mapped. Locate possible sources of 
contamination. Develop criteria for mitigating mea- 
sures and monitor to assure compliance. 

Alternative 3 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

WILD AND FREE.ROAMING HORSE AND BURRO MANAGEMENT 

Management direction 

Black Mounmim Herd 
Management Area 

Big Sandy Herd Management 
Area 

Cerbat Herd Management Area 

No Change. Forage would be initially 
allocated for wild burros at 20 percent of 
total available forage. Conduct monitoring 
studies to determine and adjust numbers 
consistent with a thriving ecological 
balance. 

No Change. Conduct monitoring studies to 
determine and adjust numbers consistent 
with a thriving ecological balance. 

A herd management area plan would be 
prepared outlining measures to preserve 
this unique herd at a viable population level 
in a thriving natural ecological balance with 
the habitat. Conduct monitoring studies to 
determine and adjust numbers consistent 
with a thriving ecological balance. 

To resolve habitat use conflicts, wild burros would 
be initially allocated forage at 30 percent of the total 
forage available to all ungulates. Data would be 
compiled and analyzed on areas where use overlaps 
occur to Identify crucial elements of each species' 
habitat. Forage allocations would be refined based 
on results of these analyses. A proposal to designate 
a wild burro range would be studied on a statewide 
basis. 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

The boundary of the Cerbat wild horse herd 
management area would be Identified. The BLM 
would determine the population structure necessary 
for a viable herd. Integrated habitat monitoring 
would allow the determination of forage allocations 
necessary to support a thriving natural ecological 
balance among all ungulates using the area. If 
proper use limits are exceeded, all ungulates would 
be reduced on an equitable basis, as long as wild 
horses are at or above the minimum viable popula- 
tion limit. Identify and protect critical water sources. 
Eliminate authorized grazing use by domestic horses or 
burros on public lands. 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

Same as under Alternati~ 2, except the Marble 
Canyon use area would be eliminated fromactive 
wild horse use, because the major water sources 
are privately owned. Horses in this area would be 
moved to other use areas in the Cerbat Moun- 
tains. Land Identified for acquisition in T. 25 N,  
R. 18 W. and T. 24 N., R. 18 W. would be dropped 
from consideration. 

(continued) 
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Change Agent  

Table 16 (continued) 
SUMMARY OF CHANGES BY ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 (Current Management) Alternative 2 (Preferred  Alternative) Alternative 3 

ACCESS 

Management direction Legal vehicular access would be acquired 
across private and state lands on 75 roads. 

Acquire legal vehicular access across private and 
state lands on 24 roads and trails (see Appendix 23). 

Acquire legal administrative and public access on 
the Burro Creek hiking/equestrian trail across the 
private lands In secs. 10, 11, 15, 23 and 24, T. 14 N., 
R. 12 W. and In sec. 35, T. 15 N., R. 12 W. 

Same as under Alternative 2, plus Improve the 
Walnut Spring Road In secs. 8, 17, 18, 19, 20, 27, 
28, 29, 33 and 34, T. 24 N., R. 13 W. a distance of 
~even miles. 

Reserve legal access for administrative and public 
vehicular use on Putnam Road when the public lands 
in sec. 16, T. 24 N., R. 19 W. is conveyed out of 
federal ownership. 

Improve nlne roads and trials (see Appendix 24). 

Build hlklng/equestrlan trail systems Identified under 
recreation managemer" I_ ,ka~ +Ak'~ 
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Element Item 

Table 17 
Resource Monitoring and Evaluation Plan 

Location Technique Unit of 
Measure 

Frequency 
and Duration 

Information Warranting 
Review of Decision or 

Activity Plan 

Minerals 

,ands 

off 

rater  

Material sales 

Mineral exploration 
and development 

Right-of-way 

R&PP leases 
R&PP patents 
Ponnits 
Trespass 
Other leases 

Classification 

Soil loss 

Quality 

Quantity 

All active matorial sale 
sites 

All mineral exploration 
and development 
activities other than casual 
use  

Various 

Various 
Various 
Various 
Various 
Various 

North half of resource 
area 

South half of resource 
area 

Benchmark soils, selected 
vegetative areas 

Riparian areas within 
special management areas, 
unique waters, scenic 
rivers • 

Riparian areas within 
speeial management areas. 
unique watcrs, scenic 
rivers 

Standardized appraisal Tons 
methods 

Site inspection 

Field cheek/inquhy 

Field check 
Field cheek 
Field cheek 
Field cheek 
Field check 

National Cooperative 
Soil Survey (Soil 
Conservation Service) 

National Cooperative 
Soil Survey (Soil 
Conservation Service) 

Erosion plots at key 
locations 

Field and/or laboratory 
analysis 

Stream gauging 

(continued) 

Acres of disturbance 

Compliance cheek 

Compliance 
Compliance 
Compliance 
Compliance 
Compliance 

Map units by soil 
series 

Map units by soil 
series 

Tons/acre/year 

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

Flow in cubic feet per 
second 

Annually 

Annually 

During and after con- 
struction every 20 years 
Every five years 
Every five years 
During and after use 
Cleanup/rehab 
Every five years 

One-time effort to be 
completed in 1996 

One-time effort to be 
completed in 1998; 
current soil survey to be 
revised to meet national 
standards 

Pre- and post-vegeta- 
tive treatment 

Quarterly or biannually 

Quarterly or biannually 

Depletion of material from pit area 

Adverse impacts to protected 
resources and values 

Noncompliance 
Non-use  

Noncompliance 
Noncompliance 
Noncompliance 
Noncompliance 
Noncompliance 

Estimations of suitability and 
productivity of soils for land use 
action 

Estimations of suitability and 
productivity of soils for land use 
action 

Soil loss not reduced in treated area~ 

Progressive decline in water quality 
below Arizona standards 

Significant change in flow 
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21imate 

legetative 
Products 

~angeland 

Item Location 

Table 17 (continued) 
Resource Monitoring and Evaluation Plan 

Technique Unit of 
Measure 

Influence on forage 
growing conditions 

Available biomass 

Sustainedproduction 

Actual use 

Slrategic sites and National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration stations 

Where product is located 

Where product is located 

Where permits are issued 

Precipitation and 
temperature measure- 
menU; 

Inventory/eruising 

Growth measurements 

Field observation; law 
enforcement patrols 

Inches of precipitation; 
high and low tempera- 
tures 

Pounds; cords; number 
of plants 

Pounds; cords; number 
of plants 

Specific problem areas 

Shrub utilization 

Grass and forb utiliza- 
tion 

Trend 

Trend 

Ecological status 

58 Imt~ove and Maintain 
allotments 

58 Improve and Maintain 
allotments 

58 Improve and Maintain 
allotments 

Chaparral and blackbrush 
sites 

Throughout resource area 

Key forage plant method 

Grazed photo class guide 
method 

Pace frequency method 

Photo p|ots 

Ecological site inventory 

Percent of forage 
removed 

Percent of forage 
removed 

Relative frequency of 
plant species and 
groundcover 

Visual changes in plant 
community 

Relative abundance of 
plant species (by annual 
production); status class 

Desired plant commu- 
nity 

Actual use By allotment or other 
planning unit as needed 

Ecological site inven- 
tory 

(continued) 

Relative abundance of 
plant species (by 
annual production) 

Frequency 
and Duration 

Quarterly on year- 
round basis 

As demands develop 

Annually 

Weekly during 
effective dates on 
permits 

Up to three times 
annually 

Up to three times 
annually 

Five-year intervals 

Five-year intervals 

Initial effort in north 
half of resource area 
to be completed by 
1996; south half of 
resource area to be 
completed by 1998 

Determined by 
specific objectives 

Informatlon Warranting 
Review of Decision or 

Activity Plan 

Excessively poor or good 
growing season factors 

Situations where demand is 
exceeding sustained yield 

Situations where demand is 
exceeding sustained yield 

Recurrent problem areas 

Utilization exceeding use limits 

Utilization exceeding use limits 

Significant changes in frequency 
of key species 

Significant change in plant 
community 

Areas remain in early ecologi- 
cal status 

Areas not meeting desired plant 
community objectives 
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f Element Item 
Rangeland 
continued) Actual use 

~'ulturai Resources 

Site vandalism, includ- 
ing off-highway vehicle 
damage 

Natural degradation 

Extensive recreation 
management areas 

Recreation Special recreation 
management areas 

Developed campgrounds 
and RV parks 

Off-highway vehicles 

~Vlld and Scenic 
~lvers 

iiparlan Areas 
iatiafactory Areas 

See Water Quality, 
Quantity, Riparian Areas 
(trend) and Recreation 

Eligible streams 

Ecological status 

7nsatiafactory Areas Ecological status 

Table 17 (continued) 
Resource Monitoring and Evaluation Plan 

Location Technique Unit of 
Measure 

Throu~,hout resource area Certified actual use Animal units 
reports 

58 Improved and Maintain Field compliance checks Animal units 
allotments 

Black Mountains, Silver 
Creek, Burro Creek, 
Mineral Park and Carrow- 
Stephens ranches 

Black Mountains, Silver 
Creek, Burro Creek, 
Mineral Park and Carrow- 
Stephens ranches 

Throughout resource area 

Site inspection with 
documentation 

Site inspection with photo 
documentation 

Patrol; area inspections 

Number of sites 
disturbed; major 
disturbances on given 
sites 

Number of deteriorating 
features 

Visitor days 

Six sites 

Nine sites 

Closed and designated 
a r e a s  

Patrol; visitor registration; 
traff ic counter 

Patrol; visitor registration; 
traffic counter 

Aerial reconnaissance and 
ground patrol 

Visitor days 

Visitor days 

Number of violators 

Six streams 

Priority riparian areas 

Priority riparian a r e a s  

Aerial reconnaissance Intrusions 

Phoenix District riparian Miles 
area status evaluation 

Phoenix District riparian Miles 
area status evaluation 

(continued) 

Frequency 
and Duration 

Annually 

Annually 

Annually 

Annually 

Biannually 

Weekly in heavy use 
periods, then monthly 

Weekly in heavy use 
periods, then monthly 

Biannually 

Biannually 

Five-year intervals 

Three-year intervals 

Information Warranting 
Review of Decision or 

 lanock 

Compliance counts not similar to 
authorized use 

Trends indicating increased 
disturbance 

Significant site deterioration 

Data reveal significant user 
conflicts 

Data indicate visitor use signifi- 
candy higher than expected 

Data indicate visitor use signifi- 
candy higher than expected 

Repeated violations noted 

Repeated violations observed 

Decline in status class 

No improvement fTom unsatisfac- 
to W to satisfactory status 
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Element 

Unsatisfactory 
Areas (continued) 

Wildlife 
Desert Bighorn 
Sheep; Pronghorn 
Antelope; Elk; 
Mule Deer; 
Javelina 

Item 

Trend 

Population estimate 

Crucial habitat 
elements (water, food, 
cover, space) 

Diet and key forage 
species 

Habitat assessment 

Crucial waters 

Desired plant 
community 

Location 

Table 17 (continued) 
Resource Monitoring and Evaluation Plan 

Technique Unit of 
Measure 

Frequency 
and Duration 

Perennial waters along 
seven creeks/rivers 

Throughout resource 
area 

Throughout resource 
a r e a  

Greeniine transects and/ 
or photo plots 

Arizona Game and Fish 
Department population 
survey information 

Field observation 
studies 

Change in percentage of Annually 
key species in plant 
community 

Estimate total number 
Sex and age class 
ratios by group 
Seasonal movements by 
group 
Lambing and recruit- 
ment success by group 

Annually 

None Initial effort to 
gather baseline data 

Throughout resource 
area 

Throughout resource 
area; may include use of 
exclosures for data 
comparison 

Throughout resource 
area 

By use area or other 
planning unit as needed 

Fecal analysis and 
direct observation 

Utilization studies 

Vegetative trend 
studies 

Photo points 

Inventory, development 
and maintenance 

Ecological site 
inventory 

Forage composition 

Percentage of forage 
removed 

Relative frequency of 
plant species and 
groundcover 

Visual changes in plant 
community 

An identified water 
source 

Relative abundance of 
plant species (by 
annual production) 

Initial effort to 
establish baseline 
data to assess diets 
on a seasonal basis 

Annually 

Baseline information 
then monitor every 
three to five years 

Baseline information 
then monitor every 
three to five years 

Annually or as 
needed 

Determined by 
specific objectives 

Information Warranting 
Review of Decision or 

Activity Plan 

Decline in trend 

Significant population changes 
Significant population changes 

Significant changes In habitat 
u s e  a r e a s  

Significant changes in lambing 
and recruitment rate 

Significant use conflicts 
identified through studies 

None 

Utilization exceeding use limits 

Significant changes in fre- 
quency of key species 

Significant change in plant 
community 

Revisions to coordinated 
activity plans 

Areas not meeting desired plant 
community objectives 

(continued) 



f Element 

Special Status 
Species: Animal 

Desert Tortoise 

Hualapai Mexican 
vole 

Bald eagle 
!Peregrine falcon 
i Common black- 
ihawk 

Other Special 
Status Species 

Item 

Relative densities 

Habitat assessment 

Habitat assessment 

Crucial habitat 
elements 

Population estimates 

Breeding success 

Habitat assessment 

Population and habitat 
stability 

Table 17 (continued) 
Resource Monitoring and Evaluation Plan 

Location Technique Unit of 
Measure 

Categories I and H Square-mile plots, three- Number per square 
mile transects mile 

Categories I and II Pace frequency Relative frequency of 
plant species and 
ground cover 

Hualapai Mountains Photo points; ocular Not yet determined 
re~unaissance; others to 
be determined 

Current and historic 
habitat 

Throughout resource 
area in current and 
historic habitat 

Alamo Lake, Burro Creek, 
Music Mountains and 
Cerbat Mountains 

Alamo Lake, Burro Creek, 
Music Mountains and 
Cerbat Mountains 

Habitat throughout 
r e s o u r c ~  a r e a  

Field observations None 

Field observations 

Arizona bald eagle nest 
watch program; 
Arizona Game and Fish 
Department monitoring 
program; nest surveys 

Nest site availability 
assessment 

Prey-base evaluation 

Field survey 

Estimate of total 
number 

Number of young 
fledged; number of 
active territories 

Number of nest sRes 
available 

Available prey 
blomass 

Occurrence, number 
of counts, density, 
age/class, distribution, 
habitat size and 
condition 

(continued) 

Frequency 
and Duration 

Five-year intervals 

Baseline data, then 
five- to seven-year 
Intervals 

Annunlly 

Initial effort to 
gather baselIne data 

Annually 

Annually 

Annually 

Annually 

Varies by species and 
degree of security of 
habitat 

Information Warranting 
Review of Decision or 

Activity Plan 

Change in habitat category 
Significant change in population 

Change in habitat category 
Significant changes In frequency 
of key species 

Significant habitat deterioration 

Significant use conflicts 
identified through studies 

Significant population changes 

Discovery of new nesting 
territories; significant changes In 
reproductive success 

Significant change in available 
nest sites 

Significant change In available 
prey blomass 

five-year downward trend in 
population numbers, go/class, 
disparity, shrinking distribution or 
range contraction, habitat loss 
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Element 

)eclal Status 
;pecles: Plants 

kreas of CHtclal 
~nvlornmental 
~oncern 

]AZMAT 

Vild Horses and 
Burros 

~orses 

Item 

Population and habitat 
stability 

See  specifiC rosouroe$ 

Takings 

Water quality 

Water quality 

Cyanide use 

Suspected HAZMAT 
incidences; inventory 
abandoned mining 
operations 

Population 

Forage use 

Location 

Habitat throughout 
resource  a rea  

Mineral Park 

Bagdad (Cypr=) 

Portland Mine 

All use sites 

Throughout resource area 

Herd area 

Herd Area 

Table 17 (conUnued) 
Resource Monitoring and Evaluation Plan 

Technique Unit of Frequency 
Measure and Duration 

Field survey Occurrence, number of 
counts, density, age/ 
class, distribution 

Visual 

Sampling 

Sampling/Arizona 
Department of Environ- 
mental Quality wells 

Visual 

T o n s  

Parts per million 
(ppm) 

parts per milh'on (ppm) 

None 

Sampling~isual None 

Helicopter sight/resight 
method 

Key forage plant method 

Number of individuals 
Sex and age class by 
group 
Foalin~ and recruR- 
ment success 
Seasonal movements 
by group 

Percentage of forage 
removed 

(continued) 

Varies by species and 
degree of security of 
habitat 

Annually 

Biannually 

Biannually 

Quarterly 

On demand 

Three-year intervals 

Annually 

Information Warranting 
Review of Decision or 

Activity Plan 

Five-year downward trend in 
population numbers, age/class, 
disparity, shrinking disiribution or 
conl~action of usable rangeland 

Tailings erosion 

Surface water discharge 

Surface water discharge; ground 
water quality 

Cyanide use, heap leach pad 
design 

Presence of hazardous materials 

20 percent change in population, 
less than 10 percent juveniles 

20 percent change in population, 
less than 10 percent juveniles 
Significant changes in habitat 
USe a r e a s  

Grass/shrub utilization greater 
than 30 percent 



Element Item 

Table 17 (cont inued)  
Resource Moni tor ing and Eva lua t ion  Plan 

Locat ion  Techn ique Unit  of  
Measure 

Frequency 
and Durat ion 

~urros 

'torses and 
~urros 

Population 

Forage use 

Crucial habitat 
elements (water, food, 
cover, space) 

Diet and key forage 
species 

Habitat assessment 

clal waters 

Desired plant commu- 
nity 

Herd area 

Herd area 

Throughout resource 
a r e a  

Throughout resource 
a r e a  

Throughout resource 
area; may include use of 
exclosures for data 
comparisons 

Throughout resource 
area 

By use area or other 
planning unit as needed 

Helicopter sight/resight 
method 

Key forage plant method 

Number of individuals 
Sex and age class 
ratios by group 
Foaling and recruit- 
ment success 

Seasonal movement by 
group 

Percentage of forage 
r e m o v e d  

Field observation studies None 

Fecal analysis and direct 
observation 

Utilization studies; 
vegetative trend studies; 
photo points 

Inventory, development 
and maintenance 

Ecological site Inventory 

Forage composition 

Percentage of forage 
removed 
Relative frequency of 
plant species and 
ground cover 
Visual changes In 
plant community 

An identified water 
s o u r c e  

Relative abundance of 
plant species (by 
annual production) 

Three-year intervals 

Annuatly 

Initial effort to 
gather baseline data 

Initial effort to 
establish baseline 
data to assess diets 
on a seasonal basis 

Annually 

Baseline information, 
then monitor every 
three to five years 
Baseline Information, 
then monitor every 
three to five years 

Annually or as 
needed 

Determined by 
specific objectives 

The monitoring methods/techniques in this table are not intended to be an exhaustive list and may change as needed to collect appropriate resource data. 

In format ion  Warrant ing 
Review of  Dec is ion  o r  

Ac t i v i t y  Plan 

30 percent change in population, 
less than 10 percent juveniles 

30 percent change in population, 
less than 10 percent juveniles 
Significant changes In habitat use 
areas 

Grass/shrub utilization greater than 
30 percent 

Significant use conflicts Identified 
through studies 

None 

Utilization exceeding use limits 

Significant changes in frequency 
of key species 

Significant change in plant 
community 

Revisions to coordinated activity 
plans 

Areas not meeting desired plant 
community objectives 
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Resource Impacted 

Hlnerals 

ands 

..,oeal Economy 

• atershed (Soil, Water and Air) 

Table 18 
Summary of Impacts by Alternative 

Alternative 1 
(Current Management) 

Alternative 2 
(Preferred Management) 

Alternative 3 

With the exception of land disposals plmmed in 
the existing management firamework plans, the 
continued management as prescribed in this 
alternative would encourage mineral resource 
development on the public lands. Lands 
would generally remain open to mineral 
resource development with the exception of the 
no surface occupancy stipulation on mineral 
leasing in the Black Mountains. 

The designation of 12 areas of critical 
environmental concern would leave nearly 99 
percent of the federal locatable minerals open 
to entry, nearly 99 percent of leasable 
minerals open to mineral leasing with 
standard lease stipulations, less than one 
percent open to mineral leasing with a no 
surface occupancy stipulation and nearly 99 
percent open to mineral material disposals. 
Mining plans of operation and mandatory 
bending in areas of critical environmental 
concern would lead to orderly development. 

Similar to Alternative 2 except mineral 
restrictions would be reduced in some areas 
of critical environmental concern and offset 
by increases in others. 

A total 102,547 acres are identified for disposal 
and 3,200 acres are identified for recreation and 
public purposes in disposal areas. Sca~ered 
development in retention areas would occur 
when lands are no longer available. Two com- 
munication sites are designated, none allowed 
in the Cerbat Management Framework Plan and 
on a case-by-case basis in Hualapai-Aquarius, 
causing scattered development and more 
impact. Nine utility corridors are designated. 
Resources, i.e., watershed, vegetation, range, 
cultural, recreation, wildlife, riparian and wild 
horses and burros all may require stipulations to 
protect, thereby increasing project cost. 
Disposal is beneficial to reduce hard-to-manage 
lands end acquire lands high in resource values, 
promoting multiple use. Unnecessary with- 
drawals would be identified, termination 
recommended and opened to multiple use. 

A total of 181,553 acres would be identified 
for disposal and 6,165 acres reserved for 
recreation and public purposes. Mountaintop 
communication sites are resu~cted to 11 areas, 
limiting development until a site plan is done. 
Eleven utility corridors would be designated. 
Similar actions also may be restricted due to 
wildlife corridors and special management 
areas. Costly mitigation would be required in 
some areas. Additional lands for disposal 
further reduces hard-to-manage lands. 

Same as under Alternative 2 except 6,282 less 
acres would be available for disposal and an 
additional 3,488.62 acres would be withdrawn 
for Alamo Dam. 

The local economy could realize benefits by 
placing more developable lands in private 
ownership, therby increasing the tax base. 
Some ownership adjuslments could provide 
jobs. 

Same as under Alternative 1. Same as under Alternative 1. 

Surface-disturbing activities may cause 
increased runoff and erosion, reduced vegeta- 
tion cover t reduced soil productivity and 

Same as under Alternative I plus mining 
plans of operation and mandatory bonding 
in areas of critical environmental concern 

Same as under Alterncaive 1. 

(continued) 
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Resource Impacted 

Watershed (Soil, Water and Air) 
(continued) 

Table 18 (continued) 
Summary of Impacts by Alternative 

Alternative 1 
(Current Management) 

increased production of dust. Development 
of alloa'ncnt management plans, habitat 
improvement projects (such as exclosures and 
spring developments) and seeding of firewood 
clearcuts would maintain or improve vegeta- 
tive cover, reduce runoff and erosion and 
increase soil productivity. Land acquisition 
would create opportunities for better watershed 
management. 

Alternative 2 
(Preferred Management) 

and additional restrictions on surface- 
disturbing activities may reduce soil loss, 
improve water quality and increase vegetative 
COVer.  

Alternative 3 

Vegetative Products Surface-disturbing activities would provide 
opportonities for salvage of desert vegetation. 
Land exchanges would cause both losses and 
gains in vegetative products available for 
harvest. Suitability of areas for vegetative 
harvest would be subject to review of compat- 
ibility with other sensitive resource values on 
each site. 

Impacts similar to those under Alternative 1 
except less area may be available for salvage 
of native plants because of restrictions on 
special management areas, but increased 
oppommities on lands gained through 
exchange. 

Impacts are similar to those under Alternative 
2 except private and commercial frrewood 
cutting and yucca harvest would be elimi- 
nated throughout the resource area. 

Range Management 

CuRural Resources 

Surface-distorbing activities may cause short- 
term loss of forage but long-term benefits 
could more than offset losses. Land exchanges 
would cause changes in grazing preference, 
changes in ownership of range improvements 
and increase management efficiency where 
public lends are consolidated. Implementation 
of grazing management principles may 
improve forage and livestock gains. Grazing 
management and construction of range 
improvements would be constrained by the 
presence of sensitive resources. 

Continuation of current management would 
harm priority cultural areas with moderate to 
high losses of cultural properties over the life 
of the Resource Management Plan. 

Impacts would be similar to those under 
Alternative I except designation of special 
management areas for unique resource values 
throughout the resource area would place 
cons~aints on construction of range improve- 
ments and impose limitations on grazing use 
on affected allotments. Grazing allotments in 
wild horse and burro herd management areas 
would be subject to actual use and/or grazing 
preference adjustments where over-obligation 
of available forage exists. 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would benefit 
the most significant cultural resources, but 
would result in some losses to vandalism 
because of increased use by the public. 
Impacts would be lower in areas designated as 
areas of critical environmental concern and 
special recreation management areas due to 
increased management emphasis. 

Impacts would be similar to those under 
Alternative 2 except the elimination of yucca 
and firewood harvest would lessen impacts to 
vegetative productivity. Closure of the 
Poechie and McCracken areas of critical 
environmental concern to livestock grazing 
would affect grazing operations on six 
grazing allotments. Additional proposed 
intensive recreational areas would increase 
livestock/public interaction and associated 
problems. Decreases in acreages for several 
areas of critical environmental concern would 
reduce the degree of limitations and con- 
straints pertaining to grazing practices. 

Same as under Alternative 2 except reducing 
the size of the areas of critical environmental 
concern would reduce beneficial impacts, 
especially for the smaller Joshua Tree Forest 
a T e a .  
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Resource Impacted 

Recreation Resources 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Wildlife Habitat 

Special Status Species 

Table 18 (continued) 
Summary of Impacts by Alternative 

Alternative 1 
(Current Management) 

Alternative 2 
(Preferred Management) 

Alternative 3 

Under Alternative 1, recreat ion opportunb 
ties would be maintained at  existing levels. 
No significant Impacts would occur, but 
increased public demand for outdoor 
recreation opportunities would not be 
satisfied. 

Development of new facilities, t ra i l  develop- 
ment and providing Interpretive displays 
would significantly enhance outdoor 
recreation opportunities. Designation of 
areas of critical environmental concern, 
establishment of off-highway vehicle 
designations and management of visual 
resources would provide quality natural  
settings for visitors. These would combine 
to create significant beneficial impacts to 
recreation resources. 

Same as under Alternaive 2, but additional 
recreation facilities would be offered to the 
public. Less protection of natural  values in 
areas of  critical environmental concern would 
slightly reduce the quality of the recre- 
ational settings. 

The free-flowing nature and outstandingly 
remarkable values of six streams found to 
be eligible for inclusion Into the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System will be 
adequately protected under  Alternative 1. 
No significant Impacts are  expected. 

Same as under Alternative 1. Same as under Alternative I. 

Mining operations would have no long-term 
impact on wildlife habitat. Short-term 
disturbance from woodeutting would occur 
because of the presence of  people, cross- 
country vehicle traffic and chain saw noise. 
Long-term enhancement of habitat would 
occur through reduced competition between 
trees and grass/forbs/shrubs and a greater 
diversity of escape cover. Implementation of 
livestock grazing principles and management 
of wild horse and burro populations would 
lead to improved wildlife habitat. Increased 
recreation use would increase disturbance of 
wildlife. Improved riparian area condition 
would greatly benefit wildlife. 

Same as under Alternative 1 except mineral 
withdrawals on areas of critical environmental 
concern would benefit wildlife habitat. 
Management preseriptiom in areas of critical 
environmental concern would greatly improve 
wildlife habitat. Establishing wildlife 
movement corridors would ensure genetic 
diversity of species. Increased recreation use 
would increase people/wildlife interactions, 
but developed sites would serve to mitigate 
impacts by cencentrafing people in smaller 
areas rather than having them spread over the 
resource area to camp out. 

• Impacts would be similar to those under 
Alternative 2 except elimination of woodcut- 
ring and yucca harvest would maintain wildlife 
habitat in a more stable condition. The size of 
areas of critical environmental concern would 
be reduced, resulting in less protection of 
wildlife habitaL 

Surface-disturbing activities would cause 
minor losses to special stares species and/or 
their habitat and would be minimized through 
compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act. Land exchanges would cause both 
losses and gains of  habitat for special status 

Impacts would be similar to those under 
Alternative I except a greater degree of 
protection would be provided to special status 
plant and animal habitat. This protection 
includes withdrawals from mineral entry in 
area of critical enviromental concern 

Impacts would be similar to those under 
Alternative 2 except that elimination of 
firewood cutting would greatly reduce the 
impacts to f~eclded milkvetch habitat. 
Reduction of acreage in four areas of critical 
environmental concern would reduce the 

(continued) 
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Special Status Species 
(continued) 

Riparian Area Management 

Special Management Areas 

Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Table 18 (continued) 
Summary of Impacts by Alternative 

Alternative 1 
(Current Management) 

species. Management of activities affecting 
soil and vegetation would cause improvements 
in habitat condition. 

Alternative 2 
(Preferred Management) 

proposals, off-highway vehicle limitations, 
restrictions on new rights-of-way and law 
enforcement patrols. Land exchanges would 
cause similar impacts to those under Alterna- 
tive 1, but would be greater in degree. 
Increased recreational activity may occur 
within the Clay Hills Area of Critical Environ- 
mental Concern when the Burro Creek 
campground is developed, 

Placer mining and sand and gravel opera- 
tions would destroy stream beds and banks 
and eliminate vegetation which may be 
impossible to restore in a reasonable length 
of time. Restricting rights-of-way in sensitive 
riparian areas would reduce impacts. Develop- 
merit or revision of 56 allotment management 
plans would maintain or improve riparian 
vegetation along 704 miles of slreams and 
washes. Restricting cross-counlry vehicle 
traffic would benefit riparian areas. Some use 
in washes may cause deterioration of riparian 
vegetation. Wildlife habitat management 
would lead to improvement in riparian areas. 

Withdrawal from mineral entry, requiring 
mining plans of operation and mandatory 
bonding of mining operations, grazing to meet 
area of critical environmental concern 
objectives, resuicting rights-of-way to 
corridors and area of critical environmental 
concern management prescriptions designed to 
improve wildlife habitat end riparian areas 
would result in greatly improved riparian 
conditions. Recreational activities would 
impact riparian-wetland areas around 
recreation sites. 

No special management areas are proposed. Impacts are outlined under each of the affected 
resource activities listed above. 

Wild horses and burros would not be sigulfi- 
cantiy impacted by mineral development or 
rights-of-way. Habitat would be improved by 
watershed, rangeland and wildlife habitat 
management. 

Same as under Alternative 1 except benefits 
would accrue faster as a result of added 
emphasis on watershed, rangeland and 
recreation management as a result of coordi- 
nated resource management plans. 

Alternative 3 

amount of acreage providing protection for 
habitat of special status species. 

Impacts would be similar to those under 
Alternative 2 except the smaller riparian areas 
of critical environmental concern would 
afford less protection for riparian areas. 

Same as under Alternmive 2 except smaller 
area of critical environmental concern would 
afford less protection for the critical 
resources found on public lands. 

Same as under Alternative 2 except smaller 
area of critical enviromnental concern would 
afford less protection for the critical 
resources found on public lands. 



CHAPTER III 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

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

Chapter I l l  describes the resources that would be significantly 
affected by implementing the alternatives only in as much detail as 
needed to explain the effects of implementation. Where impacts 
would be slight or nonexistent, the descriptions are brief or omitted. 
More detailed descriptions of the Kingman Resource Area's re- 
sources are in the Management Situation Analysis, which can be 
reviewed at the Kingman Resource Area office. 

MINERAL RESOURCES 

Physiography 
The Kingman Resource Area includes 2,428,405 acres of public 
surface and 2,045,625 acre s o f federal minerals. This area is in west- 
central Arizona, mostly within the Basin and Range physiographic 
province and parts of the Transition Zone and Colorado Plateau. It 
has widespread igneous and metamorphic mountain ranges gener- 
ally separated by shallow alluvial basins and plains, with extensive 
faulting and folding. 

Minerals and Mineral Potential 
Mineral potential has been rated using the guidance in the Bureau 
3031 Manual. A summary of the rating for all mineral resources is 
presented in Table 19. A description of the potential and certainty 
levels is given in Appendix 28. The data show the highest rating for 
a resource within the area but do not imply the resource has the 
potential for uniform occurrence throughout the resource area. 

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

TABLE 19 
Mineral Resources Potential Rating* 

Mineral Level of Level of 
Resource Potential Certainty 

Oil and Gas Zero/unknown B 
Coal No Potential D 
Geothermal Low C 
Sodium High D 
Potassium High C 
Metallic Minerals High D 
Uranium Mod D 
Non-Metallic High D 

~ Common Varieties Hitch D 

* For rating explanation see Appendix 28. 

Source: Kingman Resource Area files. 

Oil and Gas 
No economic occurrences of oil or gas have been encountered in 
wells drilled in the planning area, but only 14 wells have been drilled. 
The first well was completed in 1957, while the last was completed 
in 1970. Most of the wells are shallow, and no wells have tested rocks 
below 6,000 feet. Four wells were drilled in the portion of the 
resource area lying in the Transition Zone in the Red Lake area. 
Hydrocarbon shows have not been reported from any of the wells 
drilled. 

Ryder (1983) and Buffer (1988) rated the oil and gas potential of the 
resource area as zero or unknown on the basis of widely distributed 
outcrops and extensive exposures of Precambrian gneiss, schist, 
granite and Tertiary volcanic rocks that extend over most of the 
planning area. I f  oil and gas accumulations occur, they would be in 
structural or stratigraphic 1raps. Because of the absence of deep 
sequences of Mesozoic and Paleozoic marine sediments and the lack 
of oil shows reported from area wells, the potential for oil and gas 
accumulations is considered low to zero. 
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Sodium and Gypsum 
Halite and gypsum deposits are known to exist in two locations 
within the planning area - Red Lake Playa, at the northern end 
of Hualapai Valley, and in Detrital Valley, northeast of the Black 
Mountains (see Map 29). The deposits are similar, both occur. 
ring at depths of 700 to 1,500 feet, and both contain several 
thousand vertical feet ofevaporitic deposits, with a lateral extent 
of several miles on a north-northwest trending axis. 

There has been considerable recent interest In development of 
the Red Lake deposit expressed by at least two companies, and 
one exploratory drillhole has been completed. It is assumed that, 
due to the depth of the deposNs, recovery would be via solution 
mining, and the preliminary proposals seen so far include both 
solution mining and underground natural gas storage schemes. 

Over 50 percent of the lands in these areas are federally owned 
and open to mineral entry. Since the potential exists for several 
similar operations in these two locations, each developmental 
proposal submitted must be analyzed with regard to cumulative 
environmental impacts. 

Geothermal (areawlde) 
Evaluation of 33 thermal and nonthermal waters of the Kingman- 
Williams region has shown no evidence for the existence of large 
geothermal systems or high temperatures (greater than 150 ° C) 
(Hahman. 1978). The temperatures and volumes of each system 
might be suitable for local space heating/greenhouse applications. 
Larger volumes of water, if discovered, could supply industrial 
process water for low-temperature applications (less than 100 ° C). 
The potential for the use of the geothermal resource is considered low 
because of the remote locations of the thermal waters. 

C o a l  

The Kingman Resource Area has no known coal occurrences. 

Metallic And Nonmetallic Minerals 
Mineral exploration and production dates back to the mid 1860s. 
Metals recovered include copper, gold, iron, lead, manganese, mo- 
lybdenum, niobium, silver, tungsten, uranium and zinc. Nonmetal- 
lic commodities include fluorite, feldspar, lime, sand and gravel, 
salts, silica and stone. Other elements or commodities reported but 
never produced commercially include yttrium, bismuth, barite, 
lithium, arsenic, antimony and rare-earth elements. 

Past production figures are among the highest in the state in manga- 
nese, copper, tungsten, silver and gold and show significant totals for 
lead, zinc and uranium. Appendix 30 summarizes the recorded 
production fTom the principal mining districts. Ten districts have 
recorded cumulative production up to or exceeding $1 million before 
1980 with the Oatman. Walapai, Eureka and Old Dick districts far 
exceeding this figure. But for the most part, these figures do not 
reflect the production 1~om relatively recently discovered volcanic 
and gneiss-hosted precious metals deposits that have become the 
focus of exploration interest in the region. 

Three major copper producers are operating: Cyprus Bagdad, Cy- 
prus Mineral Park and Emerald Isle. The Portland Mine (gold) in the 
BlackMountalnshaltedproductioninMarch 1989. Severalleaching 
operations are reproceasing old mine tailings for gold recovery. 

Salable Minerals 

Three major intermontane valleys (Detrital, Sacramento and Big 
Sandy) are smwtural troughs formed by block faulting and tilting 
associated withbasin andrenge teetonism 14 to 17 millionyears ago. 
These valleys were Fdled with silt, sand, gravel and conglomerate 
derived in part f~om erosional processes acting on the surrounding 
bedrock highlands. 

In addition to the material resources of the three major basins, sand 
and gravel resources are found along pediments of the major moun- 
tain ranges. These materials are often thin and discontinuous and are 
confined to relatively narrow zones. These resources may serve as 
material for smaller short-term projects. From the lmown occurrence 
of gravel in these environments, these areas have high favorability 
for the occurrence of this resource (see Map 30). 

The Kingman Resource Area has 14 mineral material sale sites for 
sand and gravel and decorative stone. The most significant use of 
sand and gravel has been for highway construction along highways 
68 and 93. 

As population centers continue to grow, so will the demand for 
mineral materials. Mineral materials sites will need to be designated 
in or around communities for both commercial and residential uses. 

Leasable Minerals 

Two leasable mineral resources have been explored: oil and gas and 
sodium. 

Fourteen oil and gas exploration wells have been drilled since the 
first well was drilled in 1957, but none have found oil and gas. 
Disturbance associated with each well, including access, typically 
totals between five and ten acres. Assuming an average of eight acres 
disturbed per well, roughly 112 acres have been disturbed for oil and 
gas exploration. 

Typical well drilling operations may last as long as four months, 
though deep wells may take longer to drill. As no oil or gas has been 
produced f~om this area, all exploration disturbance has been reclaimed 
immediately after exploration. Complete reclamation of this dis- 
mrbance may take from five to ten years. 

Locatable Minerals 
Locatable minerals are contained in a variety of geologic deposit 
types, including porphyry copper, epithermal precious metals, fiat- 
fault gold, polymetallic veins, hot springs gold and volcanic and 
gneiss-hosted systems. Metals recovered include copper, gold, iron. 
lead, manganese, molylxtenum, niobium, silver, tungsten, uranium 
and zinc (see Map 11). 

Major copper producers operating include Cyprus Bagdad, Cyprus 
Mineral Park, and Emerald Isle. Cyprus Bagdad and Mineral Park 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

mine copper ore from predominantly patented property. Only small 
areas of public land are involved in these operations. 

Western State" s heap leach gold operation at the Portland Mine in the 
Black Mountains halted production in March 1989. Western States 
is now reclaiming the site. Several small leaching operations are 
reprocessing railings piles of old mines for gold recovery. 

Complete reclamation of a disturbed site takes from 5 to 15 years. 
After a compliance inspection determines that a site is completely 
reclaimed, the operator and claimant are released from obligation for 
reclaiming that site. A site is determined to be reclaimed when 
measures have been taken to reshape lands to an appropriate contour 
and, where necessary, to revegetate the disturbed areas to control 
erosion. New roads built for mining exploration or development are 
reclaimed when they are no longer needed. 

Over 70 percent of all exploration on public lands is attributable to 
the small miner. Most activities involve prospecting and performing 
armnal assessment work. 

For the 366 notices and plans submitted between fiscal years 1980 
and 1989, 864 acres were disturbed (see Table 20). Exploration 
consists of drilling, trenching and creating temporary access. Sites 
not yet reclaimed include those undergoing exploration and develop- 
ment and these where future re-entry is planned. Of the 864 acres 
disturbed, 436 have been reclaimed. The remaining mine sites will 
be reclaimed when exploration and development cease. Reclama- 
tion generally begins immediately or soon after the operator deter- 
mines that no further exploration is warranted or production has been 
completed. 

LANDS ACTIONS 

Kingman Resource Area administers roughly 2.4 million acres of 
public lands in Mohave, Yavapai and Coeonino counties. Public 
lands are generally well-blocked in such areas as the Hualapai 
Mountains, central and southern Black Mountains, GoodwinMesain 
the Aquarius Mountains and lands bordering Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area and the Hualapal Indian Reservation. Elsewhere 
public lands are scattered in checkerboard patterns. 

State lands are generally in a checkerboard pattern, except for well- 
blocked areas in the far northwest quarter and southeast of Bullhead 
City. 

The checkerboard landownership pattern creates many prob- 
lems for the land manager.  In  many areas, private land has been 
subdivided and sold. Most of these subdivisions do not have legal 
access as now required by the Arizona Department of Real 
Estate to sell property.  Buyers are required to sign a waiver 
stating that they know there is no legal access. 

Those who attempt to acquire legal access invariably have to 
cross public land and there is a recent increase in corner crossing 
rights-of-way in order  to get diagonally from one private section 

fActivity 80 81 

Table 20 
Acres Disturbed by Mining 

Fiscal Year 
82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 Total 

Notices submitted 0 11 
*Average Acres Disturbed 16.5 
Notices Open 0 0 
Acres Reclaimed 16.5 

Total Acres Not Reclaimed 
0 0 

*Average of 1.5 acres disturbed per notice 

12 12 7 8 
18 18 10.5 12 
0 0 0 0 

18 18 10.5 12 

Plan of Operations 2 7 
Plan-open 
Acres Disturbed 5 17 
Acres Reclaimed 5 17 

0 0 0 0 

Total Acres not Reclaimed 
Q 0 

15 3 3 7 
3 1 1 4 

47 17 8 31 
47 12 3 14 

0 5 5 17 
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43 56 69 64 282 
64.5 84 103.5 96 423 

2 7 25 34 
61.5 73.5 66 45 321 

3 10.5 37.5 51 102 

5 11 21 12 84 
2 7 13 9 

10 190 41 75 441 
2 7 7 1 115 

8 183 34 74 326 
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to the next. In many cases, the rights-of-way are assigned to 
Mohave County, thereby meeting the requirements for legal 
public access. The county may accept the rights-of-way for 
access but not necessarily for maintenance. 

Inadvertent trespass often occurs when roads are maintained or 
bladed to these private checkerboard sections. Rights-of-way 
are Issued to serve private land on a case-by-case basis after 
National Environmental Policy Act compliance with necessary 
stipulations to protect natural resources. 

The checkerboard pattern also has created an Illegal trash 
dumping problem on adjacent public land. Wherever there is a 
landfill, IHegal dumping is commonly found within five miles 
regardless of landownership. Near more populated areas with- 
out landfHis, residents dump on a regular basis. Case files are 
established for these dumps and an attempt is made to locate 
responsible parties. Files are closed after cleanup is accom- 
plished. 

As subdivisions are sometimes poorly or Improperly marked, 
personal Improvements may be found on adjacent public land. 
Public land is also used for occupancy by low income transients 
working in nearby communities. An aggressive approach is 
made to resolve unauthorized occupancy through removal and, 
in rare instances, through lease or sale. 

The lands Identified for disposal are in checkerboard areas or 
near urban and rural communities with low resource values. 
They serve as a trade base for lands high in resource values not 
only In this resource area but statewide. Since 1975, the resource 
area has completed private exchanges that transferred 43,377 
acres of public land to private ownership within the disposal 
areas designated by the management framework plans. These 
exchanges reconveyed 223,291 acres of private lands to the 
United States within designated retention areas. 

The exchange program between the BLM and the state of 
Arizona consolidates landownership to block up public lands for 
better management of natural resources and block up state lands 
to maximize revenue-producing development. A memorandum 
of understanding between the BLM and the state of Arizona 
establishing procedural guidelines for land exchanges was signed 
December 31,1984. The state exchanges were processed under 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, Arizona Revised 
Statutes 37-604 and 37-722 and the Navajo-HopI Relocation Act 
of 1980. But on March 30, 1990, the Arizona Supreme Court 
issued an opinion that state land exchanges were unconstitu- 
tional. A constitutional amendment approved by the voters of 
Arizona will be needed to allow further state land exchanges. 

Since 1975, the BLM has transferred 102,774 acres of public land 
to the state and acquired 338,815 acres from the state. 

The 6,165.11 acres Identified in Appendix 17 for recreation and 
public purposes are mostly In disposal areas or adjacent to 
private land. These lands should meet the needs of every 
community in the resource area unless there is an incompatible 
use that may need special consideration. Approximately 3,184 
acres of public land has have been leased or patented for recre- 
ation and public purposes. 

Utility corridors have been identified along existing routes to 
limit major utilities to previously disturbed lands and to allow 
for future expansion needs. 

Single use communication facilities will continue to be issued on 
a case-by-case basis, as needed, with stipulations to protect 
resources. Commercial mountaintop sites that have potential 
for development and their current status are listed below. The 
first five are In higher demand. The first three are covered by an 
exLsting communication site plan that sets standards for develop- 
taunt. 

Sites four and five are the most in need of communication site 
plans, with Site five being the highest priority. Sites have been 
generally haphazardly developed without a site plan. 
Mountaintops are usually where wildlife is more abundant. Sites 
three, four and seven were acquired through private exchanges 
subject to existing leases. 

f Site Elevation Access Power Users TM 

1. Hayden Peak 8,390 road electric 6 
2. Potato Patch I 7,680 road electric 6 

~3. Potato Patch II 7,240 road electric 2 
4. Getz Peak 7,680 road electric 6 
5. Oatman 4,000 road electric 8 
6. Mount Perkins 5,456 helicopter solar 1 
7. N. Mount Perkins4,800 road solar 1 
8. Willow Beach 3,480 road solar 1 
9. Windy Point 6,200 road electric 1 
10. Patterson Slope 4,339 road electric 2 

~ 1. Chemm Peak 6,983 helicopter solar 0 

Filming is popular in the resource urea, particularly along 
Historic Route 66 and Red Lake. Permits are Issued on a case- 
by-case basis after National Enviromnental Policy Act compll. 
ance with stipulations to protect resources. There currently are 
no commercial leases In the resource area. 

Payment in Lieu of Taxes 

The Payments in Lieu-of-Taxes Act provides money to county 
governments as compensation for the loss of property tax revenue on 
tax-exempt federal land. The BLM has been delegated the respon- 
sibility of administering the Act. These payments supplement other 
federal receipt-sharing funds which local governments may be 
receiving. The payments are based on the number of acres of 
"entitlement land" within the county. Entitlement land consists of 
land administered by the BLM, National Park System, U. S. Forest 
Service and land dedicated to use of federal water resource develop- 
ment projects. The payments made to Mohave County have in- 
creased from $971,656 in 1985 to $997,187 in 1989, approaching the 
maximum of $1,000,000.00. After the ceiling is reached, the cotmty 
will not receive additional money, unless the ceding is changed, for 
lands acquired by the BLM. These values include all of Mohave 
County, not only the tx)rtion in the Kingman Resource Area. During 
this timeframe, several land exchanges added to the entitlement land. 
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SOIL AND VEGETATION RESOURCES 

The state of Arizona is divided into major land resource areas and 
subresource areas as described in the Soil Conservation Service 
Handbook 269 and the Soil Conse~ation Service National Range 
Handbook 269 and the Soil Conservation Service National Range 
Handbook. These subresource areas are geographic areas of similar 
topography, climate, soils and vegetation. Four major land resource 
areas occur within the Kingman Resource Area; within these areas 
are seven subresource areas. The soils and potential natural vegeta- 
tion for each of the seven sabre.source areas are described herein to 
give a general overview of the area (see Table 21). More specific 
soil and vegetation information follows. 

Soil Resources 

Soils over the resource area are extremely diverse. Fairly detailed 
descriptions of soils are included in completed Soil Conservation 
Service soil surveys in the southern and eastern portions of the 
planning area. A soil survey underway for the northern portion of 
the planning area should be completed in 1993. Management 
decisions requiring soil information are based on detailed informa- 
tion from these surveys. A complete description of the Kingman 
Resource Area's soil is not practical in this document because of the 
volume of information involved. Specific information may be 
obtained from the Kingman Resource Area Office or the Soil 
Conservation Service Office in Kingman. 

WATER AND AIR RESOURCES 

Water Resources 

All of the resource area lies within the lower Colorado River basin 
and includes portions of the Bill Williams River basin, Detrital 
Wash, Truxton/Hualapai Wash and Sacramento Wash. The follow- 
ing descriptions of BLM water resources focus on floodplain man- 
agement, water availability and water quality. 

Floodplains 

A base floodplain is an area expected to be inundated by flood waters 
on the average of once in 100 years. As to be expected, these 
floodplains occur throughout the resource area, in and next to 
waterways. 

Theoretically, every small wash and gully has a base floodplain 
associated with it. The task of delimiting each of these, much less 
managing them, would be impractical. For this reason, flood 
insurance rate maps prepaxed by the Federal Emergency Manage- 
ment Agency are generally accepted as the best delineations of base 
floodplains. The Phoenix Disuict has coverage for most of its 
Kingman Resource Area. 

Water Quantity 

The resource area has many small springs, seeps, wells and stock- 
ponds. The most typical uses of water on public lands include 
wildlife and livestock watering, nonconsmnptive recreational uses, 
maintenance of riparian vegetation and mining. Future conflicts for 

water are expected as municipal, industrial and agricultural con- 
sumptive demands increase and compete with nonconsumptive 
instream flow requirements of important streams. 

Legal availability of water is provided by the assertion of public 
water reserve doctrine and compliance with state water law. The 
BLM filed for instream flow water rights with the Arizona Depart- 
ment of Water Resources in support of fish and wildlife and recre- 
ation beneficial uses on Burro and Francis creeks in 1984 and the Bill 
Williams River in 1988. Othcr important perennialstreams (e.g.,Big 
Sandy River, Wright Creek, Trout Creek) may need this protection 
in the near future. 

The BLM will assert its claim to water in conjunction with the state 
of Arizona adjudication effort. In the adjudication process, the court 
will determine the legal right to use water, the amount authorized and 
the priority of that right. Like any other water user, the BLM is 
required to claim water sources it believes it is antifled to use. 
Accordingly, the BLM will submit claims as required by the court to 
protect its water uses. 

Water Quality 

Although the Arizona Department of Health Services documented 
that surface quality was generally good overali in the state (ADHS, 
1984), the lack of d~t~ was cited as a major hindrance to assessing 
water quality in Arizona. The Arizona Department of Health 
Services called for other agencies to become more involved in water 
quality assessment and coordination. 

The BLM generally monitors water quality where it has special 
resource management responsibility for fish, wildlife, riparian veg- 
etation, and developedrecreation. In 1983, the BLM contracted with 
the Arizona Department of Health Services for a study in Burro 
Creek to detect effects from mining on water quality. The Phoenix 
Dis~ct  currently implements a Unique Waters compliance monitor- 
hag program that began on Burro and Francis creeks in 1986. 

Non-point source pollution problems appear to be the most signifi- 
cant type of water polludon. Surface pollution typically includes 
turbidity (sediment), heavy metals, total dissolved solids, nutrients 
and bacteria. Potential sources of these pollutants f ~ m  BLM lands 
include natural dissolution of soil salts, livestock grazing, recreation 
(off-highway vehicles and dispersed camping near water) and min- 
ing. 

Air Resources 

Under the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, most BLM- 
administered lands within the Kingman Resource Area are rated 
Class II. The BLM manages no Class I areas, but one Class I area lies 
contiguous to Grand Canyon National Park (see Section 162 of the 
Clean Air Act, as amended in 1977). 

WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

The U.S. Geological Survey has delineated watershed management 
units for Arizona based on topographical features (see USGS Hydro- 
logic Unit Map-1974, state of Arizona). These units are generally 
large areas. For more effective resource management, the Kingman 
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Mapping Unit 

SONORAN BASIN AND RANGE 
Subresource Area D30-2 
(Mohave Desert Shrub) 

Subresource Area D30-3 
(Grand Canyon Desert Shrub) 

(COLORADO AND GREEN 
RIVER PLATEA US) 

Subresource Area D35-1 
(Colorado Plateau Mixed Gross 

Plain) 

T a b l e  21 
DESCRIPTION OF MAJOR LAND RESOURCE AREAS AND SUBRESOURCE UNITS 

Representative Soils Potential Natural Vegetation 

Soils 
Typic Calciorthids that are deep and range in texture from gravelly sandy loam to 
gravelly loam make up a large part of the area (Gunsight and Rillito series). 
Deep Typic Tonifluvants ranging in texture from moderately coarse to fine are 
along the flood plains and low alluvial fans in the area (Antho, Indio, Holtville, 
Ripley and Glenbar series). Other Typic Ton'ffluvonts occur along the flood 
plain of the Colorado River that are primarily moderately fine or textured, deep 
and high in soluble salt accumulations (Gadsen and Indio series, saline phases). 
Typic Torriorthents (Carrizo and Laposa series) vary in depth from deep to 
moderately deep and range in texture from cobbly sand to gravelly loam. These 
softs occur in desert washes, flood plains and low hills and mountains respec- 
tivcly. Typic Dururthids (Cherioni series) and Lithic Haplargids (Gachado 
series) am shallow, medium textured softs that dominate the volcanic hills and 
mountains. 
Typic Tordpsamments that are coarse textured and deep occur on drainage ways, 
fans and dunes (Laguuita and Rosita series). Fine textured and deep Vertic 
Torrifluvents also occur in bottom positions along the Colorado River (Gadsen 
and Kofa series). 

Soils 
Typic torrifluvents that are deep and range in texture from moderately coarse to 
fine make up a large pert of the area (Anthony. Gila, Glendale, Vinton, Agua and 
Grebe series). Some of these Typic Torrifluvents occupy a large portion of valley 
areas in fan and terrace positions. Typic Haplargids are deep and range in texunc 
from moderately coarse to fine (Continental, Eba, Mohave, Bitter Spring and 
Comville series). Typic Calciorthids which are deep, high in lime and generally 
medium textured occur as rolling hills md plains dissected by numerous desert 
washes (Latene, Nickel and Whiflcck series). Other softs very high in lime are 
very shallow and generally medium textured. These soils are Typic Puleorthids 
(Tencee and Cave series). Lithi¢ Torriorthents, ranging in depth from very 
shallow to shallow and in texture from coarse to medium, occur on low volcanic 
hills and mountains (House Motmtain series). Other Lithic Torrioahents occur on 
granitic hills and mountains (Cellar series). 

Soils 
Torriorthents ranging in texture from omrse to fine and in depth from very 
shallow to deep make up a large part of the area (Moenkupie, Shalet, Claysprings, 
Fmitland and Winona series). Deep Torrifluvents ranging in texture from coarse 
to fine are along the flood plains and low alhwlal fans (Trial, Ires, Tours and 
Navajo series). Tonipsammeats (Shspperd series) ocour in much of the area, 
along with a rather large peremtage of rock outcrop. Haplargids (Boysag series) 
are shallow, well drained, dark colored soils over Kaibab limestone and closely 
associated with the Winona series. Also in the unit are small areas of Badland 
(Miscallaneous Area) where geologic erosion keeps pace with soil development in 
the soft shales of the Chinle Formation. Camborthids (Moenkupie-like softs 
having a cambic horizon) also are present in the unit. 

Potential Natural Vegetation 
The soils in this area will generally support a Mohave Desert Shrub plant community. 
Dominant shrubs on upland soils include creosote bush, white bursage, ratany, Mormontea, 
paloverde, brittlebush and various cactus species. Important grasses on upland soils include 
big galleta, bush muhly, slim tridens, perennial threcawns and drcpseeds. Bottondand soils, 
with the exception of the saline soils adjacent to the Colorado river, are dominated by 
perennial midgrasses including big galleta, bush mubiy and perennial threeawus. Dominant 
shrubs on bottondand softs include screwbean mesquite, catclaw acacia, paloverde, 
bmrcbosh, smoketree and wollberry. Salt influenced bottomland soils are almost exclusively 
shrub and tree sites. These soils are dominated by arrowweed, salt cedar, salflmsh and 
mesquite~ Salt cedars are not native, but have become naturalized to the area. Wet periods 
particularly in the spring months will produce large quantities of annual vegetation that is 
important to livestock operators. These plants are atmual grasses and forbs and include 
lupine, desert indian wheat, primroses, needle grama, sixweoks grama and sixwecks fesoue. 

Potential Natural Vegetation 
The soils in this area will support Mohave Desert Shrub and mixed grassland plant commuui- 
ties. Blackbmsh can dominate some upland soils in the northern portion of the area. 
Dominant shrubs on other upland soils include Joshua tree, creosote bush, ratany, yucca, white 
bursage, winteffat and various cactus species. Dominant midgrasses on upland softs include 
big galleta, bush muhly, black grama, Indian ricegrass, desert needlegrass, dropseeds and 
perennial threeawns. Bottomland soils are dominated by perennial midgrasses including big 
galleta, bush muldy, Indian rieegrass, desert needlegrass, perelmial threcawns and dropseeds. 
Fine textured bottom land soils are dominated by alkali sacaton, tobosa, vine-mesquite, 
fourwing sahbush and shadseale. Wet periods, pa~culafly in the spring months, will produce 
large quantities of annual vegetation important for livestock forage. Some of the more 
important armual plants include mares fat, desert indian wheat, other edible forbs, sixweeks 
grama, sixweeks rescue and red sprangletop. 

potential Natural Vegetation 
The upland soils in this area will support mid- and short-grasses dominated by needlegmsses, 
Indian ricegrass, galleta and blue gram& The bottom soils are characterized by alkali sacaton, 
western wheatgrass and vine mesquite. ImpotIJmt shrubs and half shrubs are fourwing salthush, 
winterfat, and Bigelow sagebrush. Some scatterud open savannahs exist on shallow soils and 
are dominated by one-seed juniper and cliffrose. 
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Mapping Unit 

Subresonrce Area D35-3 
(Colorado Plateau Sagebrush - 

Grassland) 

ARIZONA AND NEW MEXICO 
MOUNTAINS 

Subresonrce Area D39-1 
(Mogollon Plateau Coniferous 
Forest) 

Table 21 (continued) 
DESCRIPTION OF MAJOR LAND RESOURCE AREAS AND SUBRESOURCE UNITS 

Representative Soils 

Meenkopie soils are very shallow and shallow, well-drained, moderately coarse to 
medium textuwA soils over sandstone and sandy shale. Shalet soils are shallow 
and very shallow, well-drained, moderately fine-textered soils residual on shale. 
Claysprings s~is are shallow, well-drained, fine-textured soils over Chinle Shale. 
The Fmitland scdls are deep, well-drained, moderately coarse textured soils formed 
in moderately coarse, calcareous alluvial sediments derived from sandstone, shale, 
siltstone and deposits of Quaternary alluvium. The Winona soils are very shallow, 
well-drained, carbonatic soils over Kaihab limestone. The coarse textured Trail 
soils, moderately coarse-textuwA Ives, moderately fine-textuw.A Tours and fine- 
textured Navajo soils are well-drained, deep soils formed in recent alluvium. 
Sheppard soils are onarse-textured, somewhat excessively drained, deep soils 
formed in cmrse-textured, wind-worked materials. 

Soils 
Lithic Torriorthents, Lithie Torripsmnments, Ustic and Typic Tonifluvents, Ustic 
Tonipsamments, Lithic Ustollic Haplargids and Aridic and Lithic ArguistoUs axe 
the major soils in the area. IAthic Torriorthents (Winona, Moenkopie and Pinte) 
are shallow and vely shallow, loamy and sandy soils on limestone, sandy shale and 
sandstone uplands and plateaus respectively. Lithi¢ Torripsamments (Schooner) 
are shallow and very shallow sandy soils on sandstone uplands. Usfic and Typic 
Ton~finvonts (Redbank, Navajo and Tours) are deep, coarse and fine textured soils 
on flood plains. Ustic Torripsamments (Mespun) are deep, sandy soils on uplands. 
Lithic Ustolllc Haplargids (Daze) are very shallow soils with clayey subsoils. 

Soils 
MoUic Eutsoboralfs are probably the most extensive soils in this subresource area. 
They are moderately deep to deep, stony to cindery and well drained, and have 
textures ranging from loam to clay. Mineralogy is both mixed and montmorillo- 
nitic. Dandrea soils, formed on schist, are in a subhmnid moisture regime and are 
generally dry in May and June. The loamy-skeletal (Ess) soils, fine-loamy 
(Sponseller) soils and fine (Brolllar) soils are formed m basalt, cinders and bombs. 
They are in a subhumid climate and generally dry in May and June. The fine 
(Hogg) soils are formed on sandstone, 

Cryobomlls cconr on the higher mountains and in concave sites on the high 
plateaus where air drainage is restricted. The Argic Pachic (Gordo) soils have 
gravelly loam textures and are on the steep high mountain slopes. The clayey- 
skeletal (Tatiyee) soils are on nearly level to moderately sloping meadows at high 
elevations. Extensive areas of Cryoboralfs have been formed in sandstone and 
exposed mcas of cherty limestone. The clayey-skeletal, Glossic (Soldier) soils 
have formed in a cherty limestone member of the Kaibab formation. They are 
deep and moderately well drained. The fine (McVickers) soils have formed on 
sandstone and are deep and well drained. They are usually dry in May and June. 

Potential Natural Vegetation 

Potential Natural Vegetation 
The soils in this area will support mid- and short-grasses as well as shrubs. Sparse stands of 
juniper and pinyon am found on some sites. Indian ricegrass, needle and thread and western 
wheatgrass are the dominant cool-season grasses. Galleta, black grama, blue grama and sand 
drupseed are the major warm-season grasses. Winterfat, fonrwing sahbush and big sagebrush 
are the important shrubs in this area. 

Potential Natural Vegetation 
Ponderosa pine dominates the area. Other impo~nt  tree species include Gambal oak, Arizona 
walnut, sycamore, aspen, Douglas fir and blue spruce. Important understory grasses include 
Arizona and sheep fescue, mountain and screwleaf muhly, Junegmss, muttongrass, pine 
drupseed and dryland sedges. On wet-and-dsy meadows dominated by cool-seasm grasses, 
rashes and sedges am scattered thmughont the area. Principal plant species in these meadows 
include redtop, hairgrass, bluegrasses, rushes, sedges, willows, wildmse and other forbs. 
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Mapp|ng Unit 

Subresonrce Area D39-4 
(Arizona Interior Chaparral - 
Grassland) 

CENTRAL ARIZONA BASIN 
AND RANGE 

Subresonrce Area D40-3 
(Central Arizona Desert 
Grassland-Shrub) 

Table 21 (continued) 
DESCRIPTION OF MAJOR LAND RESOURCE AREA, ~ AND SUBRESOURCE UNITS 

Representative Soils Potential Natural Vegetation 

The frigid, Typic Ustorthents are gravelly, moderately coarse textured soils 
formed on granitic geologic materials. The Mirabal soils are moderately deep, 
well drained and a~  not dry for more than half of the growing season in most 
years. 
Moderately coarse texmwA, gravelly and cobbly Cryorthents occur on the steep 
slopes of the higher mountains. Baldy softs are deep and well drained. Precipita- 
lion is generally 30 inches or more per year. 

Seas 
Dominant soils a ~  Orthents - very shallow and shallow, gravelly and cobbly, 
medium and moderately fine textured, thermic soils with mixed mineralogy. They 
are Lithic Tordorthents (Cellar, Courthouse, House Mountain and Moano series). 
The Cellar softs are formed on granite and granite-related rocks on hills and low 
mountains with rolling to steep slopes. The Courthouse soils are formed on 
sandstone on undulatiug-to-steep hills and low monntains. The House Mountain 
soils are formed on basalt and related rocks and are on nearly-level to steep plains, 
hills and low mountains. The Moano softs are formed on schist and are on rolling- 
to-steep hills and mountains. 

Ustolls are needy as prevalent as the Orthents and are very shallow and shallow, 
gravelly and cobbly, medium textured, thermic and masic soils with dark surfaces. 
They are Litlfi¢ Haplustolls (Faraway and Tortugas series). The Faraway soils are 
formed on rhyolite, andesite and granitic, dominantly acid igneous rocks on hills 
and low mountains with rolling-to-very-steep slopes and mixed minendogy. The 
Tortugas soils are formed on dolomitic limestone on undulatiug-to-stuep hills and 
low mountains with carbonadc mineralogy. Ustolis - shallow, gravelly and cobbly, 
fine-textured softs with mesic temperature regimes and montmorillonitic 
mineralogy, are importanL They are Liddc Argiustolls (Luzena and Cabezon 
series). The Luzena soils are formed on hills and low mountains of andesite, 
rhyolite and associated tufts with undulating-to-steep slopes. The Ca~.zon soils 
are on nearly-level to roiling basalt plains. Cumulic Haplustolls (Lynx series) are 
present along the swales and drainageways. Lynx soils are deep, moderately fine 
textured and needy level with mixed mineralogy and mesic temperature regimes. 

Soils 
The soils in subresouree area D40-3 are thermic. Lithic Hsplargids (Lehmans 
series), Lithic Torriorthents (Cellar and House Mountain series) and Rock outcrop 
make up about 60 percent of the area. Haplargids (Mohave~ Tics Hermanos and 
Vekol series) and Calcionhids (Latene and Rillino series) comprise about 30 
percent of the area. Torrifluvents (Glendale, Gila, Anthony and Vinton series) 
make up the final l0 percent. 

Potential Natural Vegetation 
Potential plant communities are mixed shrub-grasslands. The percentage of shrubs increase on 
sites with shallow soils and in areas with rock outcrops. Important upland grasses include 
Junograss, bottlebmsh squlrreltaft, needle and thread, desert needlograss, sideoats, black, blue 
and hahy grama, cane binestem, munongrass, New Mexico ncedlegrass, tobosa and curly 
mesquite. Bottemland soils are characterized by grassland plant communities dominated by 
western wheatgrass, sacaton, vine mesquite, spike muhly, sideoats grama and sedges. Major 
shrubs are birchleaf mountain mahogany,'desert ceanothus, sugar sumac, skunkbush sumac, 
shrubby buckwheat, turbinella oak, F, mory oak and Arizona white oak, manzauita, sftkmssel, 
canoda and jojoba. 

Potential Natural Vegetation 
The soils in this area will generally support a short- and mid-grass grassland and a mixed 
Mohave dese~ shrub-grassland. Upland soils are dominated by grass species such as big 
gallata, bush muhly, black frame, sideoats granm, desert needlegrass, slim widens and 
drepseeds. Dominant upland shrubs include yucca, winterfat, woolly and white bursage, 
flauep buckwheat, shrubby buckwheat, Mormon tea and range ratany. Paloverde and Joshua 
are the dcfninant tree species. Low-lying soils receive extra rim-in mc~smre and are dominated 
by midgrasses, including tobosa, big gallem, bush muhly, vine mesquite, westem whestgrass 
and sideoats grama. Important shrubs include catolaw (acacia), desert willow, twinbany, false 
mesquite, Mormon tea, and fourwing saltbush. 

The production of annual grasses and forbs may be important some years following good 
p~wipltadon periods. 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Resource Area determined allotment boundaries to be the logical 
management boundaries for site-specific watershed treatments. 
Current watershed condition has been evaluated on each grazing 
allotment. This evaluation considered current erosion conditions, 
potential erosion hazards and the soil temperature/moisture regime. 

Appendix 19 lists each grazing alloanent's assigned watershed 

category. The watershed categories are defmed in Table 22. 

Table 22 
Watershed Categories 

f 
Category Description 

III 

Watershed tmits are in satisfactory erosion condition 
and are not especially susceptible to wind and water 
erosion. 

Watershed units are in satisfactory erosion condition, but 
are susceptible to wind and water erosion following 
disturbance. 

Watershed units are in unsatisfactory erosion condition, 
but because of the soil temperature/moisture regime 
these soils would be unresponsive to treatment. 

IV Watershed units are in unsatisfactory erosion condition 
and the soils would be responsive to trealyaent. 

Allotments in either category I or H are in satisfactory or better 
erosion condition, and these watersheds are functioning properly. 
Soil cover is adequate for that range site. Moderate peak runoffs are 
maintained because of good infiltration and the absence of numerous 
gullies. Erosion is within acceptable levels. But Category II 
watersheds are particularly vulnerable to surface disturbances. Man- 
agement of Category H watersheds would therefore focus on pre- 
venting undue surface disturbances. 

Allotments in categories HI and IV are in unsatisfactory erosion 
condition. Typified by poor soil cover, accelerated erosion, in- 
creased runoff, sediment yield and salinity discharge, these allot- 
merits contribute to the degradation of both air and water quality. 
Watersheds in Category HI are too hot and dry for land treatments, 
such as seedings, to be successful. Category IV watersheds have 
climatic conditions that make them suitable for rehabilitation. 

Soil salinity was not a classification criterion in this categorization. 
Rather, the relationship between erosion condition and sediment 
yield was inferred to have yet another relationship with salinity 
discharge. A highly eroded watershed will carry more sediments 
downs~eam. Where the watershed has saline soils, those sediments 
will also be saline. Saliulty becomes important in planning manage- 
ment of erosion-prono or debilitated watersheds. 

The exact locations and extent of salt-affected soils will be deter- 
mined fTom ongoing and unpublished soil survey data as it is 
released. Map 31 shows approximate locations of slightly saline 
a r e a s .  

Slightly saline soils occur in 
Detrital Valley, Sacramento 
Valley, Dutch Flat, Grapevine 
Wash and the Little Colorado 
River. Exact acreage figures 
can be obtained on completion ~ ,  
of the soil survey. 

Kg~ll[ 
Erosion is cansedby both wind 
and water. But wind erosion is 
only ~asional ly  severe, when ~ 
open, bare or almost bare desert 
areas become dry andsubjected 
to strong winds. Erosion due to 
water action is relatively minor 
except for localized sheet and 
gully erosion. The basic poten- 
tial for water erosion is gener- 
ally low because of the follow- 
ing characteristics. 

1. Alack of steep slopes. Mosttopography consists of moderately 
to strongly sloping uplands, dissected with coalescing alluvial 
fans and nearly level, broad valley floors interrupted by several 
low to moderate elevation mountain ranges. 

2. Soils of a relatively coarse texture with a moderate to m o d - 
erately rapid permeability rate. 

3. A relatively low annual rainfall, of which more than half falls 
as gentle winter rains. 

Areas of severe/critical erosion occur on alluvial fans near Wikieup, 
the Big Sandy River Valley, the Burro Creek area, the lands next to 
the Santa Maria River/Alamo Lake areas, the Dutch Flat area and 
small areas in the Sacramento, Delrital and Hualapai valleys, Hack- 
berry and Tmxton. Erosion conditions in most of the areas in the 
severe/critical class have been caused by geologic structure forma- 
tions, drought, wind and overuse by livestock. 

Riparian zones, especially along Burro Creek, Conger Creek, the Big 
Sandy River, Trout Creek and the Santa Mafia River/Alamo Lake, 
have several small areas of moderate to severe/critical erosion along 
streambanks and in floodplains. Erosion in these areas is aggravated 
by heavy grazing pressure from livestock, wild burros and wildlife 
aUracted by water, shade and palatable vegetation. 

VEGETATIVE PRODUCTS 

As diverse as the soils in which they grow, vegetative resources are 
influenced by a variety of other interrelated environmental factors, 
such as precipitation, topography and management practices. The 
southern and eastern portions of the resource area have been mapped 
in detail to delineate range or ecological sites, which, as unique 
products of their environmental factors, differ in their ability to 
produce a characteristic vegetative community. Ecological site 
mapping in the northern portion is ongoing and should be completed 
in 1993. This ecolegical site information provides the basic ecologi- 
cal data for planning the use, development, rehabilitation and man- 
agement of rangeland. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Aside from the livestock production demand for forage, a variety of 
other native plants are also in demand. One of the most notable is 
firewood. Public lands support fairly large stands of pinyon and 
juniper trees in the northeast near Tmxton~ The extent of this 
resource has not yet been determined, in part because the demand for 
firewood has only recently escalated. The Kingraan Resource Area 
issues 4 0 0  private woodcutting permits and 12 commercial permits 
each year. 

A large demand has also developed for Yucca schidigera, a large 
desert-type plant. This plant is used as a water retention agent, a 
livestock feed supplement and for fertilizer and plant mulch. The 
Kingman Resource Areahas issued apermit to harvest 50 tons of this 
plant each year. The extent of this resource has not yet been 
inventoried. 

A large demand also exists for native plants for landscaping. This 
demand comes not only from commercial landscapers and nurseries 
but also from individuals wanting to landscape their yards. These 
requests have been limited to salvage operations where land is 
destined to be disturbed. 

Demand for hardwoods such as catclaw acacia, mesquite and iron- 
wood has also increased in recent years. These woods are desired for 
firewood and also for artistic purposes. These species occur on an 
extremely limited basis within the resource area. 

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

At present, 57 ranch operators hold permits or leases on 83 grazing 
allotments (see Map 32). A total of 135All animal unit months 
(AUMs) of active grazing use is allocated to these allotments. 
Roughly 2,279,000 acres of public land are being grazed. Most of the 
grazing use involves cattle, but some involves horses. Past licensing 
has also included a small amount of sheep or goat grazing. 

Ranching operations on the public lands tend to be yearlong cow-calf 
enterprises. Some ranchers use public lands ordy seasonally. 

Many allotments contain private and state-owned lands inter- 
mingled with public lands. The BLM administers grazing on the 
public lands. 

Each Kingman Resource Area grazing allotmenthas been placed into 
one of tl~ee "selective management" categories to establish priori- 
ties for management. The criteria used in placing an allotment into 
a category included range condition, present management sRuation 
and potential resource production, resource use conflicts and the 
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opportunity for economic returns from public investments. The three 
categories used and the objective for each category are shown in 
Table 23. 

Table 23 
Selectlve Management Categorles 

Category Objectlve No. of Allotments 
Maintain Maintain current satisfactory 12 

resource conditions 

Improve Improve current unsatisfactory 44 
resource conditions 

Custodial Manage custodially while 27 
protecting existing resource values 

Source: Kingman Resource Area files 

J 

A complete listing of Kingman Resource Area grazing allotments 
and the categories into which they have been placed can be found 
in Appendix 1. 

Each grazing allotment is also classified according to the type of 
forage available to livestock. Two classifications are used: perennial 
and ephemeral. Perennial forage is available consistently each year 
through perennially producing grasses, forbs and shrubs. Ephemeral 
forage consists of annual grasses and forbs that become productive 
only inresponse to adequate spring moisture and warm temperatures. 
Allotments have been placed into one of these two categories or a 
combination of both. The allocation of active grazing preference is 
based only on the availability of perennial forage. The allocation 
will be used on an equitable ratio to achieve an ecological balance 
between livestock and other ungulates. On ephemeral allotments, 
grazing is authorized only when ephemeral forage is abundant. The 
designation for each grazing allotment appears in Appendix 1. 

BLM grazing preference is allocated to qualified parties who own or 
control "base property" that meets federal requirements. Livestock 
water serves as base property for most authorized grazing use. On 
scattered public land parcels at the far eastern end of the resource 
area, land serves as the qualifying base for the grazing preference. 
The type of qualifying base property for each allotment is shown in 
Appendix 1. 

Twenty-two allotment management plans have been prepared for 26 
grazing allotments, completed mostly in the 1980s. These call for 
developing range improvements and implementing pasture rotation 
to provide rest for forage plants. Allotment management plans are in 
various stages of implementation, and some need revising (see 
Appendix 1). Allotment management plans need to be completed 
for 31 Improve and Maintain category allotments. 

An abundance of range improvement work has taken place in the 
Kingman Resource Area to improve the effectiveness of livestock 
grazing. Most allotment boundaries are defined by fences except 
where natural barriers effectively control livestock. Many allot- 
ments are further divided by interior fences to form pastures, which 
control livestock movement. Numerous springs, wells, dirt tanks and 
rain catchments have been developed to provide water for livestock 
and wildlife. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

1. Diamond Bar B 
2 Diamond Bar A 
3. Big Ranch A 
4. Big Ranch B 
5. Gold Basin 
6. Dolan Springs 
7. Fort MacEwen A 
8. Fort MacEwen B 
9. Cerbat 

10. Quail Springs 
11. Turkey Track 
12. MountTipton 
13. Cane Springs 
14. Upper Music Mountains 
15. Clay Springs 
16. Middle Water 
17. Music Mountain 
18. Cedar Canyon 
19. Walapai Ranch 
20. Hackbemy 
21. Crozier Canyon 
22. Canyon Ranch A 
23. Canyon Ranch B 
24. Mineral Park 
25. Mud Springs 
26. Gediondia 
27. Portland Springs 
28. Thumb Butte 
29. Stockton Hill 
30. Curtain 

Index for Allotment Maps 

31. Pine Springs 
32. Castle Rock 
33. Cook Canyon 
34. West Peacock 
35. Peacock Mountain 
36. Tmxton Canyon A 
37. Truxton Canyon B 
38. Feldspar 
39. Valentine 
40. Silver Creek 
41. Black Mountain 
42. Lazy YU A 
43. Walnut Creek 
44. Hualapai Peak 
45. Yellow Pine 
46. Hibernia Peak A 
47. Hibernia Peak B 
48. Boriana A 
49. Botiana B 
50. Happy Jack Wash 
51. La Cienega 
52. Diamond Joe 
53. Big Sandy 
54. Cane Springs Wash 
55. Sandy 
56. Little Cane 
57. Los Molinos 
58. Wikieup 
59. Francis Creek 
60. Gray Wash 

61. Greenwood Peak Community 
62. Groom Peak 
63. Burro Creek 
64. Bagdad 
65. Chicken Springs 
66. Bateman Springs 
67. Artillery Peak 
68. Greenwood Community 
69. Burro Creek Ranch 
70. Arrastra Mountain 
71. Chino Springs 
72. Alamo Crossing 
73. Black Mesa A 
74. Black Mesa B 
75. Gibson 
76. Crossman Peak 
77. D.O.R. 
78. Hot Springs 
79. Alamo 
80. Palmefita 
81. Santa Maria Community 
82. Primrose 
83. Kellls 
84. Wildlife Reserve 
85. Yolo Lease 
86. McElhaney Lease 
87. Byner Lease 
88. J J J  Lease 

J 

Several vegetation treatments have been undertaken to change the 
composition of the plant communi W. These treatments have in- 
v olv ed herbicides, prescribed burning, roller chopping and reseeding 
of exotic or native plants. Range improvements have been funded by 
the BLM and grazing pennittees. 

Monitoring studies have been established on all of the grazing 
allotments in the Improve or Maintain selective management catego- 
ties. These studies include (1) collecting climate d,_t~ to determine 
the effectiveness of the growing season for forage plants, (2) collect- 
ing actual grazing use data to be compared with measures of forage 
removed, (3) conducting utilization transects to estimate forage 
removed and (4) conducting trend transects to determine long-term 
changes in the health of the vegetative community. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resources have developed fiom centuries of human occupa- 
tion, which can be divided into five time periods: Paleoindian (9500 
to 7000 B .C.), Archaic (7000 B .C. to A.D. 500), Formative (A.D. 500 
to 1300), Protohistoric (A.D. 1300to 1700) end Historic (A.D. 1700 
to 1945). 

Cultural resources are generally concentrated near seeps and springs 
in the mountain ranges and along the few perennial streams such as 
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Burro Creek, the Big Sandy River and the Colorado River. The 
mountainous areas were also important because they provided awide 
variety of plant and animal resources, prehistoric and historic mining 
occurred mainly in the mountains. Table 24 summarizes cultural 
resources located mainly in the mountains, recorded as of 1990. 

Table 24 
Cultural Resources Recorded as of 1990 

Slte Type Number Recorded 

Artifact Scatters 740 
Rock Shelters 140 
Historic Sites 130 
Rock Art 37 
Rock Features 30 
Trails 12 
Pueblos 7 
Quarries 6 
Total 1,102 

Source: Kingman Resource Area files and Class I overviews 

J 

The age of most cultural resources is difficult to determine. The most 
eonunon Native American resources are artifact scatters, consisting 
of nondiagnostic lithic (stone), shard (ceramic) and groundstone 
(metate and mano) artifacts. Much of the lithic and groundstone 
technology remained unchanged for thousands of years, making it 
difficult to date cultural resources. The most conunon shard type, 
Tizon Brown, was made from A.D. 700 to 1870. 

The types and numbers of cultural resources mentioned above 
represent only these cultural resources that have been found. Only 
48,450 acres (two percent of the resource area) has been surveyed. 
From an extrapolation of these figures, the resource area has more 
than 67,000 sites. 

Important Cultural Resource Areas 

While many cultural resources are known to exist in the resource 
area, some areas are known to contain particularly significant or high 
concentrations of sites. The areas described below are recognized as 
priority areas, but other areas of cultural significance also exist. 

The Joshua Tree Forest area near the Grand Wash Cliffs is a 
spectacularly scenic area that also has some highly significant 
cultural resources. This area has some of the largest (five millimeter 
diameter) roasting pits in the Southwest, but no known large habita- 
tion sites in the area account for this activity. Who made these 
impressive features and when they were made are unknown. 

The area around Wright Creek near Truxton is one of the few places 
in the resource area that had perennial water. The area is also a 
transition zone between the Colorado Plateau and the Great Basin. 
The resource area has a high density of Cohonlna campsites dating 
from A.D. 700 to 1150 that are mixed with a few prescott Culture 
pueblos dating from A.D. 1000 to 1250. This is the westernmost 
extension of these two cultures that were influenced by the Anesazi 
culture to the north and east. 
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The B lack Mountains have a variety of signlticant cultural resources. 
The oldest known site (Bighorn Cave -- 1500 B,C.) is in this area. At 
least two other rock shelters have yielded rare prehistoric baskets. 
The Black Mountains have polychrome pictographs (rock paintings) 
and many petroglyphs. The Beale-Mojave Road, a combination 
wagon road and old Indian trail, crosses the area. Early (1860s) 
Caucasian stone cabins of prospecting troops from Ft. Mojave are 
also present. 

The Bullhead City area is one of the main homelands of the Mojave 
Indians. The major prehistoric activity recorded is an extensive 
macro-flaking industry where, over a 36-square-mile area, large 
boulders were broken and shaped into blanks for metates and pestles. 
The area also has prehistoric trails, shrines, petroglyphs, rock rings 
and the best preserved section of the Beale-Mojave Road. 

Burro Creek, in the southeast portion of the planning area, is 
another perennial water source. This area has Prescott Culture 
pueblos and campsites. Burro Creek has several obsidian sources 
used for prehistoric tool manufacturing. This area has blsturle 
Yavapal and Hualapal cultural resources. Information from 
these resources may answer questions concerning the above 
mentioned tribes' origin and development. This area has soclo- 
cultural values for the Yavapal tribe. Several historic mines have 
been recorded, and the use of the arrastra` an early type of mill for 
gold and silver extraction, was common in this area. A recently 
(1990) developed memorandum of understanding between the 
BLM and Arizona State UniversRy facilitated Intensive cultural 
resource surveys, begInning in the fall of 199I. 

The area near Wikieup has a 25-mile-long Pllocene lake containing 
weli-preserved fossils of birds, horses, camels and other animals. 
Prehistoric Indian camps, petroglyphs and lithic tool manufacturing 
have been recorded. The historic 19th century Carrow/Stephens 
ranches lie along the Big Sandy River. These ranches are well 
preserved and are suitable for restoration and development as recre- 
ationfmterpretation areas for the public. 

The Cerbat Mountains northwest of Kingman contain hundreds of 
old mines. Prehistoric Indian turquoise mines with dozens of stone 
picks and hammers have been found. Historic 19th century gold and 
silver mining sites are also found throughout the range. One of the 
most concentrated mining areas, Mineral Park, was also the Mohave 
County seat from 1877 to 1887. This area also has gond potential for 
public use development. 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT 

The resource area offers a wide variety of topography, terrain 
features, vegetation, scenic values, historic resources, wildlife, wil- 
derness and riparianresources. These all combine to make the region 
extremely valuable for such recreatiorud pursuits as camping, back- 
packing, hiking, off-highway vehicle use, picnicking, hunting, pho- 
tography, rockhounding, horseback riding and swimming. Visitors 
wishing to enjoy a recreation experience on the public lands may 
choose from primitive and unconfined activities to camping in 
developed campgrounds. 

Much o f the public lands in the resource area are remote and provide 
excellent opportunities for sofitude and primitive camping and 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

backpacking. Nine wilderness areas are within the resource area 
and provide unlimited opportunRles for primitive recreation. 

The Kingman Resource Area is in a transition between the Basin and 
Range and the Colorado Plateau physiographic provinces. The 
Black, Cerbat, Hualapai, McCracken and Aquarius mountains trend 
north and south with long, linear valleys in between. The area 
contains many scenic features such as the Grand Wash Cliffs, Cerbat 
Pinnacles, Mount Nut/, Hualapai Mountains, Burro Creek Canyon 
and Aubrey Peak. A number of geologic formations are highly 
mineralized, resulting in spectacular scenery. 

Vegetation eommunities are as diverse as the topography, soils and 
elevations. The area is in a transition zone between the Sonoran 
Desert to the south and the Mohave Desert to the north. Saguaro 
cactus and ocetillo can be seen intermixed with Mohave yucca and 
juniper in theregion surrounding Burro Creek. Desert scrub vegeta- 
tion (creosote bush, yucca and bursage) grows in the valleys and on 
the lower mountains and foothills ofhigher mountainranges. Grass- 
lands occur at mid-elevations such as the Hualapai Valley, Cherokee 
Point and Goodwill and Bozarth mesas. Juniper woodland occurs in 
the foothills o fthe HualapaiMountains and at higher elevations in the 
Black, Cerbat, Music and Aquarius mountains. Pinyon is intermixed 
with juniper in the higher elevations of the Music, Cerbat, Hualapai 
and Aquarius mountains. Chaparral is found on the Hualapai 
Mountains as well as ponderosa pine, oak woodland and spruce-fir 
at the highest elevations. Riparian vegetation such as cottonwood 
and willow grows along perennial streams and around springs and 
seeps. 

The lower elevations provide excellent recreation opportunities 
during the cooler months, the mid-elevations are used by visitors in 
the spring and fail and the higher elevations are used extensively in 
the spring, smnmer and fall. The diverse vegetation provides a 
variety of scenery, supports a variety of wildlife and offers a broad 
range of camping and photography experiences. 

The area is highly mineralized and was mined by the early Spanish 
explorers and later European settlers since the 1860s. Many of the 
mountain azeas contain a rich historical heritage of mining equipment, 
mine portals and buildings. Chloride, Oatman, Gold Road, Gold 
Basin and Mineral Park were early mining districts and towns, now 
important to people interested in history and photography. The 
mining industry has built an intricate network of roads and trails, 
which are now extensively used by off-highway vehicle enthusiasts 
and as access for hunters, campers and day-use visitors. 

Water is avaluable resource in the arid Southwest. Severalimportant 
riparian areas such as Wright and Burro creeks and the Big Sandy, 
Santa Maria and Bill Williams rivers provide excellent habitat for 
desert fisheries and wildlife. These areas also provide excellent 
recreation opportunities for hunting, camping, picnicking, swim- 
ruing and photography. 

The diverse topography, soils, vegetation and elevations provide 
excellent habitat for diverse wildlife species, including deer, elk, 
antelope, bighorn sheep, javelina, coyote, mountain lion, bald eagle, 
black-hawk and peregrine falcon. These species are important for 
bunting, photography and observation. 

The Kingman Resource Area has four developed campgrounds. 

Burro Creek, along Highway 93, provides facilities for recreation 
vehicles as well as for campers. Wild Cow, Windy Point and 
Packsaddle campgrounds offer a more remote camping experience 

and are also suitable for picnicking. 

Visual Resource Management 

The B LM is responsible for recognizing and protecting visual values 
on public lands. The Visual Resource Management system provides 
a way to qualify and quantify potential visual impacts to an accept- 
able level, helping managers make resource allocation decisions. 

The BLM administers visual resources on public lands according to 
four Visual Resource Management classes. Table 25 shows the total 
acreages by class of inventoried public and nonpublic land that a 
recent inventory has yielded. 

Table 25 
Visual Resource Class Objective Acreages 

Class Acrea~le 
VRM Class I Objectives 392,843 
VRM Class II Objectives 882,491 
VRM Class HI Objectives 781,928 
VRM Class IV Objectives 3,284,344 
Total 5,341,606 

WILDERNESS RESOURCES 

With the passage of the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990 
(Public Law 101-628, dated November 28, 1990), Congress des- 
ignated some 1.1 million acres of BLM-administered public land 
in Arizona as wilderness. Nine separate wilderness areas, total- 
ring over 390#00 acres, are located within the Kingman Re- 
source Area. These wilderness areas are Mount Wilson, Mount 
Nutt, Warm Springs, Mount Tlpton, Wabayuma Peak, Aubrey 
Peak, Upper Burro Creek, Arrastra Mountain and Rawhide 
Mountains. In two areas, the Rawhide Mountains and Arrastra 
Mountain, portions of the wilderness areas lie outside the plan- 
ning area. 

The Arrastra Mountain Wilderness is the largest of the BLM- 
managed wilderness areas in Arizona. Its size, diversity of plant 
and animal life and riparian environment make this area a truly 
exceptional natural area. This wilderness contains a unique 
blend of Sonoran and Mohave desert vegetation and provides 
habitat for nearly 300 species of wildlife. Topography is varied, 
with the Poachie Range rising to nearly 5#00 feet elevation. The 
western and southern portions of the wilderness contain more 
than 20 miles of the Big Sandy and Santa Maria rivers which, 
with their lush vegetation, provide sharp contrast to the sur- 
rounding desert vegetation. 

The Aubrey Peak Wilderness contains a splendid variety of 
landforms and features. This volcanic area contains buttes, 
dikes, plugs, natural windows, caves, spires, overhangs and 
slickrock terraces. With elevations ranging from 1,800 feet to 
3,221 feet, the wilderness offers a challenge to experienced 
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hikers, as well as less strenuous stretches of desert washes and 
interior basins. 

The Mount Nutt Wilderness, Just west of Kingman, is an area of 
complex and fascinating terrain. Prominent buttes and mesas 
are cut by deep canyons and washes that provide excellent 
opportunities for solitude. The craggy peaks and canyons are 
awash in colors ranging from deep pink to brown. The area is 
also rich in archaeological resources, most notably Bighorn 
Cave, and provides important habitat for desert bighorn sheep. 

The Mount Tipton Wilderness, within the Cerbat Mountain 
Range, has an elevation rising to 7,148 feet at the summit of 
Mount Tipton. The Cerbat Pinnacles are a major geologic 
attraction in the area, and hiking to the peak of Mount Tipton is 
becoming increasingly popular. 

The Mount Wilson Wilderness borders the Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area southeast of Hoover Dam. Its Isolation, rugged- 
ness and lack of human development make this area one of the 
most pristine in the resource area. With a vertical relief of over 
3,000 feet, visitors can experience breathtaking views of the 
Grand Canyon, Lake Mead and distant mountains in Nevada. 

The Rawhide Mountains Wilderness is bisected by the Bill 
Williams River. The portion north of the river is in the Klngman 
Resource Area and the southern portion is in the Lower Gila 
Resource Area. Elevations range from 1,730 feet to 2,430 feet. 
The Rawhide Mountains contain many rugged outcroppings 
and canyons, creating a wide variety oflandseapes. The 600.foot 
gorge of the Bill Williams River is a favorite of hikers. 

The Upper Burro Creek Wilderness is considered by many to be 
the "crown Jewel" of wilderness areas in Arizona. Few other 
areas combine the scenic, recreational and wildlife resources 
found in this wilderness. Burro Creek is a perennial stream that 
often runs deep, creating beautiful waterfalls and pools. The 
creek has cut a steep and rocky canyon through the landscape 
that provides striking colors and Interest to the area. 

The Warm Springs Wilderness, in the southern portion of the 
Black Mountains, provides important habitat for desert bighorn 
sheep. The area is quite large (over 113,000 acres), so opportu- 
nities for solitude are outstanding. 

The Wabayuma Peak Wilderness, within the Hualapai Moun- 
tains, provides opportunities for year-round recreation use. 
Elevations of up to 7,160 feet provide cooler summertime tem- 
peratures than most other BLM-managed wilderness. Vegeta- 
tion In this area ranges from a mixture of Sonoran and Mohave 
desert vegetation at the lower elevations to chaparral and pon- 
derosa pine at the higher elevations. Its ruggedness and vegeta- 
tive diversity provide major attractions to wilderness visitors. 

A wilderness management plan will be prepared for each wilder. 
hess area. Implementing these plans will begin immediately 
upon their final approval and will be ongoing throughout the life 
on this RMP, regardless of the alternative selected. Wilderness 
study areas not designated as wilderness have been returned to 
multiple use and each individual activity will be managed in 
accordance with specific provisions of the Plan and Record of 
Decision signed by the BLM Arizona State Director. 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

Eligible River Segments 

Rivers within the resource area were analyzed in accordance with the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, December 23, 1980 and Information 
Memorandum numbers 87-515 (July 23,1987) and 88-570 (Septem- 
ber 8, 1988) to determine their eligibility to be studied for inclusion 
in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System (see Table 2). The 
Bill Williams, Big Sandy and Santa Maria rivers and Burro, Francis 
and Wright creeks (as shown on Map 8)were determined to meet the 
eligibility requirements of being "free-flowing" and to have one or 
more "outstandingly remarkable" values. 

The outstandingly remarkable values for each eligible river 
segment are described below. 

Burro  Creek (Segment A) 

Outstandingly remarkable values: This portion of Burro Creek 
contains outstanding scenic qualities, including riparian vegeta- 
tion, cliffs and undeveloped shorelines uncluttered by human 
development. The scenic quality of this portion is rated as Class 
A (see BLM Manual 8400). The narrow canyon and clear, deep 
pools of Burro Creek offer exceptional scenery. Rugged land- 
forms, riparian vegetation and water combine to provide a 
variety of scenery unmatched within the resource area. 

Outstanding opportunities for recreation also exist along this 
portion. This part of Burro Creek, within the Upper Burro 
Creek Wilderness, attracts visitors seeking outstanding oppor- 
tunities for hiking, backpacking, photography, hunting, wildlife 
observation and sightseeing within the river corridor. 

The entire stretch of Burro Creek, including this segment, 
provides habitat for a wide variety of unique wildlife. Species 
include 14 federal-, state- and BLM-sensltive species such as the 
bald eagle, Mexican black-hawk, zone-tailed hawk and the round. 
tailed chub. The riparian habitat associated with this area 
supports a great diversity of birds of prey. 

The westernmost known occurrence of multi-storied, stone ma- 
sonry pueblos constructed by the Prescott Culture in A.D. 1200 
is along this segment of Burro Creek. Several historic and 
prehistoric peoples used this area together. It  was a major source 
of obsidian for construction of tools, and many petroglyphs can 
be found within the river corridor. 

Burro  Creek (Segment B) 

Outstandingly remarkable values: This portion of Burro Creek 
contains outstanding scenic qualities, Including riparian vegeta- 
tion, cliffs, and shorelines essentially natural in appearance. The 
canyon walls and the pools and riffles of Burro Creek provide a 
contrast in color and landform to make this stretch highly scenic. 
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The scenic quality of this portion is rated as Class A (see BLM 
Manual 8400). 

The entire stretch of Burro Creek, Including this segment, 
provides habitat for a wide variety of unique wildlife. Species 
include 14 federal-, state- and BLM-sensitive species such as the 
bald eagle, Mexican black-hawk, zone-tailed hawk and round- 
tailed chub. The riparian habitat associated with this area 
supports a great diversity of birds of prey. 

Burro  Creek (Segment C) 

Outstandingly remarkable values: This portion of Burro Creek 
contains outstanding scenic qualities, Including riparian vegeta- 
tion, cliffs and shorelines uncluttered by human development. 
Numerous volcanic features, Including basalt and rhyolite cliffs 
and canyons, are within this area. The scenic quality of this 
portion is rated as Class A (see BLM Manual 8400). 

Outstanding opportunities for recreation exist within this stream 
corridor. The ruggedness of the canyon and the presence of 
perennial water provide outstanding backpacking and hiking 
opportunities. The corridor also provides outstanding wildlife 
viewing and photography opportunities. 

The entire stretch of Burro Creek, including this segment, 
provides habRat for a wide variety of unique wildlife. Species 
include 14 federal-, state- and BLM-sensittve species such as the 
bald eagle, Mexican black-hawk, zone-tailed hawk and round- 
tailed chub. The riparian habitat associated with this area 
supports a great diversity of birds of prey. 

Burro  Creek (Segment D) 

Outstandingly remarkable values: This portion of Burro Creek 
contains outstanding scenic qualities, Including riparian vegeta- 
tion, cliffs and undeveloped shorelines. The color of the various 
rock formations combines with the riparian vegetation and the 
appeal of the creek ltseff to provide a most interesting and diverse 
landscape. The sCenic quality of this portion is rated as Class A 
(see BLM Manual 8400). 

The entire stretch of Burro Creek, including this segment, 
provides habitat for a wide variety of unique wildlife. Species 
include 14 federal-, state- and BLM-sensitive species such as the 
bald eagle, Mexican black-hawk, zone-tailed hawk and round- 
tailed chub. The riparian habitat associated with this area 
supports a great diversity of birds of prey. 

Burro  Creek (Segment E) 

Outstandingly remarkable values: This portion of Burro Creek 
contains outstanding scenic qualifies, Including riparian vegeta- 
tion, cliffs and undeveloped shorelines uncluttered by human 
development. The scenic quality of this portion is rated as Class 
A (see BLM Manual 8400). Rugged landforms, riparian vegeta- 

tion and water combine to provide a variety of scenery. 

Outstanding opportunities for recreation exist within this stream 
corridor. The ruggedness of the canyon and the presence of 
perennial water provide outstanding backpacking and hiking 
opportunities. The corridor also provides outstanding wildlife 
viewing and photography opportunRles. 

The entire stretch of Burro Creek, Including this segment, 
provides habitat for a wide variety of unique wildlife. Species 
include 14 federal-, state- and BLM.sensitive species such as the 
bald eagle, Mexican black-hawk, zone-tailed hawk and round- 
tailed chub. The riparian habitat associated with this area 
supports a great diversity of birds of prey. 

Francis Creek 

Outstandingly remarkable values: Francis Creek contains out- 
standing scenic qualifies, including riparian vegetation, cliffs 
and undeveloped shorelines. The scenic quality of this portion is 
rated as Class A (see BLM Manual 8400). Rugged landforms, 
riparian vegetation and water combine to provide a exceptional 
scenery. 

Francis Creek provides habitat for a wide variety of unique 
wildlife. Species include 14 federal-, state- and BLM-sensitive 
species such as the bald eagle, Mexican black-hawk, zone-tailed 
hawk and round-tailed chub. Francis Creek supports a pre- 
dominantly native fishery, a rare and important occurrence 
in southwestern streams. Francis Creek it is a tributary to Burro 
Creek and maintains a significant source ofpereunlalwater flow 
into Burro Creek. 

Big Sandy River (Segment A) 

Outstandingly remarkable values: This segment of the Big 
Sandy River is an important desert riparian ecosystem. The 
segment provides important habitat for non-game birds, fish, 
other wildlife and insect populations. This river is an important 
stopover area for migrating non-game birds. The riparian area 
provides winter habitat for bald eagles, a federally listed endan- 
gered species, and could significantly contribute to a nucleus of 
bald eagles capable of recolonlzing the Colorado River. 

Big Sandy River (Segment B) 

Outstandingly remarkable values: This segment of the Big 
Sandy River contains outstanding scenic qualifies. Landforms of 
broad river channels, high banks and rolling hills combine with 
dense riparian vegetation and the appeal of moving water to 
provide a most interesting scenic resource. The scenic quality of 
this portion is rated as Class A (see BLM Manual 8400). 

Outstanding opportunities for primitive recreation also exist 
within this segment. Most of this segment is within the Arrastra 
Mountains Wilderness and has the potentialtube one of the main 
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backpacking travel routes within the wilderness. Other excep- 
tional opportunities Include wildlife observation, nature study 
and photography. 

This segment of the Big Sandy River is an Important desert 
riparian ecosystem. The segment provides significant habitat 
for bird, fish, other wildlife and insect populations. This 
segment is an Important stopover area for migrating non-game 
birds and waterfowl. The riparian area provides winter and 
breeding habitat for bald eagles, a federally listed endangered 
species, and could significantly contribute to a nucleus of bald 
eagles capable of recoinnizing the Colorado River. 

Santa Mar ia  River (Segment A) 

Outstandingly remarkable values: This segment of the Santa 
Maria River contains outstanding scenic qualities. The narrow 
river gorge with numerous deep side canyons and escarpments 
provides a striking contrast to the surrounding mountains. The 
presence of perennial water and riparian vegetation creates a 
dramatic green belt which enhances the overall scenic quality of 
the area, rated as Class A (see BLM Manual 8400). 

Outstanding recreation opportunities exist along this river seg- 
ment. Backpacking and hiking opportunities are superb along 
the river and its many side canyons. This portion of the river is 
In the Arrastra Mountain Wilderness and has the potential to be 
the major destination point for most visitors to the wilderness 
area. 

This segment of the Santa Maria River is an Important desert 
riparian ecosystem. The segment provides significant habitat 
for bird, fish, other wildlife and insect populations. The riparian 
area provides wintering and breeding habitat for bald eagles and 
potential habitat for breeding peregrine falcons. This particular 
area could significantly contribute to bald eagles recolonlzing 
the Colorado River. 

Santa Mar ia  River (Segment B) 

Outstandingly remarkable values: This desert riparian ecosys- 
tems provides Important habitat for bird, fish, other wildlife and 
insect populations. The riparian area provides wintering habitat 
for bald eagles. This particular area could significantly contrib- 
ute to bald eagles recolonizing the Colorado River. 

Bill Williams River (Segment A) 

Outstandingly remarkable values: This segment of the Bill Wil- 
liams River contains outstanding scenic qualities. The river 
gorge is narrow with numerous deep side canyons. Perennial 
water and riparian vegetation create a dramatic oasis which 
enhances the overall scenic quality ofthe area. The scenic quality 
of this portion is rated as Class A (see BLM Manual 8400). 

Outstanding recreation opportunities exist along this river seg- 
ment. Backpacking and hiking opportunities are superb along 

the river and its many side canyons. This portion of the river is 
in the Rawhide Mountain Wilderness and has the potential to be 
a major destination point for visitors to the wilderness area. 

This segment of the river is part of one of the most Important 
desert riparian ecosystems In the state of Arizona. The segment 
provides Important habitat for numerous species of wildlife and 
fish. High prImary productivity has produced an abundance of 
non-game birds, amphibians, reptiles and mammals. The ripar- 
Ian area provides wintering and breeding habitat for bald eagles 
and potential habitat for breeding peregrine falcons. This 
particular area could significantly contribute to bald eagles 
recolonizing the Colorado River. 

Bill Williams River (Segment B) 

Outstandingly remarkable values: This segment of the river Is 
part of an Important desert riparian ecosystem. The segment 
provides crucial habitat for bird, fish, other wildlife and Insect 
populations. The riparian area provides wintering and breeding 
habitat for bald eagles and potential habitat for breeding per- 
egrine falcons. This particular area could significantly contrib- 
ute to bald eagles recolonizing the Colorado River. 

Wright  Creek 

Outstandingly remarkable values: This is a perennial stream 
providing habitat for an atypical strain of the longfin dace 
(Agosia chrysogaster). This stream is isolated from other water- 
courses within the resource area which support fish populations. 

The area contains a diverse and unique blend of prehistoric and 
historic resources. The first ranching homesteads south of the 
Colorado River in Mohave County were established In the 
general area In the 1870s. In contrast, the area contains numer- 
ous sites of the Cohonina Culture dating from about A.D. 700 to 
1500. The western Cohonina sites have never been studied. The 
area Is also near the present-day Hualapal Reservation and 
probably contains historic Pal sites, which might help answer 
questions concerning their origin and development. 

Ineligible River Segments 

The following segments of rivers were considered for inclusion in 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system but were considered 
ineligible. 

Big Sandy River 

Segment Description: The Big Sandy River segment from its 
headwaters at the confluence of Trout and Knight creeks downstream 
to Highway 93 at the Big Sandy bridge was determined to be 
ineligible because of the lack of outstandingly remarkable values. 

Cottonwood Creek 

Segment Description: This segment from its headwaters in the 
Cottonwood Cliffs downstream to where it empties into Truxton 
Wash was determined to be ineligible because it is not free-flowing. 
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WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

The Kingman Resource Area's wildlife habitat management pro- 
gram is guided by the objectives and goals of a bureauwide policy 
document entitled Fish and Wildlife 2000. The accomplishment of 
such goals and objectives is achieved principally by the development 
of wildlife activity plans known as habitat management plans. Five 
plans have been developed covering the entire resource area. These 
documents include detailed descriptions of wildlife resources, re- 
source conflicts and proposed projects, goals and objectives. 

Five major components of the wildlife habitat management 
program are unique wildlife habitats, general wildlife habitat, 
big game, resource conflicts with wildlife and wildlife habitat 
Improvement projects. 

Unique Wildlife Habitats 

Wildlife inventories have found 20 standard habitat sites. These 
habitats are specified and discussed in the Hualapai-Aquarius Graz- 
ing Environmental Impact Statement and associated documents. 
Similar standard habitat sites occur in the Cerbat/Black Mountain 
Environmental Impact Statement area. 

The predominant vegetafiv e types in the Cerbat and B lack Mountains 
planning units are described in their respective habitat management 
plans. The standard habitat site methodology used in the Hualapai- 
Aquarius Grazing Environmental Impact Statement had not been 
developed when planning for these areas was undertaken. 

Habitat types espeeially important to wildlife are ponderosa pine- 
Gambel's oak, ponderosa pine-mixed conifer and cottonwood-wil- 
low riparian. 

Common standard habitat types are important in sustaining wildlife 
resources such as sinai] and big game populations and common birds 
and reptiles. 

The extremely limited riparian and "mountain island" habitats pro- 
vide habitat for a wealth of wildlife species, including rare, threat- 
ened and endangered species, as well as big game and other common 
wildlife. 

Because of their rarity in the resource area and their critical impor- 
tance to wildlife, management attention is often focused on these 
unique wildlife habitat areas, concentrating on conservation and 
preservation of these resources. 

General Wildlife Habitat 

The BLM administers general habitat for wildlife management on a 
day-to-day basis by focusing on ecosystem management, seeking to 
maintain and enhance existing wildlife resources. The BLM man- 
ages for a diversity of#ant  and animalresources, assuring long-term 
viability of otherwise fragile desert ecosystems. 

Although management attention often spotlights rare species and 
their habitats, continuous efforts are made to ensure the health and 
productivity of all wildlife habitats, including widespread habitat 
types such as chaparral, saguaro-paloverde and ereosote-bursage. 

Big Game 

Big game species are an important aesthetic and economic resource. 
Key big game species are listed in Table 26. The management of big 
game habitat is a cooperative effort between the BLM and the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department. Information on quality and 
amount of big game habitats, existing and future population targets 
and population trends is presented in existing management frame- 
work plans, habitat management plans and the Arizona Game and 
Fish Department Big Game Strategic Plan and annual big game 
surveys. Herd management plans are periodically revised to incor- 
porate new information, including updates in the status of big game 
populations, habitat improvement projects, transplant proposals and 
habitat monitoring efforts. 

The Black Mountains contain one of Arizona's outstanding herds of 
desert bighorn sheep. These animals have been used in studies and 
to reestablish sheep herds in regions where they have been extirpated. 
They also provide some of Arizona's best bighorn sheep hunting. 
Bighorn also inhabit the extreme southern part of the Hualapai 
Planning Unit near Aubrey Peak, the Casteneda Hills and the 
McCracken and Rawhide mountains. This isolated herd has recently 
been bolstered by supplemental transplants from the Black Mountain 
herd (see Map 33). Bighorn have been extirpated from portions of 
the Aquarius Planning Unit, especially the upper Bill Williams 
drainage. 

Pronghorn anu 
occur in the re~ 
The herds in t l  
areaandonGon 
have viable nm 
herd managen 
have proposed 
furtherimprove 
tat. 

Mule deer a 
throughout th~ 
area, but are ¢¢ 
intheHualapai, 
Music mounta 
and other are: 
ample opporu 
hunters, photograpaers 
and sightseers. 

Javelina have been introduced into several locations, primarily in the 
Hualapai Mountains and the Burro Creek drainage. These trans- 
plants have been successful and javelina are now common through- 
out the Hualapai Mountains and along the upper Bill Williams 
watershed, including Burro Creek, Alamo Lake and the Big Sandy 
River. 

In the future, to achieve an ecological balance in areas used by 
wildfire and other ungulates, forage would be allocated to all 
ungulates In an equitable ratio. 

Resource Conflicts 

Plant and animal resource conservation efforts conflict with some 
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f 

COMMON NAME 
(Scientific Name) 

Desert bighorn sheep 
(Ov/s canademis he/son/) 

Pronghorn 
(Antilocapra wsu~ricana ) 

Mule deer 
(Odocoileus 

hemionus) 

Table 26 
BIG GAME SPECIES 

General Distribution Suitable Habitat on 
in Arizona Public Lands 

Southern and northwestern 
Arizona 

Black Mountains 

Mount Wilson 

Aubrey Pe.ak Complex 

Temperate grasslands of 
southeastern and northern 
Arizona, the Great Basin 
desertscrub of northern 
Arizona and the Sunoran 
desertscmb on the Cabeza 
Prieta Game Range 

Boreal forests of Kalbab 
Plateau, San Francisco 
Peaks and White Mountains 
to ereosote-bursage 
communities of the Sonoran 
Desert 

Grassland communities 
on Goodwin Mesa, in 
Hualapai Valley, Truxton 
and Dutch Flat 

All plant communities 
throughout the Basin 
and Range portion of the 
Kingman Resource Area 
provide habitaq densities 
range from sparse to high 

Remarks 

One of Arizona's premier 
naturally occurring bighorn sheep 
herds. Extensive investment of 
and money by resource agencies 
and concerned public. 

Primarily a ram area next to good 
sheep habitat on the Lake Mead 
National Recreational Area 

Southern Mohave County 
complex of several "mountain 
islands" used by bighorn sheep. 
Recently, sheep have been trans- 
planted into this population to try 
to boost the region's low densities. 

Goodwin Mesa and Truxten 
areas provided the Kingraan 
Resource Area's most important 
habitat. Private and state lands in 
Round Valley provide important 
habitat next to public lands. 

Areas of blocked lands contribute 
significantly, sustaining local 
populations (medium to high 
densities) in the Hualapal, 
Cerbat, Music and Aquarius 
mountains. 

Elk 
( Cervus canadensis) 

Javelina 
( D icotyles tajacu ) 

Introduced into Arizona, now 
throughout much of the 
Mogollon Rim and the 
Hualapai Mountains 

Throughout central, south- 
central and southeast Arizona, 
especially in riparian desert- 
scrub habitats 

Remnant herd persists in the 
Hualapai Mountains; 
occasional dispersal into the 
Cerbat and Peacock mountains 

All plant communities in the 
Basin and Range portion of 
the resource area provide 
habitat: densities vary from 
sparse to high 

Hualapai herd is normative, 
introduced in the 1920s. 

The present javelina population 
is the result of introductions 
which were especially successful 
in the Hualapai Mountains and 
Burro Creek. 

Source: Arizona Game and Fish Commission, Arizona Game and Fish Department. "Big Game Strategic Plans 1980-83" 1980. 
Phoenix, Arizona 
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uses but are in harmony with others. Wilderness and cultural 
resource values and prescribed burning are generally harmonious 
with wildlife conservation. 

Other resource uses (mineral exploration and development, grazing 
and off-highway vehicles) usually require intensive evaluation and 
coordination to avoid adverse impacts to wildlife. Frequently, 
adverse impacts are unavoidable and can only be partly offset by 
mitigation. 

There is concern over fragmentation of wildlife habitats and the 
perpetuation of wildlife habitat islands surrounded by human devel- 
opment and encroachment. Such fragmentation of wildlife habitats 
restricts necessary wildlife movements, diminishing the potential for 
long-term maintenance ofbiodiversity, viable populations and inter- 
actions among species. The loss of movement corridors leads to 
isolation, which can result in inbreeding, loss of reproductive ability 
and ultimately extinction. 

The rapid growth of human populations often precludes consider- 
ation of wildlife and their movement needs. Highway 68 is known 
to have already eliminated movement of bighorn sheep between the 
northern and southern Black Mountains. Road development, in- 
creased traffic and urban encroachment block natural movement 
corridors, may result in "death traps" for wildlife and more impor- 
tantly lead to the ultimate genetic isolation of wildlife populations. 

Wildlife Habitat Improvement Projects 

A major part of the Kingman Resource Area's wildlife program 
involves the development of wildlife habitat improvement projects. 
These include spring developments, rainwater catchments, exclo- 
sures, fence modifications, prescribed bums and tree plantings. 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES MANAGEMENT 

Special status species include federally listed and proposed species, 
federal candidate species, state-listed threatened species and sensi- 
tive species. Eighteen plant and 33 animal special status species 
may occur in the Kingman Resource Area, as listed in Appendix 6. 
Of the animals, 22 species are either historic, unverified, only 
transient on public land or are known to occur only on nonfederal 
land. The BLM manages significant habitat for bald eagle, peregrine 
falcon, Hualapai Mexican vole, desert tortoise, ferruginous hawk, 
black-hawk, roundtail chub, spotted owl, leopard frog, northern 
goshawk, Arizona cliffrose, white-margined penstemon, Cerbat 
beard-tongue. Welsh phacelia and Aquarius mfikvetch. 

The resource area contains beth Mohave and Sonoran desen habitat 
for the desert tortoise. Habitat classifications are shown in Map 34. 
The Mohave Desert habitat is limited to extensive mesas and steep 
talus slopes of the Black Mountains. Vegetation is predominantly 
Mohave desert shrub, represented by several plant communities, 
including creosote and yucca associations. Tortoises most typically 
use the washes in the foothill regions and the bajadas. Washes are 
crucial to tortoise survival in the Black Mountains because of a lack 
of suitable cover elsewhere. 

Tortoise populations in the Sonoran Desert occupy boulder-strewn 

hillsides and Sonoran desert scrub vegetation with scattered interior 
chaparral biotic communities. South-facing slopes are typically 
occupied by saguaro, paloverde, teddybear choila, ocotillo, nolina, 
canotia, beavertail cactus and narrowleaf yucca. 

Seven federally listed, proposed and candidate plant species are 
either known to occur or could occur in the resource area. These 
species are shown in Appendix 6. 

The state of Arizona's Natural Heritage Program also maintains a list 
of plant species which have been recommended for sensitive desig- 
nation to the BLM (see Appendix 6). 

RIPARIAN AREA MANAGEMENT 

Among the most productive and important ecosystems, riparian 
areas make up less than one percent of the public lands. Character- 
istically, riparian areas display a greater diversity of plant, fish, 
wildlife and other animal species and vegetative structure than 
adjoining ecosystems. Healthy riparian systems filter and purify 
water as it moves through the riparian zone. reduce sediment loads 
and enhance stream bank stability, provide microclimate moderation 
when contrasted to extremes in adjacent areas and contribute to 
groundwater recharge and base flow. 

At least 465 miles of potential riparian habitat have been identified. 
Appendix 7 shows riparian areas, mileages and associated reference 
maps. The mileages include public, private and state lands. Of the 
225 miles inventoried, 60 percent is in unsatisfactory condition and 
40 percent is in satisfactory condition. 

The best developed and most extensive riparian deciduous forest 
communities on public lands occur along the upper Bill WiRiams 
watershed (Burro Creek, Francis Creek, Big Sandy River, Santa 
Mafia River), the Bill Williams River, Sycamore Creek, Wright 
Creek and smaller creeks in the Hualapai Mountains. Perennial 
surface flows are most commonly found along these drainages, 
making them the most valuable and highest potential riparian areas. 
They make up 165 miles of the total of 502 miles of riparian areas. 
Elsewhere in riparian deciduous, trees grow most often in small 
clusters or as scattered individuals interspersed with riparian scrub 
vegetation. 

Dominant trees in these riparian deciduous forest communities are 
cottonwood, willow, sycamore, ash, alder, walnut and netleaf hack- 
berry. Dominant trees and shrubs found in riparian scrub communi- 
ties include salt cedar, seep willow and squaw baccharis. 

WILD AND FREE-ROAMING HORSE AND BURRO 
MANAGEMENT 

The Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act became law on 
December 15, 1971, authorizing the BLM's management of wild 
horses and burros on public land. This provided that wild and free- 
roaming horses and burros be protected from unauthorized capture, 
branding, harassment or death, and considered wild horses and 
burros an integral part of the natural system based upon their 1971 
distribution. The resource area has three wild horse and burro herd 
management areas (see Map 10). 
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CHAPTER III 

Black Mountains Herd Management Area 

The Black Mountains Herd Management Area is in the Black 
Mountains and the associated valleys to the east and west. The Black 
Mountains wild burro herd Is the largest wild burro herd on 
public lands. The herd management area is nearly 20 miles wide at 
its widest point and extends nearly 100 miles from Interstate 40 on 
the south to Hoover Dam on the north (see Table 27). To achieve 
a thriving ecological balance in Joint use areas, forage would be 
allocated to all ungulates In an equitable ratio. 

A viable population limit for wild burros is presently unknown. The 
Black Mountains Herd Management Area Plan became effective in 
1981. The Black Mountains Herd Management Area contains an 
estimated 890 burros. 

Big Sandy Herd Management Area 

South of Wikieup, the Big Sandy Herd Management Area includes 
lands along the Big Sandy River and Burro Creek. The herd 
management area is bordered by the Alamo Herd Management Area 
to the south and extends east to the confluence of Copper Creek and 
Burro Creek and from one to ten miles west of the Big Sandy River 
In a Sonoran Desert habitat (see Table 27). The Big Sandy Herd 
Management Area Plan had initially set a population of 139 wild 
burros as the population level in an ecological balance with their 
habitat. 

The Big Sandy Herd Management Area Plan was implemented in 
1983. A population inventory is planned for the fall of 1993 to 
determine an accurate population estimate. 

Cerbat Herd Management Area 

The Cerbat Herd Management Area is north of Kingman in the 
Cerbat Mountains. The herd management area is roughly 20 miles 
long and 16 miles wide. Horses occur onbeth sides ofthemainridge 
line of the Cerbat Mountains. Cherum Peak is the focal point for the 
horse population. 

The Cerbat/Black Mountain Environmental Impact Statement pro- 
posed forage for 14 wild horses. An inventory of the wild horse 
population is scheduled for the fall of 1994 to determine an 
accurate population estimate. 

Early genetic tests on a small sample of the horse population in the 
Cerbat Mountains found these animals to be unique. To preserve this 
uniqueness, a viable population level must be determined and main- 
tained. To maintain a viable population, the BLM's Wild Horse and 
Burro Guidance (1983) suggests a minimum effective breeding 
population of 50 animals. A viable population could be main- 
tained in an ecological balance by allowing for 50 effective 
breeding animals. 

f Herd 
Management 

Area 

Table 27 
Acres Within Herd 

Management Areas 

Public Private State Total 

Black Mth. 586,533 225,554 25,296 837,383 
Big Sandy 192,030 31,822 20,410 244,262 
Cerbat 57,879 21,462 4,160 83,501 

49,866 Total 836,442 278,838 

Source: Kingr~n Resource Area Files 

1,165,146 
J 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

SOCIOECONOMIC FACTORS 

Data from Molmve and Yavapal counties provide the basis for 
the descriptive material in this section. However, because the 
Kingman Resource Area covers only portions of these counties, 
much of the available socioeconomic data, aggregated on a 
county-wide range, IS Inappropriate. To adJast for this, the data, 
wherever possible, focus specifically on those portions of the 
counties included in the Kingman Resource Area. 

Population 

Population growth has been strong in Mohave and Yavapul 
counties through the decade of the 1980s. In 1980 the Mohave 
County population was 55,865; Yavapai County had a total of 
68,145 people. By 1990 the Mohave County population had 
increased by 67 percent to a total of 93,497. Yavapal County 
gained 58 percent, totalling 107,714 by 1990. In comparison, the 
State wowth rate from 1980 to 1990 was about 35 percent. 

As Table 29 shows, the population of Mohave and Yavapai 
counties is measurably older than the state average. Yavapai 
residents are somewhat older than their Mohave neighbors. The 
proportion of persons under 18 years of age in Yavapal County 
also IS smaller than in Mohave County. 

Table 29 
AGE AND SEX DISTRIBUTION, 1990 

Male Female Under Over Mean 
18 Yrs 65 Yrs Age 

Mohave 49.7% 50.3 22.6 20.6 40.7 yrs 

Yavapal 48.9 51.1 21.5 23.8 42.4 yrs 

Slate 49.4 50.6 20.8 13.1 32.2 ym 

Source: Selected Population and Housing Characteristics: Arizona, 
1990, Bureau of the Census 

Data on the characteristics of households reflect the population 
distribution statistics. As Table 30 indicates, nearly 13 percent of 
Yavapai County residents in households are persons over 65 
years who live alone. 

Table 30 
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS, 1990 

I o  Married Other Non-Family Over 65 1 
Couple Couple Household Householder 
Household Household Living Alone 

have 61.6% 10.8 27.6 10.1 
Yavapai 60.4 9.4 30.2 12.8 

~tata 54.6 14.0 31.4 8.7 

Source: Selected Population and Housing Characteristics: Arizona, 1990 
Bureau of the Census 

Information on birthrates per 1,000 population in 1988 shows 
the state average was 18~ and the Mohave County average was 
15.0. The Yavapai County birthrate was the lowest with 13.1 
births per 1,000 residents. (Data source: Planning and Health 
Status Monitoring, Arizona Department of Health Services, 
January 1988). 

Population and housing data for Arizona compiled in the 1990 
census contain the following Information. 

1. Owners occupy about 71 percent of the housing units in 
Mohave and Yavapai counties. The state average, in contrast, is 
64 percent, 

2. The median value of the owner-occupied units varies from 
$75,600 in Mohave County to $84,500 In Yavapal County, while 
the state median value is reported to be $80,400. 

3. Median rental costs are higher In Mohave County ($375) than 
in Yavapai County ($342). The median rental cost in the state Is 
$37o. 

4. Forty-three percent of the housing units In Mohave County 
are mobile homes. In Yavapai County, 28 percent of the housing 
units are mobile homes. On a statewlde basis, mobile homes 
constitute 17 percent of the housing units. 

As shown in Table 31, there are distinct population centers in the 
two counties. Mohave County contains three: the Bullhead City, 
Klngman and Lake Havasu City areas. In Yavapal County, the 
Prescott area represents the major population center. 

Table 31 
SELECTED AREAS: POPULATION 

1980 1990 
MOHAVE COUNTY 
Bullhead City 10,719 21,951 
Chloride 250 500" 
Desert Hills 1,700 
Dolan Springs 800 1,0gO 
Golden Valley 2,619 
Kingman 9,257 12,722 
Mohave Valley 6,962 
New Kingman-Butlar 11,627 
Peach Springs 988 787 
Willow Valley 355 
Remainder of county 33,345 33,184 

Total 55,359 93,497 

YAVAPAI COUNTY 

Ash Fork 446 r340 
Bagdad 2,349 1,858 
Seligman 510 670 
Remainder of county 63,212 104,646 

Total 95,517 107,71 

"1989 Data 

J 

Source: Arizona State Data Center, Department of Employment Secu- 
rity Population Statistics Unit, Phoenix (1990 Census Data). 
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Population Projection 

Estimates at both the county and community levels show a 
continuation of strong growth for the next half-century. Data 
shown in Table 32 for the state, counties and selected communi- 
ties indicate the Arizona population will double by 2040. Mo- 
have and YavapaJ counties, and each of the communities tracked 
in the projections, will equal or better the statewide percentage 
increase. 

Table 32 
COUNTY/COMMUNITY POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

(State and County Populations shown in Thousands) 

~'~ 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 TM 

ARIZONA 4,900.7 5,940.3 7,181.9 8,262.7 9,230.5 

Mohavn 125.6 167.3 212.4 256.0 298.8 

Yavapal 138.9 180.9 227.0 270.8 312.6 

Ash Fork 670 875 1,095 1,305 1,510 
Bagdad 2,100 2,735 3,430 4,095 4,725 

Bullhead City 34,905 46,125 38,560 70,580 82,380 

Chino Valley 7,485 9,750 12,235 14,595 16,845 

Jerome 620 805 1,015 1,210 1,395 

Kingman 18,175 24,015 30,490 36,750 42,890 

Seligman 800 1,040 1,305 1,560 1,600 
~, .  .~ 

Place is rounded to the nearest five. 

State total is derived by addition of rounded county totals. 

Source: Arizona Department of Economic Security, Office of the Direc- 
tor, June 1989. Table prepared by: Arizona Department of Economic 
Security, Population Statistics UniL 

Economic and Financial Factors 

Information compiled by the Arizona Department of Economic 
Security indicates a relatively healthy employment pattern in 
Mohave and Yavapai counties. 

Data in Table 33 show the percentages of employed persons in 
non-agricultural positions in Arizona, Mohave and Yavapal 
counties and three communities. Employment in the Wade and 
service industries dominates the display. 

The strong population growth in the two counties is reflected In 
the relatively high percentage of construction employment. On 
a statewide basis, some six percent of the employees are engaged 
in construction. But in Yavapal County construction Involves 
about nine percent of the workers; in Mohave County almost ten 
percent of the employees are in construction. 

The variance is highlighted by the data from the communities. 
Nearly 14 percent of the employees In Bullhead City are assocl. 
ated with construction. Much of this is related to casino and 
related activities in Laughlin, Nevada. 

Table 34 displays average employment figures for 1990. Gener- 
ally, unemployment in the population centers was lower than the 
county average. Bullhead City is the exception. Unemployment 
there, at 6.4 percent, was somewhat higher than the county 
average of 5.9 percent. 

Data on personal income, shown in Table 35, show that transfer 
payments were a major source of income in both Mohave and 
Yavapal counties. Transfer payments are closely associated with 
retirees and consist primarily of income from Social Security and 
pensions. In Mohave County, Wander payments were the single 
largest source of income; in Yavapal County, only the dividends, 
interest and rent category exceeded Wander payments as a single 
income source. Transfer payments also constituted 25 percent of 
the total personal income In Mohave County. Yavapai County, 
in comparison, was 23 percent. 

Table 33 
EMPLOYMENT STRUCTURE: 1989 PERCENTAGES 

Bullhead Kingrnan Mohave Ashfork Yavapai State 
City County County 
(80) (80) (09) (00) (89) (89) 

Manufacturing 5.5 13.4 10.5 9.6 
Mining/Quarry .9 1.5 .2 3.6 
Construction 13.8 7.3 9.7 7,5 
Transportstlon, commun- 

Icstlon, public utilities 12.0 5.4 4.8 3.8 
Trade 21.9 27.8 31.5 26.8 
Finance, insurance, 
Real Estate 5.5 4.5 4.7 4.2 

Services/Miscellaneous 38.6 22.6 23.5 21.3 
Government 1.4 17.5 13.9 22.7 

Source: Community Profiles, Arizona Department of Commerce, 1990 

8.7 
3.3 
8.7 

3.9 
27.6 

3.8 
23.9 
19.1 

12.3 
.8 
5.6 

4.7 
25.1 

6.2 
25.0 
17.7 
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Table 34 
AVERAGE EMPLOYMENT 

Labor ForGe Employment Unemployment Unemployment Rate (%) -'% 
1990 1989 1690 

MOHAVE COUNTY 37,511 38,286 2,226 5.9 

Bullhead City 
Riviera 6,426 6,016 410 5.2 6.4 
Kingman 6,734 6,347 387 4.7 5.7 
Peach Springs (1989 data) 641 217 424 66.1 
Rest of county 23,710 22,706 1,004 

YAVAPAI COUNTY 40,429 38,552 1,940 4.8 

Ash ForldSellgman (1989 data) 792 770 22 2.8 
Bagdad 1,302 1,297 S 0.4 
Rest of county 38,335 38,485 1,913 j 

Source: Arizona Department of Ecmomic Security, Labor Force Information, January 1991 

Wage and salary Income constitutes a larger proportion of the Mohave County income than in Yavapai. In Mohave County, the wage 
and salary category represents 77 percent of the total Income. In Yavapal County, this category amounts to about 72 percent. In 
contrast, the proprietor income category is larger in Yavapal County (22 percent) compared with 16 percent in Mohave County. 

Approximately one mHlinn acres (12 percent) of the land in Mohave County Is in private ownership. There are about 1,350,$00 acres 
of privately owned lands in Yavapal County (26 percent). 
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Table 35 
PERSONAL INCOME BY MAJOR SOURCE: 1987 

MOHAVE COUNTY 
(DaW Shown lnThousand~ 

YAVAPAICOUNTY 

Total Personal Income 872,731 1,1 56,410 
Non-Farm Personal Income 869,437 (99.7) 1,139,522 (98.5) 
Farm Income 3,294 (0.3) 16,888 (1.5) 

Earnings by Place of Work 442,187 543,910 
Social Security payments -28,966 -34,572 
Adjustment for Residence 44,073 26,468 

Net Earnings by Place of Residence 457,294 (52.4) 538,806 (46.6) 
Dividends, Interest, Rent 196,015 (32.5) 352,052 (30.4) 
Transfer Peymante 219,422 (25.1) 265,552 (25.0) 

Earnings by Place of Work 442,187 543,910 
Wage and Salary 541,198 (77.2) 392,132 (72.1) 
Other Labor Income 31,539 (7.1) 54,584 (6.4) 
Proprietor's Income 69,540 (15.7) 117,194 (21.5) 
Farm 2,296 15,884 
Non-Farm 67,244 101,310 
Farm 3,294 16,888 

Non.Farm 438,893 327,922 
Private 364,517 418,363 
AgdcuHural Services 1,679 (0.1) 2,401 (0.1) 
Mining 9,874 (2.7) 26,474 (6.3) 
Construction 54,454 (14.9) 68,827 (16.5) 
Manufacturing 61,470 (16.9) 50,278 (12.0) 
Transportation, Communications, Public Utilitiou 33,271 (9.1) 33,029 (7.2) 
Wholesale Trade 13,185 (3.6) 10,531 (2.5) 
Retail Trade 67,923 (16.6) 79,663 (18.8) 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 26,696 (5.7) 21,241 (5.1) 
Services 101,965 (26.0) 121,919 (29.1) 
Government and Government Enterpdses 74,376 108,659 
Federal, Civilian 9,024 25,945 
Military 1,741 2,249 
State and Local 63,611 50,465 

Per Capita Personal Income: Mohave County $10,819 
Yavepal County $12,475 
State $13,680 

,J  

Source: U& Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, April 1988 (Unpublished Data) 

County and Community Revenue Sources 

Actions by the BLM affect county and community revenue sources directly (wages, salaries, operations) and Indirectly (payments In 
lieu of taxes, land exchanges). 

The data in Tables 36 through 40 display revenue sources for the counties and Bullhead City and Kingman. The total payment In lieu 
of taxes represented about seven percent of the 1987 revenues in Mohave County and approximately four percent in Yavapal County. 
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A F F E C T E D  E N V I R O N M E N T  

Table 36 

ARIZONA COUNTY INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUE: 1987 MOHAVE AND YAVAPAI COUNTIES 

MOHAVE COUNTY YAVAPAI COUNTY 

REVENUE FROM THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

Payment In Uau of Taxes 
Housing Development GraMs 

Health and Hospital Reimbursement 

Highway Aid Reimbursements 

Other Highway Aid Reimbursement 

General Revenue Shadng Grants 

Manpower Training Grants 

Flood Control Aid 

All Other Federal Grants 

TOTAL 

960,400 

3,810 

307,974 

637,212 

124,340 

2,233,436 

e0s~30  

11,561 
440,783 

465,322 

35,688 
325,873 

600,991 

2.456,567 

REVENUE FROM THE STATE GOVERNMENT 

State Shared Sales Tax 4,1 56,108 5,439,756 

State Liquor Tax 27,803 32,450 
Lottery 550,035 550,035 

State Highway Distdbuliona 4,570,670 4,124,616 
Health and Hospital Reimbursement 346,500 310,761 
Law Enforcement Grants 609,436 453,029 

Flood Control Aid 

Library Grants 42,450 
Park and Recreation Grants 89,495 
All Other State Grants 338,546 

TOTAL 10,741,043 10,910,647 

REVENUE FROM LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 
Payments in Ueu 100,000 32,694 

Highway Reimbursements 

Health Reimbursements 124,029 80,973 

Other Payments From Government 4,620 192,902 

TOTAL 228,649 310,569 

GRAND TOTAL 13,203,128 "13,706,7/3 

Source: This infatuat ion was collected by the School of Public Affairs and the U~.  Census Bureau as a part  of the Arizona State U n i v ~ l t y  School 

of Public Affairs annual survey of municipal finanecs in Arizona. Data for these tables were adjusted and verified by the staff of the Fiscal 2000 Project 

and used for that project's analysis of intergovernmental finance trends in Arizona. 

*Note: Original data from source is $4,000 less than the total of 13,706,773. 

: 4  .-,t, ,! 
, • 

; ~ ;  ~ .. ~-~ . 
: i f . ,  

. .  , , , _  , , . .  

• " ~ '~  ~... • ~P_I ,,.-'.# "" " "  ~ ~" " '~"~'"~¢; 

% I 

• I.~ . . . . . . . .  , ." ?~...'.~ ~-'~i • • ", " " ° 1 , ,  ~ • ' •  • 
.'[~ . - , .  • .% . . . .  

I • , i~. { : : .~ . .  . :  . " , ; ~  . , , , .  , 

, v . ~  .," ~ ' ~  / '  , . " 

. , .  . .  

• "~ #" ¢ • • " . .  .%%.  qm~ .  -~  

1 8 7  



CHAPTER III 

Table 37 
ARIZONA COUNTY OTHER REVENUES: 1987 MOHAVE AND YAVAPAI COUNTIES 

MOHAVE COUNTY YAVAPAI COUNTY 
A. Sawer System Charges 

B. Sanitation Charges 
C. Airporl Charges 
D. Parks and Recreation Charges 

E. Ambulance Charges 
F. Hospital Charges 
G. Housing Development Charges 
H. Receipts of Equipment 

I. Other Charges 

J. Special Assessment 

K. Fines and Forfeits 
L. Receipt From Sale of Property 

M. Rents and Royalties 
N. Interest Earnings 

O. Miscellaneous Other Revenue 

423,755 

234,913 

1,433,644 

1,142,762 

13,750 
55,686 

862,737 

463,493 

88,647 

735,899 

1,788,525 
874,064 

16,408 
482,824 

1,485, 832 

TOTAL 

Source: See Table 36 

4,550,640 5,473,799 
J 

r 
PROPERTY TAXES 

Property Taxes 
Auto In Ueu 

Total Property Taxes 

LOCAL SALES TAXES 

Municipal Sales and Use Tax 

• ~Public Utility Franchise 

Hotsl/Motsl Transient Taxes 

Total Local Sales Taxes 

LICENSES, PERMITS AND OTHER TAXES 

Buslnees Licenses 
Occupational Registrations 

Bulldln 9 Permits 
Cable "rv Licenses 
Amusement Licenses 
Other Municipal InspecUon Fees 

Total Licenses and Permits 
GRAND TOTAL 

Source: See Table 36 

Table 38 
ARIZONA TAX REVENUES: 1986 AND 1987 

BULLHEAD CITY 

252~a7 
282,287 

1,243,914 

43,467 

181,344 

1,468,725 

35,746 

179,8~ 

215,622 
1,966,634 

KINGMAN 

450,511 
181,413 
631,924 

2,520,991 

171,209 

147,26,5 

2,839,468 

46,188 

81,244 
15,484 

142,916 
3,614,305 

188 



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Table 39 

ARIZONA INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUE 1966 AND 1987 

BULLHEAD CITY K I N G M A N  

REVENUE FROM THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

Housing and Urban Renews! 

Community Development Block 

General Revenue Sharing Grants 

All Other Federal Grants 

Total Revenue From The Federal Government 

REVENUE FROM THE STATE GOVERNMENT 

S'Into Shared Sales Tax 

Stain Shared Income Tax 

Highway User Revenues 

Local Transportation Assistance Fund 

Housing and Community Development 

Water and Sewer Grants 

Law Enforcement 

Fire Insurance Premium Tax 

Disaster Aid 

Job Parlnemhip Training Act 

Library Grams 

Park and Recreation Grants 

All Other State Grants 

Total Revenue from The State Government 

REVENUE FROM LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

Payments In Lieu 

Highway Reimbursements 

Other Payments From Local Governments 

Totsl Revenue from Local Govemments 

29,107 

328,241 

357,348 

17,313 

47,658 

0 4 , 8 6 9  

917,840 560,016 

880,681 539,536 

1,691,759 1,179,578 

162,657 98,878 

4,700 

2 , 0 6 6  

255,516 19,305 

3,907,653 2,404,079 

128,180 

128,180 

~ .  GRANO TOTAL 

Source: See Table 3S 

4,265,201 2,597,128 
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CHAPTER III 

Table 40 
ARIZONA CITIES OTHER REVENUES: 1986 AND 1987 

BULLHEAD CITY KINGMAN 

A. Water Utility Charges 0 2,478,625 
B. Electde Utility Charges 0 0 
C. Gee Utility System Charges 0 0 
D. Transit or Bus System Charges 0 0 
E. SomrSystsm Charges 0 130,177 
F. Garbage Collection Chargee 0 517,557 
G. Parking Charges 0 0 

H. Airport Charges 0 0 
I. Parks and Recreation Charges 0 221,890 

J. Ambulance Charges 0 0 

K. Housing end Urban Renewal 0 0 

L. Receipts from Sale of Equipment 0 0 

M. Other Charges 95,721 3,243 

N. Special Assessments 0 173,712 

O. Receipts from Sale of Properly 0 0 

P. Rents and Royalties 0 0 
0. Interest Earnings 302,363 53,524 
R. Fines and Forfeits 274,511 119,122 
S. Miscellaneous Other Revenue 17,691 40,026 

TOTAL 

Source: See Table 36 

690,286 3,737,876 
J 
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CHAPTER IV 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

- . . . 6 " ~  m m ~ ' - ~  - - -  

INTRODUCTION 

Chapter IV discusses the environmental consequences of the alter- 
natives described in Chapter 11. Implementation of the alternatives 
will create impacts of varying degrees. The purpose of this chapter 
is to estimate and analyze significant impacts and identify appropriate 
mitigations to reduce or eliminate adverse impacts. The interdisci- 
plinary team analyzed expected impacts normally associated with oil 
and gas exploration and development. Impacts were found to be 
insignificant except in areas of critical environmental concern. In 
these areas, management prescriptions would reduce impacts to an 
insignificant level. Impacts are summarized in Table 18. 

ANALYSIS GUIDELINES 

The environmental base line is A/terna/ve I (Current Management); 
it represents no change from current management. The change to 
each environmental component that would occur by the year 2011 is 
described under each alternative. Cumulative impacts are addressed 
at the end of Chapter IV. Al l  proposed plan actions are analyzed. 

GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS 

In order to analyze the impacts of each alternative it was necessary 
to make general assumptions. These assumptions are as follows. 

1. The BLM will have the funding and work force to implement 
the selected alternative. 

2. Impacts are direct unless otherwise noted. 

3. Short-term impacts would occur within five years and long- 
term impacts would occur from 5 to 20 years after the plan is 
implemented. 

4. Al l  impacts are long-term unless otherwise noted. 

5. Environmental assessments will be conducted before any activ- 
ity plans are implemented. 

6. All disposal land is free of encumbrances and can be disposed 
of. 

7. Land identified for disposal would go into private ownership 
unless otherwise noted. 

. The rangeland management program will be as described in 
the range program summaries for the Final Cerbat/Black 
Mountain (BLM 1978) and Hualapai-Aquarius Grazing 
(BLM 1981) environmental impact statements. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS BY ALTERNATIVES 

ALTERNATIVE I -CURRENT 
MANAGEMENT 

IMPACTS TO MINERAL DEVELOPMENT 

From Lands Actions 

Ownership Adjustments 

The transfer of roughly 102,547 acres of  public land identified as 
disposal blocks (see Appendix 3) in the Black. Cerbat and Hualapai/ 
Aquarius mountains management framework plans would nega- 
tively impact the exploration and development of  minerals on these 
lands. Most of these lands have a low potential for occurrence of 
Iocatable minerals, and a low or unlmown potential for oil and gas 
development. There is a high potential for the occurrence of  

leasable sodium and evaporlte deposits in the northern portions 
of Hualapai and Detrital valleys. Some of the lands identified for 
disposal are on the fringes of known occurrences of these depos- 
Its, and their exchange would result in a loss of revenue to the 

government which would have to be considered in any valuation 

of the lands for exchange purposes (see Map 35). 
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ALTERNATIVE 1 

The acquisition of private and state lands would have a positive 
impact on the development of  mineral resources beneath these lands, 
except in wilderness areas. Outside wilderness, significant por- 
lions of these lands are in areas which have a moderate to high 
potential for minerals including gold, silver, copper and lead. Low 
potential for other resources such as uranium and oil and gas was also 
found in some areas within the Kingman Resource Area. 

The blocking of landownership patterns has simpfified the approval 
process for mineral exploration and development activities byreduc- 
ing the number of parties with whom mining operators must work. 

From Special Status Species and other Wildlife 
Resources 

Based on the existing Oil and Gas ~as ing in Bighorn Sheep Habitat 
Environmental Assessment, roughly 327,000 acres of public miner- 
als are currently in the no surface occupancy leasing category. This 
was for protection of bighorn sheep habitat in the Black Mountains, 
Mount Wilson and Aubrcy Peak areas. The no surface occupancy has 
an Impact on the exploration and development of oil and gas 
resources. The size of the no surface occupancy area makes it 
prohibitive to directional drill from many areas of the outer beond- 
aries. Little is known about the potential for any oil and gas 
accumulations in this region of the state but it is thought to be low. 
Exploration to increase knowledge would be curtailed if these lands 
were leased for oil and gas encumbered by the no surface occupancy 
leasing category. 

Locatable mineral development would be Impacted in areas where 
threatened or endangered species were encountered under a mining 
notice or plan of operations. Under a notice, the operator may 
proceed within 15 days. The operator must he notified of the 
conflicts with threatened or endangered species within the 15 
days and of the consequences of violating the provisions of the 
Endangered Species Act. The BLM should provide assistance in 
developing mitigation measures to avoid conflicts with threat- 
ened or endangered species. Development of the mitigation 
measures may cause the operator to delay the operations beyond 
the 15-day timeframe. 

When proceeding under a plan of  operations, if a potential conflict 
exists with a threatened and endangered species or its habitat, the plan 
cannot be approved until the BLM complies with Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act. An operator who wishes to develop 
mitigation measures to eliminate the conflict must do so in conjunc- 
tion with the BLM and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. If the 
conflict cunnot be resolved, the plan must berejected. The mitigation 
measures developed may be so restrictive as to be economically 
unfeasible for the operator to make a profit and rejection of the plan 
would totally preclude any development of the mining property. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Interim protective measures for eligible river segments would 
constrain surface-disturbing activities associated with mineral 

development. Less than 18 percent of the eligible river segments 
intersect moderate to Mgh potential locatable mineral deposits. 

Conclus ions 

With the exception of land disposals planned in existing manage- 
ment fTamework plans, the continued management as prescribed in 
this alternative would encourage mineral resource development on 
the public lands. Lands would generally remain open to mineral 
resource development with the exception of the no surface occu- 
pancy leasing status. Interim protective measures for eligible 
rivers would constrain mineral development along these river 
segments. 

IMPACTS TO LANDS AC~ONS 

From Mineral Development 

Increased oil and gas development would increase the lands 
program's workload to authorize associated facilities such as 
roads, pipelines, etc., and could hinder accomplishment of the 
already heavy workload. Lands identified for disposal through 
exchange or recreation and public purposes generally have low 
locatable mineral and oil and gas potential. Disposal of public 
lands will not occur until mineral conflicts are resolved. Some 
lands actions may have to be reconsidered and rerouted due to 
mineral development. Hazardous materials present as a result 
ofmineraldevelopment can severely Impact disposal and acqui- 
sition actions. 

From Lands Act lons 

Ownershlp Adjustments 

The disposal areas identified are all checkerboard lands that are 
uneconomical to manage, have low resource values and are near 
communities and developing areas. These lands, more desirable 
for development, allow for acquisition of high resource value 
lands that are more inaccessible. Disposal would also eliminate 
some situations of inadvertent trespass occurring on these lands 
in association with development. Lands to be acquired will be 
managed for multiple use unless they are within special areas, 
i.e., wilderness. The additional private land would provide an 
increase to the county tax base, based not on acreage, but on 
Improvements that may be made. A predicted two to four 
exchanges per year will be processed by the resource area. 

From Lands Withdrawals and Classlficetion 

Review and termination of withdrawals and classifications no 
longer needed would open public land for multiple uses. 

From Recreation and Public Purposes 

The lands for recreation and public purpose uses have been 
identified for disposal. If  these lands are disposed of through 
exchange, recreation and public purpose actions in remaining 
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CHAPTER IV 

retention areas would result in impacts to high value resources 
and may scatter development in many different areas. An 
average of two recreation and public purpose leases and one 
patent are Ironed per year; however, there is increasing demand 
for these actions. 

From Rights-of-Way, Leases and Permits 

These actions are issued on a case-by-case basis in designated 
corridors, where practical, after National Environmental Policy 
Act compliance and subject to stipulations protecting resources. 

From Communication Site Rights-of-Way 

Only two sites were designated in the management framework 
plans, restricting communication development In the Black Moun- 
tains. The Cerbat Management Framework Plan allows no sites 
in retention areas without a site plan. The Hualapai/Aquarins 
Management Framework Plan allows sites wherever they are 
not restricted by wilderness. Mountaintop sites would be issued 
subject to stipulations to protect resources. 

Nonmountaintop sites for single use would continue to be Issued 
on a case-by-case basis after National Environmental Policy Act 
compliance with required stipulations. Mountaintops are of 
most concern visually and commonly have higher wildlife values. 
Not having restricted areas for development would allow use of 
more mountaintops. The Oatman site has considerable develop- 
ment space outside the existing developed area, but this site is 
visually sensitive and contains valuable bighorn sheep habitat. 
New rights-of-way may be considered on a case-by-case basis 
after a determination is made as to site boundaries, identifying 
the area of allowable development without a significant impact 
to resources. 

From Watershed (Soils, Vegetation, Water, Air) 

Surface disturbance from lands actions can impact soil erosion, 
vegetation destruction, air quality, floodplains and other water 
issues and require stipulations for mitigation. In order to protect 
the BLM's right to water, well sites on public lands will require 
a tap trough and perhaps storage to provide water for wildlife, 
livestock, etc. This will increase costs to the proponent. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Salvage is preferred to destruction from lands actions. 

From Rangeland Management 

Most lands actions, i.e., rights-of-way, permits, etc., are compat- 
ible with grazing. Actions involving water commonly allow for 
occasional use to aid rangeland management. Disposal actions 
can cause reduction in animal unit months and require lease 
adjustment. Grazing can continue for two years after disposal 
unless a waiver is obtained. 

From Cultural Resources 

Impacts on lands actions involving known cultural properties 

can be mitigated through avoidance or data recovery. Impact on 
cultural properties discovered during construction will be miti- 
gated when found. Mitigation can increase project costs. Dis- 
posal of cultural resources is not done unless they can be afforded 
the same or better protection. Important cultural areas have 
been identified for acquisition. 

From Recreation Management 

Lands actions occasionally impact visual resources and may 
require painting or other measures as mitigation. This can 
slightly Increase project costs. Important recreation areas have 
been Identified for acquisition. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Lands actions would be discouraged within the l/4-mile corri- 
dors identified. Actions necessary would be required to comply 
with stipulations necessary to protect eligibility, and potential 
classification. Important areas have been identified for acqulsl- 
tiOU. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Lands actions in important wildlife habitats may be restricted 
during certain times of the year. Actions involving water com- 
monly allow for occasional use to aid in wildlife management. In 
categories I and H desert tortoise habitat, actions would be 
discouraged. Actions necessary would require compensation of 
lost habitat. 

Other stipulations may be imposed such as preconstruction 
surveys, monitoring, fencing, etc. These requirements would 
substantially increase the cnst ofproposedprojects. Important 
habitat has been identified for acquisition. 

From Special Status Species 

Lands actions in areas where special status, I.e., endangered, 
candidate, etc., species require mandatory field trips by wildlife 
specialists. Applications may be rejected or modified to avoid or 
stipulations may be employed to protect special status species. 
This can increase project costs. Important habitat has been 
identified for acquisition. 

From Riparian Area Management 

Lands actions in riparian areas would be discouraged. Actions 
necessary would require stipulations to reduce impacts. This can 
increase costs of a project. Important areas have been identified 
for acquisition. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Lands actions are generally compatible with horses and burros 
except where surface disturbance would eliminate substantial 
amountsoffeed which may require revegetution. Actions Involv- 
ing water commonly allow for occasional use to aid In herd 
management. Required stipulations may increase project costs. 
Important areas have been identified for acquisition. 
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From Support Services 

Conclusions 

From Lands Actions 

Access Identified for acquisition may eliminate the need for some 
right-of.way actions and would be ofservke to the public. Lands 
Identified for acquisition may be exchanged for lands identified 
for disposal, thereby ellminatiug some checkerboard land and 
blocking up public land high in resource values. 

Many lands actions involve surface-disturbing activities, the 
Impacts or which may be reduced If actions are authorized In 
previously disturbed ureas or mitigated through stipulations 
that protect resources. Disposal actions are beneficial to reduce 
the amount of lands that are uneconomical to manage; acquisi- 
tions Increase the amount of lands high in resource values and 
promote multiple use. 

IMPACTS TO SOCIOECONOMIC FACTORS 

Ownership Adjustments 

Acquiring lands in a watershed would allow treatment of a watershed 
as a whole, instead of treating isolated problem areas. The lands 
identified for disposal are primarily in the lower basins; therefore, 
disposal of these lands would minimally impact the watershed. 

Withdrawals, Recreation and Public Purposes, 
Rights-of-Way, Leases and Permits 

Surface-disturbing activities associated with land use authoriza- 
lions would adversely affect soil, water and air resources through 
increased erosion and by restricting watershed improvement or 
treatment options. These activities generally do not occur on 
withdrawn lands. 

Implementation of the Current Management Alternative would 
not cause significant impacts to any of the IGngman Resource 
Area socioeconomic data reviewed in thisdocument. Population 
trends would not be affected. The direct economic benefits 
Mohave and Yavapal counties currently receive from BLM 
employment and operations would remain constant. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

From Lands 

From Resource Actions 

Travel off existing roads and harvesting by permit holders would 
result in reduced vegetative cover which would lead to increased soil 
erosion. This impact becomes greater when travel occurs on fragile 
soils during wet periods. Seeding of clear-cut areas in the commer- 
cial firewcod-cutting areas would result in increased vegetative 
c o v e r °  

From Rangeland Management 

Ownership Adjustments 

A decision to dispose of 102,547 acres of public land through 
exchange could increase the amount of private lands in the 

resource urea. The exchange of more developable public lands 
to state or private could Increase the county tax base and provide 
jobs. 

There would be no significant Impacts to socioeconomic factors 
in the resource area from minerals, special status species, wild- 
life habitat, recreation or rangeland management. 

IMPACTS TO WATERSHED (Soil, Water and Air) 
MANAGEMENT 

From Mineral Development 

Surface-disturbing activities associated with exploration and devel- 
opment of oil, gas and iocatable minerals, i.e., road and pad construc- 
tion, stockpiling of topsoil, pit censtruction, etc., have the potential 
to increase soil erosion and loss of soil productivity and decrease both 
groundwater and surface water quality and quantity. 

Twenty-three allotments are in satisfactory condition, but are highly 
vulnerable to surface disturbance. These allolments include Big 
Sandy. Cane Springs Wash, Canyon Ranch, Cedar Canyon, Cerbat, 
Chicken Springs, Diamond Joe, Diamond Bar A, Francis Creek, 
GoldBasin, Hackberry, HualapaiPeak, HiberniaPeakA, LaCienega, 
Los Molinos, Mud Springs, Music Mountain, Quail Springs, Upper 
Music Mountain, Walapai Ranch, Yellow Pine. Cane Springs and 
Walnut Creek. Allotment management plan development and imple- 
mentation on these allotments would assure maintenance of existing 
satisfactory watershed conditions. The Gray Wash allotment is in 
unsatisfactory condition, but has a low responsiveness to treat- 
ment. 

Thirteen allotments in satisfactory condition contain local areas in 
unsatisfactory condition. These allotments include Big Ranch A, 
Cane Springs Wash, Cedar Canyon, Cerbat, Diamond Bar A. Gold 
Basin. Hackben7, LaCianega, Mud Springs, Music Mountains, Pine 
Springs, Upper Music Mountain and Walapai Ranch. Allotment 
management plan development and implementation on these allot- 
merits would ensure maintenance of existing satisfactory conditions 
and would improve the identified local watershed problems through 
improvement of vegetative cover. The Crozier Canyon and Fort 
Mac Ewen allotments are in unsatisfactory condition but would 
improve under a new alloanent management plan, thus reducing 
runoff and soil loss. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 
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From Cultural Resource Management 

Impacts would be limited to constraints placed on design and 
construction of watershed projects where cultural resources are 
located. 

From Recreation Management 

Intensive recreation activities would impact watershed condition by 
increasing erosion mad reducing soil productivity. The most suscep- 
tible watershed areas are those in condition classes H and IV (see 
Chapter H and Appendix 19). 

Construction of watershed improvement projects would continue to 
be constrained by the guidelines of the Visual Resource Management 
system. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Interim protective measures for eligible river segments would 
improve soil stability and water quality. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Controlling animal use and maintaining wildlife habitats would 
benefit overall watershed conditions. Water quality and quantity 
would benefit from the development and protection of water sources 
for wildlife. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Habitat improvement projects such as exclosures and spring devel- 
opments would improve the general condition of the watershed by 
increasing vegetative cover and reducing erosion. Construction of 
watershed improvements and land treaunents would require consid- 
eration of special status species. 

From Riparian Area Management 

Surface water quality and quantity would benefit from the manage- 
ment of riparian areas. Increased veg- 
etation would decrease water tempera- 
tures, stabilize base flow regimes, 
reduce high flow energies, reduce 
sedimentation and stabilize stream- 
banks. Shifting livestock fTom ripar- ! 
ian areas to upland watershed areas 
would increase short- term erosion 
and surface disturbance. 

From Wild and Free Roam- 
Ing Horse and Burro Man- 
agement 

If ungulate populations, Including 
wildequides, areunehecked, theveg- t , 
etative cover will decrease with over- ;It ~t 
use and watershed conditions will be \ ~ ~ 
locked into a downward trend. When 

the wild horse population is brought into ecological balance 
within their habitat, bend  will stabilize and then begin to Im- 
prove. Wild horses in ecological balance will allow watershed 
conditions to improve. At a low stocking rate and dispersed use, 
wild burro gra~ng would result in improved or maintained 
watershed condition. 

Conclusions 

Surface-disturbing activities such as mineral exploration and devel- 
opment, vegetative harvest, recreational use, realty actions and cattle 
and wild horse grazing would all cause increased runoff and erosion 
problems, reduced vegetative cover, reduced soil productivity and 
dust production affecting air quality. Development of allolment 
management plans, habitat improvement projects such as exclosures 
and spring developments, seeding of  firewood clearcuts, burro 
grazing at current management levels and interim protective 
measures on eligible rivers would maintain or improve vegetative 
cover, reduceronoffanderosion and increase soil productivity. Land 
acquisition would create opportmfities for better watershed manage- 
ment. Watershed improvement projects would be constrained by the 
presence of sensitive resources. 

IMPACTS TO VEGETATIVE PRODUCTS 
MANAGEMENT 

From Mineral Development 
Surface disturbance of mineral exploration and development would 
continue to provide for the salvage of desert plants for landscaping. 

From Lands Actions 

Ownership Adjustments 
The BLM generally acquires land with higher resource values 
than those exchanged, so the public would gain from an increase 
in vegetative resources. 

Withdrawals, Recreation and Public Purposes, 
Rights-of-Way, Leases and Permits 
The permitting of fights-of-way and leases would increase the 
number of desert plants that could be salvaged for landscaping. 

From Watershed Management 

Protection of watershed values would conslrain the harvesting of 
affected vegetative products, season of use, access routes, amounts 
of harvest allowed, areas suitable for harvest and amount and type of 
rehabilitation required. 

From Cultural Resource Management 
The BLM would evaluate the suitability of an area for harvest of 
vegetative products for compatibility with cultural resources objec- 
tives. Where conflicts could not be mitigated, harvesting would not 
be permitted. Constraints would be plac~l on harvest operations 
where mitigation is needed. 
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From Recreation Management 
Vegetative products would not be harvested in areas of intensive 
recreational use. 

Harvest of vegetative products would be subject to evaluation of 
compatibility with visual class ratings. Where Incompatibility 
exists, harvesting would not be permitted. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 
Where conflicts exist and no mitigation is possible, harvesting would 
not be permitted. Constraints would be placed on harvesting where 
mitigation is needed. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Harvesting vegetative products would be constrained by the pres- 
ence of special status plant or animal species. Where special status 
plants grow, harvesting would be restricted or not allowed. Season 
o fuse restrictions on harvest would be imposed during periods when 
a special status species would be damaged by harvesting. Salvage 
operations for protected plant species would have to comply with 
state laws. 

From Riparian Area Management 
Suitability of an area for harvesting vegetative products would be 
evaluated for compatibility with riparian area management objec- 
fives. Where conflicts could not be mitigated, harvesting would not 
be permitted. Constraints would be placed on harvest operations 
where mitigation is needed. 

Concluslons 

Surface-disturbing activities would provide opportunities for sal- 
vage of desert vegetation. Land exchanges would cause both losses 
and gains in vegetative products available for harvesL Suitability of 
areas for vegetative harvest would be subject to review of compat- 
ibility with other sensitive resource values on each site. 

IMPACTS TO RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

From Mineral Development 

Well drilling and pumping for the purpose of water use in mining 
activity might harm nearby springs or wells by breaching or draining 
aquifers on which livestock grazing depends. In some areas, explo- 
ration and mining would result in the availability of additional stock 
water, which would assist in improving distribution of grazing 
animals. New or upgraded mineral exploration roads would improve 
access. Throughout the life of the plan, an insignificant number of 
acres of grazing lands would be temporarily disturbed as a result of  
locatable mineral exploration and development. Reclamation of 
disturbed areas would restore vegetation production, and no long- 
term impacts are expected. 

From Land Actions 

Ownership Adjustments 

Transferring public lands to private ownership would disrupt ranch 
operations through loss of range improvements and grazing privi- 
leges. "Where development does not occur, grazing could continue, 
but grazing fees might be much higher. Consolidation ofpublic lands 
would increase management efficiency by eliminating the need for 
coordination with other land holders and by reducing conflicts 
between livestock grazing and private property owners within an 
allotment. The livestock operator would also benefit from lower 
grazing fees on private lands transferred to public ownership. 

From Watershed Man- 
agement 
Completion of soil surveys and 
vegetation inventory would pro- 
vide baseline data for future 
rangeland management. Main- 
tenance of a water source inven- 
tory would assist future plan- 
ning of range water improve- 
ment projects. Suceessful BLM 
claim to water rights on public lands would assure availability of 
water for livestock. 

From Rangeland Management 

Implementation of scientific principles of livestock grazing and 
associated rangeland Improvement projects would result in 
Improved forage conditions, which could he reflected in higher 
calf crops, higher ealfweight gains and reduced deathloss. These 
benefits would be offset to a certain degree by Increased costs of 
operation to permittees. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Habitat Improvement projects such as exciosures and spring 
developments would Improve the general condition of the water- 
shed by Increasing vegetative cover and reducing erosion. Con- 
struction of watershed improvements and land treatments would 
require consideration of special status species. 

From Vegetative Products Management 
Off-highway travel would increase soil compaction and erosion, 
reducing forageproductivity. This impact would intensify when off- 
highway vehicles cross fragile soils during wet periods. Seeding of 
clearcuts in commercial firewood cutting areas would result in more 
forage for livestock. 

From Cultural Resource Management 
Impacts would be limited to constraints placed on design and 
construction of range improvements near cultural resources. 
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From Recreation Management 
Intensive recreation would disrupt livestock. Gates may be left 
open, making it hard to keep livestock confined to proper pastures. 

The building of range improvements would continue to be con- 
strained by Visual Resource Management guidelines. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Livestock grazing would occur under objectives compatible 
with interim protection of eligible river segments. Rangeland 
conditions would Improve. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 
Wildlife habitat considerations would affect the design and con- 
stmction of range improvements, stocking rates, class and/or kind of 
livestock permitted, forage utilization, season of me and the use of 
grazing rotation techniques. Prohibiting domestic sheep and goat 
grazing within 20 miles of bighom sheep habitat would reduce the 
ability of affected ranches to respond to future changes in market 
demand. This action would affect the following grazing allotments. 

Gold Basin Yellow Pine 
Big Ranch A and B Hibernia Peak 
Dolan Springs Boriana A 
Mt. Tipton Happy Jack Wash 
Cane Springs Diamond Joe 
Cedar Canyon Big Sandy 
Canyon Ranch La Cienega 
Stockton Hill Chicken Springs 
Mineral Park Bateman Springs 
Cerbat Los Molinos 
Quail Springs Wikienp 
Turkey Track Hot Springs 
Fort Mac Ewen A and B Francis Creek 
Portland Springs Burro Creek 
Thumb Butte Bagdad 
Gediondia Yolo Ranch 
Mud Springs Byner Cattle 
Curtain Kellis Lease 
Cook Canyon Gibson 
Pine Springs Black Mesa A and B 
Castle Rock Gray Wash 
Feldspar Groom Peak 
Hualapai Peak Greenwood Peak Community 
Lazy YU A Greenwood Community 
Black Mountain Artillery Range 
Boriana B D.O.R. 
Walnut Creek Burro Creek Ranch 
Arrastra Mountain Alamo Crossing 
West Peacock Alamo 
Chino Springs Little Cane 
Crozier Canyon Palmerlta 
Sandy Primrose 
Diamond BarrUnlt B Santa Maria Community 

From Special Status Species Management 
Protection of certain plants and animal species would constrain the 
building of range improvements, season of grazing use, forage 
utilization, stocking rates and livestock management, including 
limiting, precluding or deferring livestock use. 

From Riparian Area Management 
Restricting livestock grazing within riparian areas could result in less 
access to water for livestock. Implementing intensive grazing 
management systems on allotments with riparian areas would re- 
quire more movement of livestock, more work for grazing permittees 
in moving cattle, and increase expenditures for range improvements 
to control grazing. Proper riparian management would result in 
dramatic improvement of riparian vegetation, which consequently 
would cause increased forage and water and improved water quality. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Where demand for forage by livestock and wild equids exceeds 
supply, livestock would take a proportionate reduction with other 
ungulates, resulting in some economic loss for affected permittecs. 
As forage conditions Improve, livestock performance would also 
Improve, off-setting Initial losses. 

From Support Servlces Management 

Forage on lands identified for acquisition in Appendix 9 would be 
available for gazing if grazing is found to be compatible with other 
resources. 

Conclusions 

Surface-disturbing activities such as mineral exploration and devel- 
opment, realty actions, recreational uses and vegetative products 
harvest would cause short-term loss of forage but long-term 
benefits would be greater. These uses would also cause disruption 
to grazing livestock and cause management problems. Land ex- 
changes would cause changes in grazing preference and ownership 
of range improvements, and would increase management efficiency 
where public lands are consolidated. 

Implementation of grazing management principles would Im- 
prove forage and livestock gains and increase costs of operation 
for permittees. Grazing management and construction of range 
improvements would be constrained by the presence of sensitive 
resources. Allotment management plans and Interim protective 
measures on eligible rivers would result in Improved rangeland 
r e s o u r c e s .  

IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES 

From Minerals Development 

Most of the resource area would remain open for mineral entry and 
development. Current laws and regulations provide for mitigation 
of adverse impacts to cultural resources. 
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From Lands Action 

The land exchange program would benefit cultural resources in that 
more lands would be inventoried before being exchanged, and 
adverse impacts would be mitigated or significant cultural properties 
would be retained. In addition, more cultural resources would come 
under BLM protection after being acquired from private or state 
ownership. 

o 

From Recreation Management 

Cross-country vehicle use would harm cultural resources. Vehicles 

would directly damage artifacts, historic trails and most site types. 
Increased erosion from off-highway vehicle use would further dis- 
turb cultural resource sites. 

Artifact collection, pothunting and the damaging, altering and defac- 
ing of cultural resources are most likely to increase, especially on the 
western slopes of the Black Mountains, due to increased recreation 
use. The Arizona Site Stewardship Program would continue, but 
priority cultural areas would not benefit from aggressive protective 
measures. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Although the BLM inventories cultural resources and takes site 

avoidance measures on all private and commercial woodcutting 

areas, impacts could result from avariety of activities. Trees marked 
for avoidance could be cut, off-hlghway driving could can se erosion, 

rices could be cut outside of marked areas and artifacts, within and 
outside of the areas, could be illegally collected. 

Conclusions 

Continuation of current management would harm priority cultural 
areas with moderate to high losses of cultural properties over the life 
of the Resource Management Plan (see Table 41). 

Table 41 
IMPACTS TO PRIORITY CULTURAL RESOURCE AREAS BY 

ALTERNATIVE 

"Cultural Deterioration Alternative 
Area Type 1 1 3 

Joshua Tree/Grand 
Wash Cliffs 

Wright Creek 

Black Mountains 

Bullhead City/ 
Western Bajada 

Burro Creek 

Carrow-Staphens 
Ranches 

II 
III 
IV 

II 
III 
IV 

III 
iV 

III 
IV 

III 
IV 

II 
III 
IV 

Low Low Low 
Mad Low Mad 
Mad Low Mad 
Low Low Low 

Mad Low Mad 
Mad Low Mad 
Mad Low Low 
Low Low Low 

High Mad Mad 
Mad Low Low 
Mad Low Low 
Mad Low Low 

High High Mad 
High High Mad 
Mad Mad Low 
Mad Mad Low 

Mad Low Low 
Low Low Low 
Mad Low Low 
Low Low Low 

Mad Low Low 
Low Low Low 
Mad Low Low 
High Low Low 

J 

Impacts represented are estimates anddo notreflect ahigher negative 
impact that may affect cultural resources in certain areas, categories 
or in areas outside the areas of critical environmental concern. 

Deterioration Type I = Vandalism, II = Off-highway vehicles, lIl= BLM 
(permits and projects), IV = Natural Processes. 

IMPACTS TO RECREATION MANAGEMENT 

From Mineral Development 

No significant loss of recreation opportunities or reduction of 
visitor days would occur as a result of mineral development 
underAlternative 1. Some small-scale and localized disruption of 
traditional recreation use may occur as a result of development 
activities, but the recreation use can be easily accommodated in 
undeveloped public land throughout the planning area. 

Mineral development would affect visual quality through the 
disturbance of the landscape's natural character. However, only 
a minor portion of the area identified as having high mineral 
potential is located in sensitive visual resource management 
classes outside of designated wilderness. Therefore, the potential 
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for impacts to visual resources from mineral development activi- 
ties is slight. 

From Lands Actions 

Recreation resources would not be significantly affected by lands 
actions. Disposal areas identified in Alternative 1 generally do 
not contain significant recreation resources, and those few ac- 
tivities that occur there would be absorbed with no consequence 
on surrounding public land. 

Right-of-way corridors and expansion of communication facili- 
ties at existing sites would have only a slight impact on visual 
resources. Right-of-way corridors do not cross areas of high 
visual sensitivity and communication sites already have towers 
and buildings to the extent that additional facilities would not 
increase the impacts to visual resources. 

From Watershed Management 

Watershed management activities would have no effect on recre- 
ation resources. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

A minor amount of recreational visitor days can be attributed to 
the personal use firewood-cutting areas. By maintaining these 
areas as open for personal use firewood cutting, this recreational 
activity would be maintained. No significant change is antici- 
pated. 

From Rangeland Management 

Livestock grazing management actions underAlternativelwould 
not significantly affect recreation resources. Some degradation 
of visual resources could occur in localized areas of concentrated 
or prolonged grazing, especially in riparian areas important for 
their recreation values. 

From Cultural Resource Management 

Development of the Carrow-S tephans historic ranches as an interpre- 
tive and recreation site would significantly enhance opportunities 
for the public to enjoy important historic resources. Identifying 
cultural properties for public use would also enhance the oppor- 
tunities for the public. 

From Recreation Management 

Maintaining the resource area's four existing developed recre- 
ation sites and implementing the Burro Creek Overlook Inter- 
pretive Site Project Plan would provide the public with basic 

facilities, but would fall far short of satisfying the increasing 
demand for outdoor recreation opportunities. Implementing 
two back country byways would help satisfy this demand, but 
again does not totally satisfy projected demand. 

The lack of off-highway vehicle designations would maximize 
recreational off-highway vehicle opportunities, but would ad- 
versely impact opportunities for nonmotorized recreation ac- 
tivities. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Protective management prescriptions for eligible fiver segments 
would enhance opportunities for primitive recreation and would 
maintain existing scenic values by constraining mineral develop- 
ment and location and construction of right-of-way facilities, 
improving watershed and riparian values, rangeland and wild- 
life habitat. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Improved condition of wildlife habitat would increase wildlife 
numbers, increase opportunities for hunting and viewing of wildlife 
and improve overall aesthetics. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Improved condition of wild equine habitat would improve the 
health and vigor of the wild equine populations. The demand for 
viewing wild equines would increase as the healthy populations 
become more well known. Oatman's wild burro population 
would continue to draw visitors into the area for viewing oppor- 
tunities of burros in the wild. As knowledge of wild equines 
increases through public relations, public education and word of 
mouth about personal experiences, the demand for viewing 
opportunities will increase. 

Conclusions 

Under Alternative 1, recreation opportunities would be main- 
tained at existing levels. No significant impacts would occur, but 
increased public demand for outdoor recreation opportunities 
would not be satisfied. 

IMPACTS TO WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

From Minerals Development 

Impacts from large mining operations would be mitigated through 
cooperation between the BLM and the operators during the 
processing of mining plans required on disturbance exceeding 
five acres. Small operations of less than five acres do not 
required mining plans of operation. These operations may result 
in minor impacts to the stream corridor in terms of introducing 
man-made intrusions into an otherwise natural landscape. How- 
ever, it is unlikely that a stream's free-flowing nature or out- 
standingly remarkable values would be significantly affected by 
these small operations. 
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From Lands Actions 

Planning location of rights-of-way along the least environmen- 
tally sensitive or scenic routes would reduce impacts to outstand- 
ingly remarkable values. 

From Watershed Management 

Watershed management actions within a half-mile corridor 
along potential wild and scenic riverswould have to comply with 
the Protective Management Prescriptions outlined in Chapter 
IL These prescriptions preserve streams' free-flowing nature 
and outstandingly remarkable values. As a result, no significant 
impact is anticipated from watershed management activities. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Impacts from firewood cutting would not affect potential wild 
and scenic rivers since the BLM would not designate cutting 
areas within river segments found to be eligible for inclusion into 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

From Rangeland Management 

The range management provisions of the current management 
alternative would improve soil stability, watershed conditions 
and riparian vegetation along eligible streams and thus benefit 
scenic values. Protective Management Prescriptions outlined in 
Chapter H detail how an eligible stream's free-flowing nature 
and outstandingly remarkable values would be protected. Live- 
stock management practices would have to comply with these 
prescriptions. No range improvement projects would be allowed 
that would affect a stream's free-flowing nature or outstandingly 
remarkable values. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

From Recreation Management 

Scenic values on eligible stream segments would be protected by 
requiring new recreation facilities in the river corridor to be 
compatible with outstandingly remarkable values. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Scenic values on eligible stream segments would benefit from 
current management practices on wildlife habitat. 

From Riparian Area Management 

The current priority for implementation of management prac- 
tices on riparian areas (see Table 4) places the six eligible streams 
in the top seven priorities. Improvement in riparian soils and 
vegetation would enhance the protection of the outstandingly 
remarkable values on the eligible streams. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Management of burros on the Big Sandy Herd Management 
Area at levels described in the herd management area plan 
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would have no noticeable impact on r iparian vegetation and soils 
and, subsequently, no impact on eligible streams' outstandingly 
remarkable values. The free-flowing nature and outstandingly 
remarkable values of six streams found to be eligible for inclu- 
sion into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System will be 
adequately protected underA lternative 1. No significant impacts 
are expected. 

IMPACTS TO WILDLIFE HABITAT 

From Minerals Development 

During the past 10 years, 864 acres o fpublic land have been disturbed 
by mining activities. Approximately half of these acres have been 
reclaimed. Most of these areas are small and scattered over the entire 
resource area. Over the life of the plan, it is projected that an 
additional 1,700 acres (or less than 0.1 percent of the resource 
area) would be disturbed by mining activities. 

Long-term disturbance from mining activities under 43 CFR 
3809.1-A (b)(3) would occur to wildlife, especially desert bighorn 
sheep. Although the disturbed acreage is relatively small, the 
impacts of the mining operations and access may be significant 
to bighorn sheep, pronghorn, mule deer and wildlife in general. 

The cumulative loss of critical habitat  and movement corridors 
and disturbance to breeding animals in critical times of the year 
may be significant. Roads bring people into closer contact with 
wildlife; impacts from these roads include malicious or acciden- 
tal harassment, collection and direct killing of wildlife species. 
Interruptions of natural movements and therefore reduced pro- 
ductivity and possible elimination of local populations may also 
be a direct result of increased mineral development. 

For casual use where a notice or plan of operation is not required, 
minor surface disturbance would occur. I f  the notice requires new 
or upgraded roads, the same impacts as described above for 
locatable minerals apply. 

Policies concerning the protection of special status species would be 
applied to notices of intent to conduct geophysical operations, 
applications for permit to drill and sundry notices that amend 
applications. Through these, no long-term impacts would result 
from leasable mineral activities. In the short term, brief but intense 
human activity would harm special status species. 

Currently imposed restrictions on oil and gas leases in bighorn sheep 
habitat would protect known resources from surface disturbance. 

Impacts from salable mineral activities are generally low; how- 
ever, if new or upgraded roads are required, the same impacts 
as described above for locatable minerals apply. 

In conclusion, mining-caused road construction or road upgrad- 
ing may have significant long-term impacts to wildlife habitat. 
Mines in desert bighorn lambing grounds also have significant 
long-term impacts. 

Impacts from casual use, leasable mineral activities and salable 
mineral activities are generally low as long as new or upgraded 
roads are not needed. 
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From Lands Actions 

Ownership Adjustments 

Areas planned for disposal include important wildlife habitat in the 
Yucca area and along Truxton Wash. Disposal of these lands would 
remove this habitat from public ownership. 

The exchange program between the state of Arizona and the BLM 
has resulted in consolidation of important wildlife habitats into 
public ownership. Acquiring important wildlife habitat provides 
better long-term protection. 

Right-of-Way Corridors 

The issuing of rights-of-way, leases and permits results in surface 
disturbance, road building and soil erosion. The use of existing roads 
or other disturbed areas for rights-of-way lessens alteration or 
destruction of wildlife habitat. 

Communication Sites 

Many of the existing communication sites are on mountain peaks, 
which also serve as "mountain islands." These islands typically have 
more vegetation and water and are inhabited by an often diverse array 
of unusual plant and animal species. Development of communica- 
tion sites on mountain islands results in increased human access and 
presence, direct loss of habitat, soil erosion and displacement of 
some species. Long-term impacts are moderate as cumulative 
im pacts on certain peaks precludes use of those areas by wildlife. 

From Watershed Management 

The ongoing soil survey and ecological site inventory would provide 
baseline data leading to the protection of fragile soils and vegetation 
important for wildlife habitat. 

Maintaining an optimum water infiltration rate in areas of saline soils 
would result in less soil erosion and better water quality and quantity. 
Keeping forage utilization to less than 50 percent of key species 
would result in better habitat conditions for wildlife. 

BLM acquisition of water rights would ensure adequate protection 
of critical riparian areas and water sources, important for fish and 
wildlife habitat. 

The maintenance of water quality would benefit wildlife and im- 
prove riparian habitat. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Of the total acres of pinyon-juniper woodland habitat available 
for harvest, 50 percent has been cut since about 1980. Many 
more acres (80 percent of pinyon/juniper habitat) are unavail- 
able to cutting because of access problems and resource protec- 
tion needs. It is anticipated that without cutting on a sustained 
yield basis, woodlands available for harvest will be gone by the 
year 2010. Impacts to wildlife habitat from woodcutting, not 
conducted on a sustained yield basis, are significant. Loss of 
woodlands means a loss of habitat for forest- dwelling species, 
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especially non-game birds. Neotropical migratory birds and 
resident forest birds are dependent upon these woodland areas 
for all or  par t  of their life cycle. A decrease in woodlands means 
a decrease in the abundance of these species. 

The continuation of harvest of Mohave yucca without knowledge 
of the sustained yield level of harvest will significantly impact 
wildlife and wildlife habitat. The Mohave yucca typically occurs 
as a co-dominant with creosotebush and provides the only large 
structure within the habitat  area. Mohave yucca provides 
important habitat for raptors, non-game birds, reptiles and 
small mammals and cover for game species. Without this 
structural component within these habitat  areas, biodiversity 
will be significantly reduced. I t  is anticipated that animals such 
a s  the desert night lizard, cavity-nesting birds and nesting rap- 
tors will be less abundant in these areas or cease to occupy these 
areas. 

Short.term seasonal disturbance to wildlife habitat  would occur 
through soil disturbance and human presence (cross-country 
vehicle traffic, tree skidding and chain saw noise). This is more 
significant on personal woodcutting areas, because the presence 
of people is spread over a longer time with people occupying an 
area in larger numbers. 

Long-term enhancement of wildlife habitat  through vegetative 
products management is of moderate importance considering 
the type of habitat involved. This enhancement would occur in 
areas identified as suitable for vegetative manipulation to im- 
prove habitat condition (decreased competition between over- 
story and understory plants for water, sunlight, and soil nutri- 
ents; seeding of grasses, forbs and browse; edge-effect, e.g., 
forage and escape cover diversity). 

Long-term protection would be given to wildlife habitat identi- 
fied as unsuitable for manipulation. This long-term protection 
is significant considering the amount of acreage and habitat for 
neotropical migratory birds and several special-status species 
that is involved. These species include the endangered American 
peregrine falcon and Hualapai Mexican vole. 

Allowing the public to salvage plants that would otherwise be 
destroyed builds rapport and understanding between the public and 
the BLM and allows plants to continue living. 

From Rangeland Management 

Implementation of grazing management practices through allot- 
ment management plans would improve and/or maintain impor- 
tant wildlife habitat. 

Prohibiting domestic sheep and goat gazing within 20 miles of 
bighorn sheep habitat has significantly lessened the bighorn sheep 
susceptibility to disease. 

From Recreation Management 

The Hualapai Mountain hiking trail would concentrate humans in 
previously undisturbed wildlife habitat, including historic habitat for 
the endangered Hualapai Mexican vole. Using this trail would result 
in loss of vegetation and increased soil erosion. 
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From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Riparian zones form the most productive habitat in the resource 
area. Many wildlife species, including neotropical birds, are 
dependent upon riparian areas for all or part  of their lifecycle. 

Interim protective measures for eligible river segments would 
improve and protect r iparian habitat  for wildlife, thus helping to 
maintain biodiversity within the resource area. This is a signifi- 
cant benefit to wildlife habitat management. 

From Riparian Management 

Management emphasis on riparian areas would lead to long-term 
improvement of this habitat. More riparian acreage in better condi- 
tion would support larger and healthier wildlife populations. This is 
a significant benefit to wildlife habitat management. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Implementation of the herd management area plans included in 
the Current Management Alternative would result in a dis- 
persed population at a light stocking rate. This, and the imple- 
mentation of the wild horse management provisions of the 
Current Management Alternative, would achieve a thriving 
natural ecological balance in wild horse, burro and wildlife 
populations which the BLM considers to be a significant benefit. 

From Support Services Management 

Under the land acquisition program, consolidation of important 
wildlife habitats would enhance management capabilities and effec- 
tiveness. 

Conclusions 

Mining activities significantly affect wildlife, especially desert 
bighorn sheep and desert tortoise. This impact is primarily a 
result of cumulative impacts of mining disturbance (especially 
roads) that fragment habitat. 

The existing vegetative products program significantly affects wild- 
life habitat, particularly personal woodcutting and yucca harvest, 
neither of which is managed on a sustained yield basis. 

Surface disturbance, soil erosion and increased human presence all 
contribute to a decline in wildlife habitat quality. 

Range programs seek to incorporate wildlife needs and objectives 
into allotment management plans. Their implementation would 
lead to improved wildlife habitat. 

Hiking trails would increase the presence of humans in traditionally 
low use areas, disturbing wildlife and lessening the quality of habitat. 

Intensive recreation use would not be routed away from sensitive 
species habitat and off-highway vehicle use would not be controlled. 

Interim protective measures for eligible rivers help maintain 
biodiversity and significantly improve wildlife habitat. 

Existing riparian management would allow significant improve- 
ment in r iparian habitat and benefit wildlife habitat and biodiver- 
sity in the long-term. 

Burros would be managed at maintenance levels and would be 
expected to affect wildlife habitat slightly to moderately, depending 
on climatic conditions. Follow-up monitoring will be needed for 
several years to determine actual impacts. 

J 
__,,,.- 
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IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

From Mineral Development 
During the past 10 years, 864 acres of public land have been 
disturbed by mining activities. Approximately half of these acres 
have been reclaimed. Most of these areas are small and scattered 
over the entire resource area. Over the life of the plan, it is 
projected that an additional 1,700 acres would be disturbed by 
mining activities. 

Withdrawals, Recreation and Public Purposes, 
Rights-of-Way, Leases and Permits 
Surface disturbance could impact federal candidate and BLM-sensi- 
five plant species. Review and possible modification of individual 
project proposals would minimize impacts. 

From Watershed Management 
During soil and vegetation inventory, previously undiscovered popu- 
lations of special status plants may be located. 

Review and possible modification of mining plans of operation 
would minimize the likelihood of any action (or cumulative impact 
of a series of actions) causing a plant species or animal to be listed 
as threatened or endangered. 

Management of soil and vegetation resources to create healthy 
watersheds would result in better habitat conditions for special status 
plants with subsequent healthier and more vigorous populations of 
some plants over the long-term. 

Development of mining claims within the habitat of the Arizona 
cliffrose could exterminate the population. 

For casual use where a notice or plan of operation is not required, 
minor surface disturbance would occur. If  the notice requires 
new or upgraded roads, the same impacts as described above for 
Iocatable minerals under Impacts to Wildlife Habitat apply. 

Policies concerning the protection of special status species would 
be applied to notices of intent to conduct geophysical operations, 
applications for permit to drill and sundry notices that amend 
applications. Through these, no long-term impacts would result 
from leasable mineral activities. In the short term, brief but 
intense human activity would harm special status species. 

Oil and gas exploration and development would have minor 
impacts on BLM-sensitive and federal candidate plant species. 
Impacts from salable mineral activities are generally low; how- 
ever, if new or upgraded roads are required, the same impacts as 
described above for Iocatable minerals under Impacts to Wild- 
life Habitat apply. 

In conclusion, mining-caused road construction or road upgrad- 
ing may have significant long-term impacts to wildlife habitat. 
Impacts from casual use, leasable mineral activities and salable 
mineral activities are generally low as long as new or upgraded 
roads are not needed. 

From Vegetative Products Management 
Permitting of firewood cutting on the east side of the planning area 
could impact the freckled milk-vetch (a threatened and endangered 
candidate). Because this species is reported to occur at the same 
elevation as juniper trees, off-highway vehicle use associated with 
wood gathering could destroy some plants of these species. 

The permitted harvesting of other plant products could have similar 
impacts on other special status plants. 

From Rangeland Management 
Implementation of grazing management practices through allot- 
ment management plans would improve habitat for special status 
animals such as desert tortoise, raptors and threatened and endan- 
gered plants. 

From Recreation Management 
Off-highway vehicle use would continue to cause impacts to federal 
candidate and BLM-sensitive plant species over the long term. 
Impacts to the Cerbat beard-tongue (a federal candidate) and the 
white-margined penstemon, particularly from off-highway vehicle 
use in wash habitat, would degrade habitat and reduce numbers 
of plants. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Locatable mineral development would have minor impacts on most Riparian zones are the most productive habitat areas within the 
federal candidate and BLM-sensitive plant species. Long-term resource area. Many wildlife species, including neotropical 
cumulative impacts could occur on small areas. These impacts birds, are dependent upon riparian areas for all or part of their 
could be mitigated, lifecycle. 

From Lands Actions Interim protective measures for eligible [~ 
river segments would improve and ~| 
protect riparian habitat for |~l~ 
wildlife, thus helping to ~ 
maintain biodiversity liU[~ H 
within the resource [ [ ~  V] 
area. This is a sig- ~ I ~  
nificant benefit to _ l ~ ~  I n  
wildlife habitat ~ 1 ~  ~ '  
management. _ ~ , ¢ , ~ ~  ~ 

Ownership Adjustment 
BLM's acquisition of lands with special status species habitats would 
promote the recovery of listed and candidate species. 

Disposal of public lands would eliminate BLM control of approxi- 
mately 8,300 acres of the northwest portion of the habitat of the 
white-margined penstemon (a threatened and endangered candidate) 
and one small population of the Arizona prickly peppy (a threatened 
and endangered candidate). 204 



ALTERNATIVE 1 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Implementation of the Desert Tortoise Rangewide Plan would 
help improve habitat conditions. The Southwestern Bald Eagle 
Management Committee has been successful in promoting and 
preserving southern bald eagles and their habitats. This population 
has expanded significantly. Peregrine falcons would continue their 
ongoing recovery. Monitoring and inventory participation with the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service will be critical for the continued recovery of this species. 

Implementation of the Hualapai Mexican Vole Recovery Plan 
will improve the habitat and management of this species. Initi- 
ating the intensive annual inventory of black-hawks would provide 
a good indicator of the overall health of riparian ecosystems, espe- 
ciallyBurro Creek. Starting the monitoring of the roundtail chubs 
would provide information for managers and biologists on the status 
of this species and its management needs. 

From Riparian Area Management 
Management emphasis on riparian areas would lead to long- 
term improvement of this habitat. More riparian acreage in 
better condition would support larger and healthier wildlife 
populations. This is a significant benefit to wildlife habitat 
management. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Wild horses and burros managed within an ecological balance 
should have no impact on special status species. 

From Support Services Management 

Acquiring lands listed in Appendix 9 would place habitat of certain 
special status plants under BLM management, allowing further 
management possibilities for perpetuating these species. 

Conclusions 

Surface-disturbing activities such as mining may significantly 
affect special status species, especially desert tortoise. This 
impact is primarily a result of cumulative impacts of mining 
disturbances (especially roads) that fragment habitats. 

Surface-dlsturbing activities such as recreational uses, grazing 
by livestock, wild horses and burros would have minimal impact 
on special status species and/or their habitat and would be 
minimized through National Environmental Policy Act review. 

IMPACTS TO RIPARIAN AREAS 

From Mineral Development 

Mineral exploration and development would result in short-term 
surface disturbance, destroying vegetation, increasing soil erosion, 
reducing streambank stability and lowering water quality. 

From Lands Actions 

The BLM exchange program consolidates landownership resulting 
in acquisition of important riparian areas and more effectivemanage- 
ment of areas already in public ownership. Improved management 
would allow greater control of surface-disturbing activities such as 
livestock grazing, mineral exploration and development and off- 
highway vehicle use. 

From Watershed Management 

The ongoing soil survey and ecological site inventory would provide 
baseline data for the protection of fragile soils and vegetation in 
riparian areas. 

BLM acquisition of instream flow water rights would ensure ad- 
equate water supplies to maintain critical riparian areas. 

The maintenance of water quality under current management pro- 
motes improved riparian habitat conditions by controlling activities 
that could harm these areas. 

From Rangeland Management 

Development or revision of 56 allotment management plans 
would maintain or improve riparian vegetation along 704 miles 
of streams and washes in the planning area. Allotment manage- 
ment plans would provide prescriptions for periodic rest and 
grazing timed to meet the physiological needs of key riparian 
plants. As small riparian areas are fenced, vegetation in these 
areas would greatly improve. 

From Recreation Management 

Restricting cross-country vehicle traffic would benefit riparian 
areas. Some use in washes may cause deterioration of riparian 
vegetation. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Interim protective measures for eligible river segments would 
improve riparian values. 

From Wildlife Management 

Under normal climatic conditions, wildlife program aedvities comple- 
ment the management of riparian areas. During drought conditions, 
there may be some minor impacts from wildlife feeding, watering 
and resting near water. However, this seldom results in serious loss 
of soil or forage because of the small hooves andlight weight of game 
animals and their intrinsic characteristic of dispersed grazing. Under 
current management, riparian areas would be recognized as high 
priority and actions benefiting beth wildlife and riparian values 
would be implemented. 

From Special Status Species Management 

The preservation of habitat for the southern bald eagle, common 
black-hawk, Hualapai Mexican vole and roundtail chubs would 
supplement management efforts to promote riparian habitat. 
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From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Wild horses and burros within an ecological balance would have 
no impact on riparian areas. 

Conclusions 

Mineral development would have short-term impacts on riparian 
areas. Rights-of-way would be restricted in sensitive riparian areas. 
Riparian habitat would improve in areas where allotment manage- 
ment plans are implemented. Restricting cross-country vehicle 
traffic would benefit r iparian areas. Interim protective mea- 
sures for eligible rivers would improve r iparian resources. 

Wildlife habitat management goals and objectives are compatible 
with riparian area management. Allowing wild horse populations to 
fluctuate would result in a downward trend in condition of riparian 
areas within wild horse range by destroying vegetation, trampling 
streambanks and reducing water quality and quantity. 

IMPACTS TO WILD AND FREE-ROAMING HORSE 
AND BURRO MANAGEMENT 

From Mineral Development 

Impacts to wild horse and burro habitat from mining activities 
would be minimal. Human disturbance associated with mining 
would cause wild horses to be displaced from around mines and 
access roads. 

From Lands Actions 

Exchanges would help to block up important  wild horse and 
burro habitat. Rights-of-way for pipelines and powerlineswould 
cause short-term loss of forage and disturbance of animals 
during construction. Increased access associated with rights-of- 
way would impact wild animals' need for solitude. 

From Watershed Management 

Wild horse and burro habitat would improve as a result of 
proposed watershed management actions. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Wild horse and burros would not be impacted by harvest of 
desert plants or woodcutting. 

From Rangeland Management 

Implementation of sound rangeland management practices would 
improve habitat for wild horses and burros. Associated water 
development would be used by wild horse and burros. Fences 
could impede free roaming unless impacts were mitigated. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Management of wildlife habitat would improve forage condi- 
tions for wild horses and burros, helping to achieve a thriving 

ecological balance. Some competition for water would exist, 
especially during periods of prolonged drought. 

From Recreation Management 

Wild horses and burros would benefit from management of 
public recreation with the goal of being in harmony with the 
environment and other uses. Campgrounds tend to concentrate 
people away from horse and burro  use areas. Prohibiting cross- 
country vehicle traffic by limiting off-highway vehicle use to 
existing roads, trails and navigable washes would reduce con- 
flicts between humans and wild horses and burros. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Protection of special status species habitat could place some 
restrictions on movement and grazing of wild horses and burros. 
I f  problems occur, special status species habitat may need to be 
fenced from grazing. 

From Riparian Area Management 

The need to protect and enhance r iparian habitat could require 
restrictions to be placed on the free-roaming of wild horses and 
burros. I f  r iparian areas deteriorate or efforts to improve 
riparian condition are impeded by concentrated grazing ofwild 
horses and burros along streams, canyon bottoms and around 
springs, their ability to be free-roaming may need to be curtailed 
in these critical areas. Riparian areas would then be fenced and 
water piped outside for use by wild horses and burros. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Management of wild burros at  a light stocking rate and animals 
dispersed over the entire area would result in improved habitat 
conditions and help burros maintain good body condition during 
periods of drought and over the summer. Implementation of a 
herd management area plan would lead to improved conditions 
of the wild horse habitat in the Cerbat  Mountains. Improvement 
in condition of animals and their habitat would accelerate as 
horse numbers can be brought closer to an equilibrium with 
forage availability, as evidenced by results of utilization and 
trend data. 

Conclusions 

Impacts on wild horses and burros from mineral development 
would not be significant. Land exchanges would block up 
important habitat. Rights-of-way would not significantly im- 
pact animals. Wild horse and burro habitat would benefit from 
watershed, rangeland, and wildlife habitat management prac- 
tices. 

The goal of dispersed recreation use and prohibiting cross- 
country vehicle traffic would reduce conflicts between people 
and wild horse and burros. Special status species and riparian 
area management could place some restrictions on where wild 
horses and burros can graze. Implementation of herd manage- 
ment area plans would result in improved habitat for wild horses 
and burros. 
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ALTERNATIVE 2 

A L T E R N A T I V E  2 - P R E F E R R E D  
A L T E R N A T I V E  

IMPACTS TO ALL RESOURCES 

From Law Enforcement 

The increased presence of BLM rangers in the resource area would 
enhance public safety, awareness and appreciation of natural re- 
sources by the public, and orderly use and protection of natural 
resources. BLM rangers would add to the overall protection and 
safety of the public using the resource area by their presence and the 
cooperation of other federal, state and local law enforcement agen- 
cies. 

Increased BLM ranger presence would enhance public contact, 
interpretation of BLM resource management programs, and educa- 
tion of the public in low impact use and enjoyment of natural 
resources. Ranger presence would also deter vandalism, unautho- 
rized surface-disturbing activities, occupancy lxespass and illegal 
dumping. 

IMPACTS TO MINERAL DEVELOPMENT 

From Lands Actions 

Ownership Adjustments 

Disposal of roughly 181,553 acres of public land would prevent 
exploration and development of minerals on these lands. Most lands 
proposed for disposal, however, have a low to moderate potential for 
occurrence of locatable minerals and a low to unknown potential for 

oil and gas. Some of the lands identified for disposal encroach on 
known leasable sodium deposits in the northern portions of 
Detrital and Hualapai valleys. Disposal of these lands would 
have to consider the value of the deposits contained therein, as 
well as the impact on any existing sodium leases which may exist 
at the time (see Map 36). 

The acquisition of roughly 365,000 acres of nonfederal mineral 
estate would affect the development of mineral resources by consoli- 

dating land into well-blocked areas and reducing potential conflicts 
between mining operators and landowners. Someoftheselandshave 
a moderate to high potential for the occurrence of locatable minerals 
and a low potential for oil and gas. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Special Management Areas 

The designation of 12 areas of critical environmental concern would 
leave nearly 99 percent of the federal locatable minerals open to 
mineral entry. Of the approximately 23,800 acres closed to 
mineral entry, less than 19 percent contain high potential miner- 
als. Nearly 99 percent of leasable minerals are open to mineral 
leasing with standard lease stipulations. Less than one percent 
of the federal minerals are open to mineral leasing with a no 
surface occupancy stipulation. These areas are In one-half-mile 
wide strips along stream channels which could allow slant 
drilling to occur. Only 1,114 acres are closed to mIneral leasing. 
Nearly 99 percent of the federal mineral materials are open to 
mineral material disposals. Only a small percentage of the closed 
area contains significant deposits of sand or gravel and other 
valuable sources are closer to the major population centers in the 
resource area. 

The Joshua Tree Forest Area of Critical Environmental Concern has 
a moderate potential for gold, the Clay Hills Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern has a high potential for bentonite and the 
remaining areas proposed for withdrawal have a low or unknown 

mineral potential. Withdrawals would preclude any future explora- 

tion except on valid existing claims. Designating areas of critical 
environmental concern not proposed to be withdrawn from mineral 
entry would require submitting aplan of operations for any activities 
exceeding casual use. All or portions of the JoshuaTree Forest Area 
of Critical Environmental Concern have a high potential for the 
occurrence of salable minerals near areas of substantial population 
growth. Sales of mineral materials within the areas of critical 
environmental concern would be allowed only where no reason- 
able alternative exists. 

From Special Status Species and other Wildlife 
Resources 

Imposing special stipulations, no surface occupancy, and withdraw- 
als would cause delays in exploration and developing making leas- 
able mineral resources less available. Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Hazardous Materials Management 

Mining operators may expect increased operating costs to adequately 

mitigate impacts from using hazardous materials. Operations will be 
monitored, at a minimum, according to the schedule contained in the 
BLM's Inspections Enforcement Policy. Those operations which 
are causing unnecessary or undue degradation will be served a notice 
of noncompliance as described in 43 CFR 3809.3-1. 

Conclusions 

The Preferred Alternative would restrict or preclude mineral re- 
sources exploration and development in certain areas to protect or 

accommodate other resources and uses. Land disposals would 
discourage mineral resource exploration in some areas, while land 

acquisitions would encourage exploration in others. 
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ALTERNATIVE 2 

Designated areas of critical environmental concern would encumber 
locatable mineral resource exploration and development through 
delays for plan approvals. Portions or all of six areas of critical 
environmental concern would be withdrawn from mineral entry, all 
or portions of six areas of critical environmental concern are no 
surface occupancy and six areas of critical environmental concern 
are closed or partially closed to mineral material disposals. 

IMPACTSTO LANDS ACTIONS 

Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 
1 except as noted below. 

From Landownership Adjustments - Exchange 

An additional 79,000-plus acres are identified for disposal. The 
majority of the land is checkerboarded and uneconomical to 
manage except north and west of Golden Valley and near 
Mohave Valley. 

These lands were identified for disposal due to their considered 
high potential for development and the need for this type of trade 
base. The availability of these lands for disposal will make 
exchanges with the BLM more desirable and provide incentive 
to proponents, state and private, to offer lands identified for 
acquisition which are high in resource values. 

From Withdrawals and Classifications 

Recommendation to revoke certain withdrawals would make the 
land available for lands actions including disposal if uneconomi- 
cal to manage. Other lands actions would be permitted after 
National Environmental Policy Act compliance subject to stipu- 
lations to protect resources. 

From Recreation and Public Purposes 

Reserving identified lands for recreation and public purpose 
uses would assure these types of actions are provided for. I t  will 
keep these actions in a specific area rather than scattering them, 
thereby minimizing impacts. In  some cases, the lands identified 
for recreation and public purposes are identified for disposal by 
exchange. 

From Linear Rights-of-Way 

The designation of three additional corridors in areas already 
disturbed and which have the potential for development pro- 
vides additional areas where rights-of-way may be directed to 
minimize impacts. 

From Communication Site Rights-of-Way 

Designation of 11 communication sites will restrict development 
to, for the most part,  previously disturbed areas, thereby mini- 
mizing impacts. 

From Wildlife Movement Corridors 

Lands actions may require special stipulations such as over- 
passes, underpasses, fencing, culvert modification, etc., that 
could increase the cost of a project. 

From Special Management Areas 

Certain lands actions, i.e., communication sites, may be prohib- 
ited by prescription in certain areas. Actions allowed would be 
subject to National Environmental Policy Act compliance stipu- 
lations to protect resources. This may increase project costs. 
There will be an increased workload to implement withdrawals, 
acquisitions, etc., that may be limited by the existing realty staff, 

From Hazardous Material Management 

Lands actions may require stipulations regarding release of 
hazardous substances and responsibility for cleanup. This may 
increase project costs. Some landownership adjustments may 
not occur due to the presence of hazardous materials. 

Conclusions 

Reservingpublic lands for recreation and public purposesallows 
qualified entities at reduced rates to provide services they may 
not otherwise be able to afford. Designation of utility corridors 
and communication sites restricts development to certain areas 
and min imizes  impac ts .  Dispos ing  of l ands  tha t  a re  
checkerboarded and uneconomical to manage provides a base to 
acquire lands with higher resource values and services a public 
benefit. 

IMPACTS TO SOCIOECONOMIC FACTORS 

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not cause 
significant impacts to any of the Kingman Resource Area socio- 
economic data reviewed in this document. Population trends 
would not be affected. The direct economic benefits Mohave and 
Yavapai counties currently receive from BLM employment and 
operations would remain constant. 

From Lands 

A decision to dispose of 181,~53 acres of public land through 
exchange could increase the amount of private lands in the 
resource area, thereby increasing the county tax base, 

From Resource Actions 

There would be no significant impacts to socioeconomic factors 
in the resource area from minerals, special status species, wHd- 
llfe habitat, recreation or rangeland management. 

209 



CHAPTER IV 

IMPACTS TO WATERSHED (Soil, Water and Air) 
MANAGEMENT 

From Mineral Development 

Impacts to watershed management would be similar to those under 
Alternative 1 except the withdrawing of land from mineral entry, 
mining plans of operation for all mineral exploration and devel- 
opment activities and mandatory bonding would protect and 
maintain water quality and quantity, air quality and soil productivity. 
Surface disturbance and hazardous material introductions would 
also be reduced. 

• From Lands Actions 

Ownership Adjustments 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Riparian Area Management 

Same as under Alternative I (see also Special Management Areas in 
Alternative 1). 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Same as under Alternative I for burro management. Wild horse 
numbers within an ecological balance would be a significant 
beneficial impact. 

From Special Management Areas 

Special management areas which limit surface-disturbing activities 
(off-highway vehicle, mining road and facility construction) would 
protect and maintain water quality and quantity. 

From Visual Resource Management 

Withdrawals, Recreation and Public Purposes, 
Rights-of-Way, Leases and Permits 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

An inventory and management plan would give greater consider- 
ation to resource protection and minimize damage to soil and 
vegetation. 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Hazardous Material Management 

Implementation of a hazardous material management program would 
minimize incidents of discharges of hazardous materials from con- 
mined sites and therefore reduce pollution of surface and groundwa- 
ter. 

Conclusions 

From Rangeland Management 

Impacts would be the same asAlternative I except that implementing 
allotment managementplans and grazing systems in specialmanage- 
ment areas would he given higher priority. 

From Cultural Resource Management 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1 except that agreater degree 
of protection would be provided for watershed components. Limi- 
tations on surface-disturbing activities for mineral exploration and 
development and off-highway vehicle uses would reduce rtmoffand 
soil losses, degradation of water quality and air quality, reduce 
vegetative losses and increase soil productivity. Development of 
management plans for vegetative harvest would provide greater 
consideration of watershed values. 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Recreation Management 
IMPACTS TO VEGETATIVE PRODUCTS 
MANAGEMENT 

Same as under Alternative 1. In addition, the limiting of off-highway 
vehicle use would lower the rate of soil and vegetation loss, salt yield 
and fugitive dust. 

From Mineral Development Management 
Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Landownership Adjustments 
Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Land Withdrawals, Recreation and Public 
Purposes, Rights-of-Ways, Leases and Permits 

From Special Status Species Management 

Same as under Alternative I (see also SpecialManagement Areas in 
Alternath, e 1). 

Impacts would be similar to those under Alternative I, but might be 
more intense because of more identified corridors. 
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ALTERNATIVE 2 

From Watershed Management 
Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Proposed actions would improve management of the harvest of 
vegetative products. 

From Cultural Resource Management 
Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Recreation Management 

Impacts would be the same as under Alternative 1 in areas of 
intensive recreational use. Off-highway vehicle use designations 
would limit vegetation harvesting where travel off designated 
roads, Irails and washes would not be allowed. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 
Impacts would be the same as underAIternative I except on special 
management areas identified for highpriority wildlifehabitat where 
vegetative product harvesting might be limited or prohibited if it 
would conflict with wildlife resources. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Impacts would be the same as under Alternative 1. In addition, area 
of critical environmental concern designation to protect Arizona 
cliffrose, white-margined penstemon, bald eagles, desert tortoise 
and black-hawks would close those areas to any harvesting of 
vegetative products. 

From Riparian Area Management 
Impacts would be the same as under Alternative 1. On areas of 
critical environmental concern identified for high priority riparian 
values, vegetative products could not be harvested. 

From Special Management Areas 

Designations would remove areas of critical environmental concern 
from the harvest of vegetative products, other than salvage. Fewer 
vegetative products should be harvested because of areas withdrawn 
from mineral entry and closed to mineral material disposals. 
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From Support Services Management 

Implementing of law enforcement patrolling of the public lands 
would reduce the amount of theft of vegetative products and result in 
better compliance with permit stipulations. Patrolling would also 
reduce the amount of environmental damage caused by driving off 
designated roads, driving on muddy roads or removing vegetative 
products from outside designated areas. 

Conclusions 

Impacts would be similar to thoseunder Alternative1 except special 
management areas identified would reduce the areas where harvests 
may occur. Limitations on off-highway vehicle use and greater 
consideration of sensitive resources would impose greater limita- 
tions on suitability of harvest activities. Law enforcernent patrolling 
would provide better control of harvest activities and lessen environ- 
mental damage. 

IMPACTS TO RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

From Mineral Development 
Impacts would be similar to those under Alternative I,  but less 
disturbance would occur because of areas withdrawn from mineral 
entry and closed to mineral material disposals. 

From Landownership Adjustments 
Impacts to livestock grazing would be similar to those under Alter- 
native 1, but would be more intense because of more acreage 
designated as suitable for disposal, except east and southeast of 
Bullhead City where no grazing occurs. The Mud Springs and 
Curtain allotments and portions of the Pine Springs allotment 
could be transferred to state ownership and removed from 
public grazing. The state would continue to lease the land for 
grazing until the lands are exchanged. There is no guarantee the 
Curtain Holistic Resource Management system, which has re- 
suited in substantial improvement in rangeland habitat, would 
continue under state or private ownership. This area would be 
unavailable to the BLM as a public demonstration area of the 
benefits of holistic resource management. 

From Watershed Management 
Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Vegetative Products Management 
An inventory and management plan would give greater consider- 
ation to resource values and result in increased forage production and 
less soil disturbance and erosion. 

From Rangeland Management 

Same as under Alternative I except goals and objectives of areas 
of critical environmental concern would shift emphasis for de- 
velopment of allotment management plans from other areas to 
areas of critical environmental concern because of increased 
funding which could result from these plans. This would result 
in improved rangeland condition in riparian areas, around 



CHAPTER IV 

cultural resources, wildlife habitat and special status species 
habitat. 

From Cultural Resource Management 
Cultural resource management would have similar impacts to those 
described under Alternative 1. Designation of an area of critical 
environmental concern/special recreation management area at the 
Carrow-Stephens Ranches would exclude 542 acres from grazing on 
the Big Sandy Grazing Allotment, requiring a reduction of active 
grazing preference in this allotment. 

From Recreation Management 
Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 
Impacts would be similar to those described underAlternative 1. The 
degree of impact would be greatly increased in areas designated as 
areas of critical environmental concern because of unique or high 
values. Where categories I and 11 desert tortoise habitat are found, 
constraints on construction of range improvements would be im- 
posed where unresolvable conflicts occur with tortoise needs. 

Limitations on grazing use would be possible to assure adequate 
forage for tortoise. Presence of categories I and 11 tortoise habitat 
would give priority to affected allotments for allotment management 
plan development. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 1 
except: 

• Designating the white-margined penstemon habitat as art area of 
critical environmental concern would constrain constructionofrange 
improvements and limit livestock grazing within this area, affecting 
portions of the Happy Jack Wash, La Cienega andBoriana A grazing 
allotments. 

• Designating a special management area within the Black Moun- 
tain Area of Critical Environmental Concern for Cerbat beard- 
tongue habitat would constrain the building of range improvements 
and limit livestock grazing within this area, affecting portions of the 
Gediondia, Fort MacEwen A and Fort MacEwen B grazing allot- 
ments. 

• Designating the McCracken and Poachie DesertTortoise areas of 
critical environmental concern would constrain construction of range 
improvements and limit grazing within these areas, affecting the 
Chicken Springs~ Bateman Springs, Artillery Range, Greenwood 
Community, Burro Creek Ranch and Arrastra Mountain grazing 
allotments. 

• Designating the Hualapai Mountain Research Natural Area/Area 
of Critical Environmental Concern would constrain construction of 

range improvements and limit livestock grazing within these areas, 
affecting portions of the La Cienega, Yellow Pine and Hualapal Peak 
grazing allotments. 

• Designating the Wright and Cottonwood creeks riparian and 
cultural, Burro Creek riparian and cultural and Three Rivers Riparian 
areas of critical environmental concern would protect riparian habi- 
tat by constraining construction of range improvements and limiting 
livestock grazing, affecting portions of the following allotments. 

Crozier 
Valentine 
7L (McElhaney) 
JJJ 
Burro Creek 
Bagdad 
Greenwood Peak Community 
Greenwood Community 
Burro Creek Ranch 
Artillery Range 
D.O.R. 
Chicken Springs 
Santa Maria (Lower Gila Resource Area) 
Van Keuren (Lower Gila Resource Area) 
Primrose (Lower Gila Resource Area) 

From Riparian Area Management 

Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 1 
except designating three riparian areas of critical environmental 
concern (Burro Creek, Three Rivers and Wright and Cottonwood 
creeks) would affect grazing allotments as described under Special 
Status Species management. Affected allotments would be given 
priority for intensive management. 

From Special Management Areas 

Impacts resulting from designation of the 12 areas ofcrltical environ- 
mental concerns are discussed under the originating resource: cul- 
tural resources, recreation, wildlife and speci,~l status species. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Same as underA lternative I except that if proper utilization levels on 
key forage species within the Cerbat Herd Management Area are 
exceeded, and horses are above the minimum viable level, num- 
bers of all grazing ungulates would be reduced on an equitable 
basis. If the wild horse population is below a minimum viable 
level, livestock and wildlife would be reduced accordingly in 
order to maintain a viable population of wild horses within an 
ecological balance in their habitat. This would have a slight 
negative impact on the livestock industry. 

Conclusions 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1 except that limitations on 
surface-disturbing activities for mineral exploration and develop- 
ment and vegetative harvest would result in smaller losses of vegeta- 
tive productivity and disruption to grazing livestock. There would be 
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a greater degree of change in grazing preference, ownership of range 
improvements and management efficiency because of additional 
acreage designated for disposal. 

Designation of special management areas for unique resource values 
throughout the resource area would place constraints on construction 
of range improvements and impose limitations on grazing use on 
affected allotments. Similar constraints and limitations would occur 
where categories I and 11 desert tortoise habitat occurs. GrazAng 
allotments in the Cerbat Wild Horse Herd Management Area would 
be subject to grazing use adjustments where over-obligation of 
available forage exists. 

IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES 

From Mineral Development 

Portions of the Wright and Cottonwood creeks, Carrow-Ste- 
phens and Burro Creek areas of critical environmental concern 
would be withdrawn from mineral entry, subject to valid existing 
rights, resulting in greater protection for cultural resources. Mining 
would require approved plans of operations, allowing adequate time 
for mitigation and cultural resource inventories. 

From Lands Actions 

Impacts under the PreferredAlternative would be the same as under 
Alternative I with the benefit of adding certain cultural proper ties to 
the BLM's priority list for acquisition. These sites include the Neal 
petroglyphs, the Barth Bighorn Cave access and the X-Bar-One 
petroglyphs. 

One of the additional disposal areas south of Bullhead City 
probably has a large number of cultural resources. Nearby areas 
have a large number of cultural resources and isolated artifacts. 

New resources and data would be recorded and adverse impacts 
would be mitigation on any significant areas. Although mitiga- 
tion measures would be beneficial, public use and conservation 
values would be lost. 

From Recreation Management 

Prehistoric and historic trails and other sensitive cultural resources 
would be protected by closing or limiting off-highway vehicle use in 
areas of critical environmental concern. One open off-highway 
vehicle area would reduce the level of indiscriminate use throughout 
the resource a r e a .  

From Vegetative Products Management 

Cultural resources would benefit from the curtailment or reduction of 
woodcutting while a fuelwood management plan was being devel- 
oped. The subsequent plan would also consider protection of 
sensitive sites. 

From Special Management Areas 

Long-term beneficial impacts would result from management pre- 
scriptions in the Joshua Tree Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs, Black 
Mountains, Wright and Cottonwood creeks riparian and cultural, 
Carrow-Stephens and Burro Creek riparian and cultural areas of 
critical environmental concerns designed to help the BLM protect, 
preserve and enhance cultural resources. 

Some degree of vandalism could increase because of the attention 
brought to previously unknown areas. Increased protective mea- 
sures outlined in areas of critical environmental concern plans, 
however, would more than balance adverse impacts. 

Conclusions 

Alternative 2 would benefit the most significant cultural resources 
but would result in some losses to vandalism, off-highway vehicle 
activity and natural processes. Negative impacts would be lower in 
areas designated as areas of critical environmental concern due to 
increased management emphasis. 

IMPACTS TO RECREATION MANAGEMENT 

From Mineral Development 

Impacts to recreation would be the same as under Alternative 1 but 
management prescriptions and mineral withdrawals under area of 
critical environmental concern designations would minimize ad- 
verse impacts to visual resources. 

A 40-acre mineral withdrawal around each recreation sitewould 
reduce the potential for surface disturbance, soil erosion and 
habitat disturbance from mining. 

From Lands Actions 

Impacts would be similar to those under Alternative 1, The exchange 
program would benefit recreation by bringing into public ownership 
high-value scenic lands and wildlands suitable for outdoor recre- 
ation. 

Rights-of-way development would impact the natural character 
of the landscape, but utilizing proper visual resource manage- 
ment techniques for pole placement and materials, corridor 
rehabilitation, etc., would minimize adverse effects. No signifi- 
cant impact is anticipated. 

From Watershed Management 

Enhancement of soil and vegetative conditions through water- 
shed management activities would benefit visual resources by 
restoring or maintaining natural-appearing landscapes. Oppor- 
tunities for hunting and wildlife viewing would increase as 
habitat for wildlife is improved. 
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From Vegetative Products Management 

Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 1. 

From Rangeland Management 

Impacts would be the same as under Alternative I except elimination 
of livestock grazing on portions of the Chino Springs, Sliver Creek 
and Alamo allolments would improve vegetative cover and result in 
increased scenic- and recreation-related wildlife habitat values. 

From Cultural Resources Management 

Impacts would be similar to those deseribedunder Alternative 1, plus 
designating six special management areas with significant cultural 
values and developing interpretive sites would enhance the recre- 
ation program by giving the public more opportunities to learn about 
and experience historic values. 

From Recreation Management 

Developing more facilities such as campgrounds, picnic areas, 
interpretive pullout sites, trails and expansion of existing recreation 
sites would satisfy increased demand for recreation opportuni- 
ties. In addition, the proposed trails and back country byways 
would provide a wide variety of primitive recreation experiences 
that are in public demand. 

Visual Resource Management classes would protect scenic quality 
and reduce negative impacts on visual resources. 

From Off-Highway Vehicle Designation 

Limited off-highway vehicle use on more than 1,100,000 acres (see 
Table 9) would reduce damage to vegetative cover and soils on 
upland areas, control erosion and result in improved scenic values. 
This designation would still allow extensive off-highway vehicle use 
on an established network of roads, trails and washes over much of 
the resource area. Unrestricted off-highway vehicle use on 1,311 
acres would allow cross-country activities by all-terrain vehicles to 
OCCUr. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under Alternative 1. 
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From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 1 
except improved wildlife habitat resulting from area of critical 
environmental concern designation, grazing management and re- 
moval of grazing would result in increased wildlife populations and 
benefit hunting, photography and opportunities to view wild ani- 
mals. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

The establishment of a wild burro Interpretive site in the Black 
Mountains Herd Management Area would greatly enhance the 
public's opportunities for viewing wild burros in their natural 
habitat and provide for a growing interest in observing these 
animals, along with other wild animals. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Protection of special status plant and animal species would improve 
recreation opportunities to learn about and view these important 
aspects of our environment. An informed and educated public would 
benefit from a greater diversity of plant and animal life on wildlands. 

From Special Management Areas 

Designation of 12 areas of critical environmental concern would 
constrain or eliminate surface-disturbing activities associated with 
mineral exploration and development on important riparian areas, 
threatened and endangered species habitat and cultural sites. Graz- 
ing would also be managed according to area of critical environmen- 
tal concern objectives and other surface-disturbing activities such as 
communication sites, powerlines, pipelines and roads would be 
confined to corridors. 

These actions would result in protection of/or improvement in 
existing scenic values and recreation-related wildlife habitat values. 

From Support Services 

Access 

Acquiring legal access to proposed recreation sites would allow for 
the development and building of new recreation sites. 

Acquisition 

Acquiring private and state lands threugh exchange, in areas planned 
for new or improved recreation sites, would increase recreational 
opportunities. 

Fire Management 

The suppression of wildfires would protect developed recreation 
sites and retain scenic values. 
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Conclusions IMPACTS TO WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Development of new facilities, designation of two additional back 
country byways, trail development and providing interpretive 
displays would significantly enhance outdoor recreation oppor- 
tunities. Designation of areas of critical environmental concern, 
establishment of off-highway vehicle designations and manage- 
ment of visual resources would provide quality natural settings 
for visitors. These combine to create significant beneficial 
Impacts to recreation resources. 

IMPACTS TO WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

From Mineral Development 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Lands Actions 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Watershed Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Rangeland Management 

From Mineral Development 

Impacts to wildlife would be similar to those under Alternative I 

except the withdrawal of 23,800 acres from mineral entry, require- 
ments for mining plans of operations, mandatory bonding, no surface 
occupancy stipulations on 23,186 acres and seasonal restrictions 
would protect these areas from destruction or alteration of habitat 
and the increased presence of people. Mandatory bonding would 
ensure that damaged areas are reclaimed. Habitat  fragmentation 
would be less under this alternative. Some short-term distur- 
hances may still occur to bighorn sheep especially during lamb- 
ing, but impacts would be the same as underAlternatlve 1. 

Special stipulations on mineral leasing would prevent undue surface 
disturbance from occurring. The cumulative impact of up to 10 wells 
drilled during the life of the plan would not be significant. 

From Lands Actions 

Impacts would be the same as under Alternative I except a long- 
term grazing research study area on the Curtain Allotment, 
which has benefited wildlife, would be removed from federal 
ownership. Desirable vegetation has been reestablished and 
overall range condition is improving dramatically. These ben- 
efits may not necessarily be continued under state or private 

ownership. 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Recreation Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Riparian Area Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

Conclusion 

The free-flowing nature and outstandingly remarkable values of 
six streams found to be eligible for inclusion into the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System will be adequately protected 
under Alternative 1. No significant impacts are expected. 

Identifying and conveying lands within disposal areas for recreation 
and public purposes would put less pressure on surrounding wild- 
lands, which are proposed for retention to protect natural resource 
values. Under this alternative, wildlife habitat  would receive 

additional protection by restricting habitat fragmentation, rights- 
of-way and communication sites within areas of critical environ- 
mental concern. 

From Watershed Management 

Same as under Alternative I. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

This alternative will have minimal impacts to wildlife habitat as 
the woodland and Mohave yucca harvest will occur on a sus- 
tained yield basis. Harvest on a sustained yield basis is an 
insignificant impact to wildlife. Neotropical and resident forest 
birds are among those animals expected to remain in abundance 
in the woodlands within the planning area. 

Careful planning of woodland harvests will minimize impacts to 
wildlife and in some instances improve habitat for wildlife. 
Animals within the yucca habitats such as the desert night lizard, 
cavity-nesting species and nesting raptors are expected to con- 
tinue to occupy habitats harvested on a sustained yield basis. 
Biodiversity will be maintained under this alternative. 
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Impacts from long-term enhancement ofwiidlife habitat in areas 
identified as suitable for vegetative manipulation to improve 
habitat condition are the same as under Alternative I. 

Long-term enhancement of wildlife habitat through vegetative 
products management is of moderate importance considering 
the type of habitat involved. This enhancement would occur in 
areas identified as suitable for vegetative manipulation to im- 
prove habitat condition (decreased competition between over- 
story and understory plants for water, sunlight and soil nutri- 
ents; seeding of grasses~ forbs and browse; edge-effect, e.g., 
forage and escape cover diversity). 

Long-term protection given to wildlife habitat identified as 
unsuitable for manipulation is significant, considering the amount 
of acreage and habitat involved for neotropical migratory birds 
and several special-status species including the endangered 
American peregrine falcon and Hualapai Mexican vole. 

From Rangeland Management 

Impacts would be the same as under Alternative I except the review 
and revision of allotment management plans affecting areas of 
critical environmental concern would address the impacts of live- 
stock grazing on sensitive areas. Better grazing management would 
lead to improved wildlife habitat conditions. 

A more accurate ephemeral boundary wouldresult in more appropri- 
ate range management practices leading to improved wildlife habitat 
conditions such as improved vegetative cover, vigor and frequency 
of desirable species. 

The elimination of grazing on Chino Springs, Silver Creek and 
Alamo allolments would improve habitat conditions for dependent 

wildlife species in riparian and upland areas. 

From Recreation Management 

Increased use of proposed recreation developments would disturb 
individual animals in the immediate area around each site. Impacts 
would be greatest around Boundary Cone, Moss Wash, Pine Flat, 
Antelope Spring, Six-Mile Crossing, Black Mountains, Hualapai 
Mountains and Aubrey Peak. 

However, managing unrestricted recreation activities already occur- 
ring in these areas by encouraging use in developed recreation sites 
would concentrate visitor use in smaller areas, reducing impacts to 
the overall species habitat. 

A 40-acre mineral withdrawal around each recreation site would 
reduce the potential for surface disturbance, soil erosion and habitat 

disturbance from mining. 

The proposal for a regional park near Kingman would give a 
significant measure of protection to wildlife habitat in this area. 
This park will protect wildlife habitat from urbanization and 

subsequent habitat fragmentation. A wildlife movement corridor 
proposed in this area would give the public a place near Kingman to 
experience nature. 

Limiting off-highway vehicles in areas of critical environmental 
concern and throughout the Kingman Resource Area would protect 
sensitive wildlife habitat from surface disturbance. Cross-counla'y 
travel would not be allowed. This would reduce human distur- 
bance, habitat destruction, incidental taking, vandalism and 
harassment of wildlife. Limiting off-highway vehicle use in the 
planning area to existing trails and washes would allow reasonable 
access to hunters and other recreationists. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Special Status Species Management 

The protection of special status species through area of critical 
environmental concern designation, fencing, mineral withdrawal 
and land retention and acquisition will also protect wildlife associ- 
ated with these areas. 

From Wildlife Management 

A significant problem facing wildlife populations today and in 
the future is their ability to move freely from one habitat area to 
another. This may be in response to environmental change, 
species population changes or seasonal population movements. 

An inability to move freely through natural  habitats will eventu- 
ally isolate and fragment wildlife populations, resulting in even- 
tual localized extinctions or reduced viability of wildlife popula- 
tions. The establishment of wildlife movement corridors under 
this alternative is an essential element of wildlife management 
for now and in the future. 

Maintenance of populations through movement is a significant 
benefit and will help ensure viability of wildlife populations and 
maintain and enhance biodiversity both in the Kingman Re- 
source Area and on a global basis. 

Allocation of forage and stratification of habitats under this 
alternative is the basis for equitable distribution of resources 
among all ungulates in the resource area. This is a significant 
improvement over current management. Imposing seasonal 
restrictions on activities that disturb lambing and rearing of 
newborn desert bighorn sheep will significantly reduce distur- 
bances to this species and subsequently help to maintain their 

productivity. 

A no surface occupancy stipulation for mineral leasing activities 
in riparian zones will give significant protection to these rare and 
valuable wildlife habitats. 
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Management focus on pronghorn antelope habitat at Cherokee 
Point and Goodwin Mesa will help assure maintenance and 
enhancement or these populations, thus helping to ensure that 
biological diversity of the resource area is protected. 

Focusing attention on potential conflicts between elk and the 
endangered Hualapai Mexican vole will further our understand- 
ing on the interactions of these two species. Quality information 
gathered on this subject will help the effort to make informed 
decisions and to further recovery efforts of this endangered 
species. 

From Riparian Management 

The increased management emphasis in riparian areas would result 
in better habitat conditions and improved reproduction for wildlife, 
including reduced erosion, improved vegetative cover and composi- 
tion, increased forage, cooler air and water, improved water quality 
and expanded riparian acreage. 

From Special Management Areas 

Under this alternative, significant protection of riparian re- 
sources and special status species habitat is realized. Placing 
emphasis on enhancement and protection of unique habitat 
areas and highly productive areas such as r iparian zones will 
further advance wildlife management toward the goal of main- 
taining and promoting biological diversity in the Kingman Re- 
source Area. 

The establishment of the Black Mountains Ecosystem Manage- 
ment Area of Critical Environmental Concern brings to the 
forefront the management of one of the outstanding desert 
bighorn sheep herds on public land. This bighorn population is 
thriving because of the quality of habitat available to this species 
and because the integrity of the habitat is relatively intact. As 
urbanization continues to squeeze to the base and into the Black 
Mountains, this sheep population will experience ever greater 
pressure from the effects of an expanding human population. 
Effects such as habitat fragmentation, harassment and intense 
utilization of these habitats for recreational activities can cause 
a decline in productivity for this sensitive species. By focusing 
management attention we will be able to protect crucial use 
areas, stratify habitat and prevent undue disturbance to this 
species and its habitat. Such an intensity of management is 
needed to perpetuate this species in the Black Mountains. 

":; 
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The establishment of the Aubrey Peak Bighorn Habitat  Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern helps assure the continued 
existence of bighorn sheep in southern Mohave County. Because 
the Aubrey Peak area contains the only known lambing grounds 
for the area, this area of critical environmental concern becomes 
pivotal to the survival of this species in this area. 

The establishment of the Wright and Cottonwood creeks ripar- 
ian and cultural areas of critical environmental concern, the 
Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural Area of Critical Environ- 
mental Concern and the Three Rivers Riparian Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern focuses significant management atten- 
tion on one of the most rare,  threatened, diverse and productive 
habitats in the Southwest. The protection afforded by the 
management prescriptions will assure continued productivity of 
these areas. The investment in r iparian habitats for wildlife will 

be repaid manyfold in the maintenance of biodiversity, water 
yields, recreational activities and watershed health. 

From Hazardous Material Management 

Implementation of ahazardous material management program would 
minimize incidents of discharges of hazardous materials from con- 
tained sites and therefore reduce pollution of fisheries. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Allocation of forage and stratification of habitats under this 
alternative is the basis for equitable distribution of resources 
among all ungulates in the resource area. This is a significant 
improvement over current management. 

In the Cerbat mountain island, competition for available forage 
among grazing animals would be reduced. 

From Support Services Management 

Acquiring access across certain state and private roads would im- 
prove the BLM's ability to build and maintain wildlife habitat 
improvement projects and benefit recreational wildlife users. 

Reserving public access on Putnam Road would also benefit recre- 
ationists and the building and maintenance of wildlife projects. 

Acquiring lands to establish wildlife movement corridors would 
reduce the possibilities of habitat fragmentation and the loss of 
important species. Deterioration in genetic diversity would be 
avoided. Movement corridors would lessen the need for listing 
candidate species and aid in the recovery of listed species. Under 
federal ownership, movement corridors can be maintained, devel- 
oped or reestablished. 

More law enforcement personnel would provide better protection for 
wildlife resources. 
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Conclusions 

Mineral withdrawals requiring mining plans of operation and man- 
datory bonding of mining operations, livestock grazing to meet 
allotment management plan and area of critical environmental 
concern objectives, the land exchange program, restrictions on 
location of communication sites, restricting rights-of-way to corri- 
dors or keeping rights-of-way out of some areas of critical environ- 
mental concern and management prescriptions would greatly im- 
prove and block-up wildlife habitat. Establishing wildlife move- 
ment corridors would ensure genetic diversity of species. 

Long-term enhancement and protection of wildlife habitat would 
result from vegetative products management. Frequent recre- 
ation use would increase people/wildlife interactions, but developed 
recreation sites would serve to mitigate impacts. Wildlife species 
would be protected by restricting cross-country vehicle travel. 
Management of the wild horse herd in the Cerbats would reduce 
impacts to wildlife habitat. 

IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

From Mineral Development 
Impacts of mineral development would be the same as under Alter- 
native I except for the following: 

It is anticipated that the number of surface-disturbing mining activi- 
ties would be reduced through the requirements of filing mining 
plans of operation and mandatory bending. 

Withdrawal of the Arizona cliffrose habitat from mineral entry 
would reduce the potential for destroying the habitat. Successful 
BLM acquisition of mineral rights on existing mining claims on the 
Clay Hills Area of Critical Environmental Concern would further 
ensure a viable population of Arizona cliffrose. 

Withdrawal of areas of critical environmental concern from mineral 
entry would protect special species habitat. The requirement for 
mining plans of operations in areas of critical environmental concern 
would reduce the amount and degree of surface disturbance. 

Restricting surface disturbance in peregrine falcon breeding areas 
along the Grand Wash Cliffs would give the birds a chance to carry 
out their breeding cycle without human interference. 

Not allowing mineral material disposals would promote habitat 
recovery and provide habitat protection for the Arizona cliffrose, 
bald eagle and black-hawk special status species. 

From Lands Actions 
Impacts would be the same as under Alternative I except habitat for 
the bald eagle, peregrine falcon, Hualapai Mexican vole, desert 
tortoise, black-hawk and roundtail chub would benefit from a 
more aggressive land exchange program, which would consoli- 
date special status species habitat in public ownership and allow 
the BLM to more effectively meet the specific needs of these 
species. Important  desert tortoise habitat would he removed 
from publie ownership in the area just  southeast of Bullhead 

City; residents would increase their recreational use of the area 
and disturb the tortoise in this Category H habitat. 

The proposed disposal area south of Yucca would be made 
available only in exchange for lands in Dutch Flat and the 
Hualapai and McCracken mountains, which contain high value 
natural resources. Category HI and some Category II desert tortoise 
habitat would be taken out of public ownership in Dutch Flat, west 
of Alamo Road. But this impact would be more than offset by 
acquisition of private lands east of Alamo Road, creating Category 
I desert tortoise habitat out of existing Category II habitat. As this 
area becomes developed, residents would increase their use of 
the hajadas east of the disposal area and disturb the tortoise In 
this Category 11I area. 

Enlarging the land disposal area near the town of Chloride would 
impact BLM control of three square miles of potential habitat for the 
freckled milk-vetch. Under this alternative, special status species 
habitat would receive additional protection by restricting rights- 
of-way and communication sites within areas of critical environ- 
mental concern. 

From Watershed Management 
Impacts would be similar to those described for under Alternative 1. 

From Vegetative Products Management 
Impacts would be similar to those described under Impacts to 
Wildlife Habitat, Alternative 2. 

From Rangeland Management 
Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Recreation Management 

Impacts would be the same as under Alternative 1 except that 
restricting off-highway vehicle use to designated roads and trails 
inside the Cerbat beard-tongue and white-margined penstemon areas 
of critical environmental concern would protect and stabilize fragile 
wash and floodplain habitat for these two species. Likewise, area of 
critical environmental concern restrictions on off-highway vehicles 
would reduce the incidental destruction of Arizona cliffrose by off- 
highway vehicles. Restrieting cross-country vehicle travel would 
benefit special status species by reducing human disturbance, 
habitat destruction, incidental taking, vandalism and harass- 
ment of species. 

An additional developed campground at Burro Creek may increase 
recreation use within the Clay Hills Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern. A possible result may be increased soil disturbance and 
trampling of Arizona cliffrose seedlings by foot traffic. Education of 
the public through interpretive sites and increased ranger presence 
could mitigate impacts. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under Alternative 1. 
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From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Same as under Alternative I except habitat for the bald eagle, 
peregrine falcon, Hualapai Mexican vole, desert tortoise, black- 
hawk and roundtail chub would receive additional management 
attention in the management prescriptions outlined in the areas 
of critical environmental concern. 

From Riparian Area Management 

Impacts would be similar to those described for under Alternative 1 
except additional provisions in areas of critical environmental 
concern would improve habitat quality and quantity for several 
special status species, especially bald eagle, peregrine falcon, 
roundtail chub and Hualapai Mexican vole. Water  would be- 
come more available, supporting a greater area of streamside 
vegetation, food and cover for these and other wildlife species. 

From Special Management Areas 

Special management attention will be provided with the estab- 
lishment of areas of critical environmental concern for certain 
special status species. The American peregrine falcon will 
receive greater habitat protection with in the Joshua Tree Forest- 
Grand Wash Cliffs Area of Critical Environmental Concern. 
The Cerbat beard-tongue will receive significant protection 
through specific management prescriptions found in the Black 
Mountains Area of Critical Environmental Concern. Hualapai 
Mexican vole habitat will be intensely managed in an effort to 
recover this endangered mammal. The Hualapai Mountain 
Research Natural Area/Area of Critical Environmental Con- 
cern contains management prescriptions designed to help achieve 
this goal. The establishment of the White-margined Penstemon 
Reserve Area of Critical Environmental Concern protects cru- 
cial habitat for this rare plant species. This is significant in the 
light that other than one very small population known from 
California, this is the largest and most extensive population 
known. This protection may very well keep this species off the 
federal threatened and endangered plant species list. 

Significant management attention will be focused on the desert 
tortoise with establishment of the McCracken Desert Tortoise 
Habitat Area of Critical Environmental Concern and the Poachie 
Desert Tortoise Habitat  Area of Critical Environmental Con- 
cern. Management prescriptions are designed to eliminate or 
reduce impacts to these animals and to keep the habitats in such 
a condition as to maintain viable populations of desert tortoise. 

Fourteen rare species including the bald eagle, Mexican black- 
hawk, zone-tailed hawk and round-tailed chub will receive 
habitat protection and intensive management focus with estab- 
lishment of the Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern, the Three Rivers Riparian 
Area of Critical Environmental Concern and the Wright and 
Cottonwood Creeks Riparian and Cultural Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern. Such attention will further the recov- 
ery of listed species and help to keep other species populations 
healthy, preventing the need to list them as federally threatened 

or endangered. These actions will further the goal of maintain- 
ing or  enhancing biodiversity within the resource area. 

The Clay Hills Research Natural  Area, Area of Critical Environ- 
mental Concern significantly increases protection of the endan- 
gered Arizona cliffrose and its habitat. This will further recov- 
ery efforts for this species. 

Designating areas of critical environmental concern establishes the 
management priority and direction to implement land exchange 
proposals, off-highway vehicle restrictions and mineral withdraw- 
als. Through these actions, the BLM could implement recovery 
plans, which could stabilize endangered species and help their 
recovery. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 

Management 

Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 1. 

From Support Services Management 

Acquisition of lands listed in Appendix 20 would place habitat of 
certain special status plant species into BLM management control, 
allowing further protection of these species. 

The increase in ranger patrols on public lands would ensure greater 
public compliance with off-highway vehicle regulations, reducing 
the amount of habitat damage caused by off-highway vehicles. 

Conclusions 

Impacts would be similar to those under Alternative 1 except that a 
greater degree of protection would be provided for special status 
plant and animalhabitat. This protection includes withdrawals from 
mineral entry in area of critical environmental concern proposals, 
closure of areas to mineral material disposals, off-highway vehicle 
limitations, restrictions on major new rights-of-way and law en- 
forcement patrols. Land exchanges would cause similar impacts to 
Alternative 1, but would be greater in degree. Increasedreereational 
activity may occur within the Clay Hills Area of Critical Environ- 
mental Concern when the additional Burro Creek campground is 
developed. 

IMPACTS TO RIPARIAN AREAS 

From Mineral Development 

Mineral development would affect riparian areas under thePreferred 
Alternative the same as under Alternative 1 except withdrawal of 
approximately 23,800 acres from mineral entry in areas of critical 
environmental concern and the requirements for mining plans of 
operations, mandatory bonding and seasonal restrictions outside the 
withdrawals would protect riparian areas from unnecessary destruc- 
tion or alteration of habitat and increased human presence. Manda- 
tory bonding would ensure the reclaiming of disturbed areas. 
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From Lands Actions 

Same as under Alternative I except identifying lands within disposal 
areas for Recreation and Public Purposes Act leases or grants would 
put less pressure on surrounding wildlands which are proposed for 
retention to protect natural resource values. 

From Watershed Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Same as under Alternative I except riparian habitats would receive 
higher priority for long-term protection. 

From Rangeland Management 

Same as under Alternative 1; additionally, the review and revision 
of allomaent management plans within areas of critical environmen- 
tal concern would result in improved management of the impacts 
of livestock grazing on key riparian areas. Better grazing manage- 
ment would lead to increased soil stability and improved plant cover 
and species composition. 

The elimination of livestock grazing in the Chino Springs, Silver 
Creek and Alamo allolments would improve conditions for riparian 
habitat and wildlife-dependent species. 

From Recreation Management 

The proposed recreation developments would increase surface dis- 
turbance and degrade water quality around the sites. Impacts would 
be greatest in Moss Wash, Antelope Spring, Pine Flat, Six Mile 
Crossing and the Hualapai Mountains. Developed sites would 
concentrate use in small areas and reduce impacts to the rest of the 
riparian zone. 

The proposal for a regional park adjacent to Kingman would offer 
the public an opportunity to see and experience riparian habitat. 
Riparian habitat in this area is unmanaged and has tremendous 
potential for recovery and public education. 

Limiting off-highway vehicles in areas of critical environmental 
concern and throughout the Kingman Resource Area would protect 
sensitive riparian areas from surface disturbance. Less surface 
disturbance would mean less disturbance to wildlife. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Excellent riparian conditions are synonymous with excellent wild- 
life habitat. Improving wildlife habitat in riparian areas results in 
improved riparian conditions. 

An intensive annual inventory of black-hawks would provide an 
excellent indication of the overall health of the Burro Creek riparian 
ecosystem. 

From Special Management Areas 

Management prescriptions outlined in area of critical environmental 
concern plans would assist the BLM in protecting and improving the 
Kingman Resource Area's most significant riparian ecosystems. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Cerbat Herd Management Area 

Management of wild horses on the Cerbat Herd Management 
Area at a population level within the constraints of the habitat 
should reduce impacts to riparian areas and lead to overall 
improvement in vegetation and soils. 

Big Sandy Herd Management Area 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

Black Mountains Herd Management Area 

Same as under Alternative 1, 

From Support Services Management 

Proposed acquisitions would benefit riparian management by con- 
solidating ownership and making land management more efficient. 
These actions would also protect riparian ecosystems supporting rare 
plant and wildlife communities. 

More law enforcement personnel would better protect riparian re- 
s o u r c e s ,  

Conclusions 

Greatly improved riparian conditions would result from withdrawal 
from mineral entry requiring mining plans of operations and manda- 
tory bonding of mining operations. Grazing to meet allotment 
management plan and area of critical environmental concern 
objectives would also improve riparian conditions. Managing wild 
horses and burros, restricting rights-of-way to corridors and area of 
critical environmental concern management prescriptions would 
further improved riparian conditions. Recreation activities would 
impact riparian-wetland areas. 

IMPACTS TO SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

Impacts are outlined in each of the affected resource activities. 
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ALTERNATIVE 3 

IMPACTS TO WILD AND FREE-ROAMING HORSE 
AND BURRO MANAGEMENT 

From Mineral Development 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Lands Actions 

Same as under Alternative I except benefits would be increased 
as the acreage of pubUc lands increases. Acquisition of lands to 
expand the Cerbat Herd Management Area would help develop 
a viable horse herd. 

From Watershed Management 

Same as under Alternative I except additional emphasis would 
be placed on plans which would funnel increased funding into 
watershed management programs of benefit to forage for wild 
burros in the Black Mountains. This would accelerate the rate 
of habitat management. 

From Rangeland Management 

Same as under Alternative I except habitat conditions would 
improve more rapidly as a direct result of more intensive man- 
agement. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Recreation Management 

Same as under Alternative I except the additional emphasis on 
dispersed recreation would further reduce conflicts between 
wild horses and burros and humans. Additional campgrounds 
and picnic areas would further concentrate people away from 
herd management areas. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Riparian Area Management 

Same as under Alternative I. 

From Special Management Areas 

Management prescriptions in the Black Mountains Ecosystem 
Management Area of Critical Environmental Concern would 
have a significant beneficial impact on wild burro management. 
The area will be stratified; vegetation will be allocated for each 
species. 

Establishing interpretive sites to promote wild burros as a part 
of the environment will, through public education, may gain 
public support and understanding of the wild burro as a natural 
resource. The long-term protection of crucial wild burro habitat 
from human encroachment will also be a positive impact. 

The Burro Creek and Three Rivers areas of critical environmen- 
tal concern could have a slight negative impact on wild burro 
populations by restricting use in riparian areas and Impeding 
free-roaming movement around and within riparian areas with 
the development of exclusionary fences. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Man- 
agement 

Allocation of forage and stratification of habitats under this 
alternative is the basis for equitable distribution of r e s o u r c e s  

among all ungulates in the resource area. This is a significant 

improvement over current management. The Marble Canyon 
use area may he closed to wild horses if private water sources 
cannot be acquired. 

Conclusions 

Coordinated resource management and interdisciplinary moni- 
toring may identify and reduce conflicts among ungulates in 
herd management areas. Benefits from land exchanges would 
increase as the acreage of public lands increases. 

A L T E R N A T I V E  3 

IMPACTS TO MINERAL DEVELOPMENT 

From Lands Actions 

Ownership Adjustments 

The transfer of 175,271 acres of public lands would impede mineral 

development on these lands because these lands would leave federal 

ownership and would not be open to mineral exploration and devel- 

opment. Most disposallands have a low potential for the occurrence 
of locatable minerals and a low to unknown potential for oil and gas 

resources. On the other hand, BLM acquisition of 231,000 acres of 
combined surface and subsurface estate and 26,000 acres of nonfed- 

eral subsurface estate would open these lands to mineral exploration 
and development. 

From Recreation Management 

Same as under Alternative 2 except additional recreation facili- 
ties would add a small acreage to withdrawals from mineral 
entry. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under Alternative 1. 
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CHAPTER IV 

From Special Status Species and other Wildlife 
Resources 

Impacts to mineral resources development would be the same as 
under Alternative 2. 

IMPACTS TO LANDS ACTIONS 

From Lands Actions 

Ownership Adjustments 

From Special Management Areas 

Designation of 20 areas of critical environmental concern would: 

• Leave 1,545,381 acres of federal minerals open to entry, close 
31,326 acres of federal minerals to entry (24,403 acres of high 
mineral potential) and propose acquiring 24,940 acres of nonfederal 
minerals to be closed to entry (see appendices 27 and 28). 

• Leave 1,551,001 acres of federal minerals open to leasing with 
standard lease terms, 16,893 acres open to leasing with no surface 
occupancy and 10,016 acres closed to leasing. 

• Close 148,993 acres of federal minerals to mineral materials 
disposal. 

The Joshua Tree Forest Area of Critical Environmental Concern has 
a moderate potential for gold, the Clay Hills Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern has a high potential for bentonite, and the 
remaining areas proposed for withdrawal have a low or unknown 
mineral potential. Withdrawals would preclude any future explora- 
tion except on valid existing claims. Designating areas of critical 
environmental concern not proposed to be withdrawn from mineral 
entry would require submitting a plan of operations for any activities 
exceeding casual use. An environmental assessment would be 
required before approval of any operation, causing time delays. 

All or portions of the Joshua Tree Forest Area of Critical Environ- 
mental Concern has a high potential for the occurrence of salable 
minerals in or near an area of increasing population growth. 

Sales of mineral materials within the areas of critical environ- 
mental concern would be allowed only where no reasonable 
alternative exists. Other sources are available nearby. 

Conclusions 

Most high value mineral potential lands are open to mineral entry, 
mineral lease and mineral material disposals. Mining plans of 
operations and mandatory bonding in areas of critical environmental 
concern would constrain developers but would also lead to orderly 
development. 

Impacts would be the same as Alternative 2 except additions and 
deletions of several areas would reduce the disposal areas by 
6,282 acres for a total of 175,271 acres. 

From Withdrawals 

Unnecessary acreage may be withdrawn from lands actions. 

Conclusions 

Impacts are similar to Alternative 2 except 6,282 fewer acres of land 
would be made available for exchange and 3,488.62 acres would be 
added to the Alamo Dam withdrawal. 

IMPACTS TO SOCIOECONOMIC FACTORS 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would not cause significant 
impacts on any of the Kingman Resource Area socioeconomic 
data reviewed in this document. Population trends would not be 
affected. The direct economic benefits Mohave and Yavapal 
counties currently receive from BLM employment and opera- 
tions would remain constant. 

From Lands 

A decision to dispose of a total of 175,271 acres of public land 
through exchange could increase the amount of private lands in 
the resource area. This disposal would have no significant 
impact on the county tax base. 

From Resource Actions 

There would be no significant impacts to socioeconomic factors 
in the resource area from minerals, special status species, wild- 
life habitat, recreation or rangeland management 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Elimination of firewood cutting and yucca harvest throughout 
the Kingman Resource Area would force the general public to go 
outside the resource area or to seek sources from willing private 
landowners to obtain firewood. Commercial woodcutters and 
yucca harvesters would also be forced to find other sources of 
supply. Marginal operators may be forced out of business. 

IMPACTS TO WATERSHED (Soil, Water and Air) 
MANAGEMENT 

From Mineral Development 

Same as under Alternative 2. 
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ALTERNATIVE 3 

From Lands Actions 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Rangeland Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Same as under Alternatlve 2. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

The elimination of firewood cutting and yucca harvest would 
eliminate any impacts to soil and vegetation. 

From Cultural Resource Management 

Same as under Alternative I. 

From Recreation Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Riparian Area Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Hazardous Materials Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Same es under Alternative 2. 

From Special Management Areas 

Same as under Alternative 2 except smaller areas of critical 
environmental concern would result in less protection for water- 
sheds. 

IMPACTS TO VEGETATIVE PRODUCTS 
MANAGEMENT 

From Mineral Development Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Landownership Adjustments 

Impacts would be similar to those under Alternative 2, but to agreater 
degree because of additional acreage slated for disposal, except for 
woodcutting and yucca harvesting, which would be eliminated. 

From Watershed Management 

Same as under Alternative 2 except for woodeutting and yucca 
harvesting, which would be eliminated. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

There would be no harvest of firewood and yucca. 

From Cultural Resources Management 

Same as under Alternative 2 except for woodcutting and yucca 

harvesting, which would be eliminated. 

From Recreation Management 

Impacts would be similar to those under Alternative 2, but to agreater 
degree because of three special recreation management areas and 
numerous campground/interpretive sites planned for development. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Same as under Alternative 2 except for woodcutting and yucca 

harvesting, which would be eliminated. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Same as under Alternative 2 except for woodcutting and yucca 

harvesting, which would he eliminated. 

From Riparian Area Management 

Same as under Alternative 2 except for woodcuttlng and yucca 

harvesting, which would be eliminated. 

From Special Management Areas 

Impacts would be the same as underAlternative 2 except areduction 
of the total acreage in the Black Mountains Ecosystem Management 
Area of Critical Environmental Concern would result in fewer 

restrictions on harvesting of vegetative products. 

Breaking up the Wright and Cottonwood Creeks Riparian and 
Cultural Area of Critical Environmental Concern and reducing the 

total acreage on the Joshua Tree Forest, Black Mountains and 

223 



CHAPTER IV 

Burro Creek areas of critical environmental concern wouldresult 
in fewer reslrictions on the harvesting of vegetative product, except 
for woodcutting and yucca harvesting, which would be elimi- 
nated. 

From Support Services Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Conclusions 

Impacts are similar to Alternative 2 except woodcutting and yucca 
harvest would not be affected, because these activities would be 
eliminated. The addition of further intensive recreational facilities 
would create more areas where incompatibility with vegetative 
harvest will exist. Acreage reductions on four areas of critical 
environmental concern would result in fewer restrictions on har- 
vests. 

IMPACTS TO RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

From Mineral Development Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Landownership Adjustments 

Impacts would be similar to those under Alternative 2 except 587 
acres in the Caste  Rock Allotment could be lost through dis- 
posal. 

From Watershed Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Eliminating firewood and yucca harvesting throughout the resource 
area would lessen the potential for impacts to soils and vegetation 
caused by such harvesting. 

From Rangeland Management 

Same as under Alternative 2 except that closing of the Poachie and 
McCracken desert tortoise habitat areas of critical environmental 
concern to livestock grazing would eliminate livestock use of the 
Chicken Springs, Greenwood Commtmity, B ateman Springs, Burro 
Creek Ranch, Artillery Range and Arrastra Mountain grazing allot- 
ments. 

From Cultural Resource Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Recreation Management 

Same as underAlternative 2, except further development of intensive 
use campgrounds, interpretive sites and special recreation manage- 
ment areas could further increase livestock-public interactions and 
related problems. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Impacts would be similar to those under Alternative 2 except that 
reducing the size of the Black Mountains Ecosystem Management 
Area of Critical Environmental Concern would reduce the degree of 
impacts to rangeland management described for Alternative 2. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Impacts would be similar to those under Alternative 2 except that 
closing the Poachie and McCracken Desert tortoise habitat areas of 
critical environmental concern to livestock grazing would improve 
habitat for special status plants. 

From Riparian Area Management 

Impacts would be similar to those described for Alternative 2 except 
that a decrease in acreage within the Wright and Cottonwood creeks 
riparian and cultural and Burro Creek riparian and cultural areas of 
critical environmental concern might reduce the degree of impact to 
rangeland management on the affected allotments. 

From Special Management Areas 

Impacts would be similar to those described for Alternative 2 except 
that a reduction in the acreage of the Joshua Tree Forest-Grand 
Wash Cliffs Area of Critical Environmental Concern would reduce 
the degree of impact to rangeland management as described in 
Alternative 2 on the Diamond Bar A Allotment. 

A reduction in acreage for the Black Mountains Ecosystem 
Managment Area of Critical Environmental Concern is discussed 
under Impacts to Rangeland Management from Wildlife Habitat 
Management. 

A reduction in acreage for the Wright and Cottonwood creeks 
riparian and cultural areas of critical environmental concern is 
described under Riparian Area Management above. 

A reduction in acreage for the Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural 
Area of Critical Environmental Concern is discussed under Riparian 
Area Management above. 
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ALTERNATIVE 3 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Same as under Alternative 2 except the size of the wild horse use 
area would be reduced, excluding use of habitat supporting 
approximately 25 horses in Marble Canyon. 

From Support Services Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Conclusions 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 2 except that the additional 
acreage slated for disposal would further affect grazing preference 
and ownership of range improvements on one additional grazing 
allotment. The elimination of yucca and firewood harvesting would 
lessen impacts to vegetative productivity. Closing the Poachie and 
McCraeken desert tortoise areas of critical environmental concern to 
livestock grazing would affect grazing operations on six grazing 

allotments. 

Additional intensive recreational areas proposed would increase 
livestock/public interaction and associated problems. Decreases in 
acreages for several special management areas would reduce the 
degree of lirnitations and constraints pertaining to grazing practices. 

IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES 

From Minerals 

The Western Bajada Tortoise and Cultural Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern would be withdrawn from mineral 
entry, subject to valid existing rights, resulting in greater protec- 
tion for cultural resources. 

From Lands Actions 

Same as Alternative 2. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Cultural resources would benefit from the elimination of both com- 

mercial and private firewood cutting by eliminating the adverse 
impacts of these activities. 

From Special Management Areas 

The main impacts would be a loss of increased management for the 
preservation and enhancement of significant cultural resources that 
probably exist near the relatively small areas of critical environmen- 
tal concern. Most of the known major cultural resources would 

receive more protection and management under the proposed areas 
o f critical environmental concern except for the reduced Joshua Tree 

Forest Area of Critical Environmental Concern, which would not 

include the Grand Wash CUffs and adjacent lands to the east. These 
excluded lands contain large and unique prehistoric roasting pits. 

Conclusions 

Reducing the size of the area of critical environmental concern 
proposed for Alternative 2 would probably be less beneficial, espe- 
cially for the reduced Joshua Tree Forest Area of Critical Environ- 

mental Concern. 

IMPACTS TO RECREATION MANAGEMENT 

From Minerals Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Lands Actions 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Watershed Management 

Impacts would be similar to those under Alternative 2. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Same as under Alternative 2 except eliminating priv ate and commer- 
cial firewood cutting yucca harvesting would slightly enhance 
esthetics for recreational users, but remove private use woodcutting 
as a source of local family recreation. No significant Impact. 

From Rangeland Management 

Same as under Alternative 2 except discontinuing livestock grazing 
on certain allotments within the McCraeken and Poachie desert 

tortoise areas of critical environmental concern would improve the 
availability of primitive recreation opportunities in these allot- 

ments. 

From Cultural Resources Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Recreation Management 

Same as underAlternative 2, and additional development and imple- 
mentation of special recreation management areas would increase 
recreational uses and olrportunities. In addition, intensive camp- 
ground/interpretive site development would benefit other resources 
by providing additional facilities for a growing population and 
increased visitor use in the resource area. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under Alternative 1. 
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From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Special Management Areas 

Same as under Alternative 2 except the smaller areas of  critical 

environmental concern may reduce protection to the environment 

and thus affect scenic values. 

From Support Services Management 

Same as Alternative 2. 

Conclusions 

Same as under  Alternative 2 but  additional recreation facilities 
would be offered to the public. Less protection of natural  values in 

areas of critical environmental concern would slightly reduce the 
quality of  recreational  settings. 

IMPACTS TO WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

From Mineral Development 

Same as under  Alternative 1. 

From Lands Actions 

Same as under  Alternative 1. 

From Watershed Management 

Same as under  Alternative 1. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Same as under  Alternative 1. 

From Rangeland Management 

Same as under  Alternative 1. 

0 
From Recreation Management 

Same as under  Alternative 1. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Same as under  Alternative 1. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Same as under  Alternative 1. 

From Riparian Area Management 

Same as under  Alternative 1. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Same as under  Alternative 1. 

IMPACTS TO WILDLIFE HABITAT 

From Mineral Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Lands Actions 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Prohibiting woodcutting and Mohave yucca harvest would benefit 

wildlife by eliminating any potential damage to wildlife habitat from 

erosion, human disturbance or  any o ther  unforeseen impacts. 

From Recreation Management 

Same as under Alternative I except additional campgrounds would 

increase both the harmful and beneficial impacts to wildlife. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under  Alternative 1. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

qi 
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ALTERNATIVE 3 

From Special Management Areas 

The smaller Joshua Tree Forest Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern would protect less wildlife habitat from surface disturbance 
than the larger area of critical environmental concern proposed for 
Alternative 1. 

The modified Black Mountains Ecosystem Management Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern proposal would protect only the 
most critical portions of bighorn sheep habitat. Lambing grounds 
and high value areas would receive maximum protection, but other 
areas also providing open space, forage, water and cover would not 
be protected. It would not protect important medium and low value 
bighorn sheep habitat. The proposal would further fragment habitat 
and increase human encroachment into bighorn range. Impacts in 
medium and low value habitat would be similar to those under 
Alternative 1. Restrictions on other uses within the area of critical 
environmental concern would adequately protect these areas from 
alteration. Less habitat would be protected under Alternative 3 than 

Alternative 1. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Same as under Alternative 1 except phasing out wild horses in 
Marble Canyon would eliminate potential competition between 
wild horses and native wildlife. 

Conclusions 

Elimination of woodcutting and yucca harvest would maintain 
wildlife habitat in a stable condition. Reducing wild horses in the 
Cerbats would eliminate potential competition between wild horses 
and native wildlife. 

The size of special management areas would be reduced, resulting in 
less protection of wildlife habitat. Important adjacent habitats 
eliminated from area of critical environmental concern proposals 
under Alternative I would not have additional protection. 

IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

From Mineral Development Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Landownership Adjustments 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Watershed Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Vegetative Products Management 

Eliminating commercial and private firewood collecting would end 
the threat of damage to freckled milk-vetch plants and their habitat. 
Ending yucca harvest would eliminate potential damage to other 
special status species and their habitats. 

From Rangeland Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Cultural Resource Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Recreation Management 

Impacts are similar to those under Alternative I except the increase 
in recreation sites would increase interactions between sensitive 
wildlife species and humans around developed campgrounds. If  
the concentration of people at campgrounds reduced movement 
of people over the rest of the resource area, total interactions 
could be reduced. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Wildlife Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Riparian Area Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Special Management Areas 

A reduction in the size of the Black Mountains Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern to include only areas of high value habitat 
and lambing grounds would reduce by roughly four and one-half 
sections the acreage protecting Cerbat beard-tongue habitat. 

A reduction in acreage for the Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural 
Area of Critical Environmental Concern would reduce the area 
protected from surface disturbance by minerals, lands and recreation 
activities and increase the potential for damage to special status 
species habitat. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Support Services Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 
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Conclusions 

IMPACTS TO RIPARIAN AREAS 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative I except that elimination of 
firewood cutting would eliminate the impacts to freckled milkvetch 
habitat. Reduction of acreage in two areas of critical environmental 
concern would reduce the amount of acreage providing protection for 
habitat of special status species. 

From Lands Actions 

Same as under Alternative I. 

From Recreation Management 

The development of campgrounds and interpretive sites in riparian 
habitats would increase pressure on riparian vegetation, soils and 
streambanks and impact water quality around the sites. How- 
ever, developed sites would tend to concentrate recreation activities 
in smaller areas and reduce use over larger expanses of riparian 
zones. 

From Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Same as under Alternative I. 

From Special Management Areas 

The Wright and Cottonwood creeks areas of critical environmental 
concern proposal would prescribe special management solely on the 
riparian ecosystems. Surrounding uplands would not be managed as 
a related habitat contributing to the development of the riparian 
ecosystems. 

The reduced Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern proposal would not protect or recognize the 
role of the upstream or headwaters in the downstream system. This 
proposal would lessen total management emphasis on the entire 
riparian ecosystem and focus on smaller, fragmented portions. 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

Conclusions 

IMPACTS TO WILD AND FREE-ROAMING HORSE 
AND BURRO MANAGEMENT 

From Mineral Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Lands Actions 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Watershed Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Rangeland Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Wildlife Habitat Management 

Same as under Alternative 2. 

From Recreation Management 

Same as under Alternative 1 except additional campgrounds 
would further concentrate people using the public lands away 
from herd management areas. 

From Special Status Species Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Riparian Area Management 

Same as under Alternative 1. 

From Special Management Areas 

Same as under Alternative I except the likelihood for restrictions 

to be placed on animals would be reduced with the reduced size 

of several areas of critical environmental concern. 

Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1 except the smaller riparian 
areas of critical environmental concern would afford less protection 
for riparian areas. 
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ALTERNATIVE 3 

From Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro 
Management 

Same as under Alternative 2 except wild horses would be re- 
stricted from the Marble Canyon use area. 

Conclusions 

Same as under Alternative I andAlternative2 except keeping wild 
horse numbers to the figure identified in the Cerbat-Black Mountains 
Grazing Environmental Impact Statement would eliminate the herd. 

Socioeconomic Component 

The disposal of 175,271 acres of public lands by private exchange 
would increase the tax base for Mohave County. The proposed 
acquisition of 250,740 acres of nonfederal land would improve the 
management of rangelands, wildlife habitat, riparian areas, minerals 
and recreation use in the planning area by consolidating ownership. 

The designation of three new fights-of-way corridors would provide 
the utility companies with sufficient space in corridors for the life of 
the plan. 

The development of additional campgrounds throughout the plan- 
ning area would provide the estimated increase in population with 
developed recreation areas to prevent overcrowding of existing sites. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts include those which result from the incre- 
mental changes from all planned actions when added to other 
past, present and reasonably foreseeable changes. Cumulative 
impacts can also result from individually minor, but collectively 
significant, actions taking place over time. 

Reasonably Foreseeable Cumulative Impacts 
(1992 to 2012) 

Since 1974, the administration of public lands in the Kingrnan 
Resource Area has been governed by three management frame- 
work plans and two grazing management plans. Each of these 
was completed in compliance with the Council on Environmen- 
tal Quality Regulations. 

Thus, BLM public land management has fully conformed to the 
spirit and intent of the National Environmental Policy Act. The 
public has participated in identification of issues and alterna- 
tives and review of draft plans. The environmental consequences 
of general, as well as site-specific, proposals and reasonable 
alternatives to those proposals have been considered early in the 
planning process. Direct and indirect impacts have been ana- 
lyzed. Monitoring has been used to check mitigation and plans 
have been revised as appropriate and necessary. 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act and 
the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, BLM plans 
were developed and monitored in cooperation with the activities 
and plans of all other appropriate federal, state and local agen- 
cies. Each of the plans, with its impact analysis and monitoring 
program, has been submitted to the Arizona Governor for a state 
consistency review. 

In light of this, no significant cumulative adverse impacts are 
anticipated from adding the preferred alternative to the existing 
plans of other agencies. Similarly, because of the continuation of 
lntergovernmental consultation and coordination in compliance 
with the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations (40 
CFR 1501.1) and BLM Planning Regulations (43 CFR 1610.1 
and 1610.1), no significant cumulative adverse effects on or from 
this or other plans are anticipated in the foreseeable future. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments 
of Resources 

Implementation of the proposed alternative would require cer- 
tain irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources. 
For example, disposals would make some lands unavailable for 
public use; any disturbance to cultural or paleontological re- 
sources would be irreversible; any loss of those resources would 
be irretrievable; ores extracted in mineral operations would be 
irretrievable. 

Potential adverse environmental effectsofany actions that would 
result in an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of re- 
sources will be carefully assessed. The Kingman Resource Area, 
in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act and 
Council on Environmental Quality Regulations, would prepare 
a site-specific environmental review before actions specified in 
the proposed Resource Management Plan are Implemented. 
These will identify "means to mitigate adverse environmental 
impacts" of the proposed action per 40 CFR 1502.16(h). The 
environmental reviews provide site-specific assessments of the 
impacts of implementing these actions. 

Short-Term Use versus Long-Term 
Productivity 

The approved Kingman Resource Management Plan/Environ- 
mental Impact Statement will guide the Kingman Resource Area 
in managing 1.4 million acres of public land surface and 1.0 
million acres of federal minerals for the next 20 years. 

The Resource Management Plan team examined the adverse and 
beneficial impacts to the environment of implementing the pro- 
posed plan on a short-term and long-term basis. 

Short-term impacts would occur within five years and long-term 
impacts would occur from 5 to 20 years after the plan is Imple- 
mented. 

No significant adverse impacts were identified. The net effect is 
that implementation of the proposed plan would be beneficial for 
the environment. 
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CHAPTER V 
CONSULTATION AND 

COORDINATION 

INTRODUCTION 

Resource specialists in the Kingman Resource Area prepared the 
Kingman Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact State- 
ment. The Phoenix District Office and the Arizona State Office 
resource specialists provided technical and policy reviews and sug- 
gestions. Preparation of this Resource Management Plan/Environ- 
mental Impact Statement began in September 1988. 

SCOPING (Issue Identification) 

Scoping identified the significant issues to be analyzed in the 
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement and 
de-emphasized or eliminated from detailed study insignificant issues 
or issues addressed in earlier environmental reviews. 

The Kingman Resource Area held public scoping meetings to help 
determine public concerns about issues. Using professional judg- 
ment, BLM resource specialists also identified issues. As part of the 
seeping process, resource managers and an interdisciplinary team 
reviewed all issues. 

The scoping process for the Resource Management Plan/Environ- 
mental Impact Statement area involved several phases, extending 
from September 1988 to June 1990. 

The significant environmental issues were incorporated into a range 
of alternatives, and the effects of implementing the alternatives were 
analyzed in this draft Resource Management PlardEnvironmental 
Impact Statement. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND CONSULTATION 
DURING DEVELOPMENT OF THE DRAFT 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

From the start this Resource Management Plan/Environmental Im- 
pact Statement has had an active public participation program. The 
following section lists the public meetings, Resource Management 
Plan updates issued and Resource Management Plan team member/ 
BLM management meetings with individuals and groups. 

September 1988 
The Notice of Intent to prepare a Resource Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Kingman Resource Area 
was published in the Federal Register on September 27, 1988. 

October 1988 
Letters were sent October 24, 1988 to people on the Kingman 
Resource Area mailing list informing them that the Kingman Re- 
source Area was starting the Resource Management Plan/Environ- 
mentallmpact Statement and asking if they wished to be on amailing 
list for the planning effort. The letter identified the time andlocation 
of the first public moping meetings to be held in November 1988 

November 1988 
On November 2,1988, a presentation was given at a Phoenix District 
Advisory Council meeting outlining the plarming process and asking 
for participation in developing planning issues. 

on  November 3, 1988, a presentation was given at a Kingman 
Resource Area Grazing Advisory Board meeting outlining the 
planning process and asking for their participation in developing 
planning issues. 

In November 1988, public meetings were held in Bullhead City, 
Kingman, Dolan Springs, Lake Havasu City, Wikienp, Phoenix and 
Bagdad. A slide program was shown to orient the public to the 
Kingman Resource Area resources, management concerns andplan- 
ning issues. The public was invited to participate in the planning 
process. 

December 1988 
OnDecember 1, ameetingwasheldwith21 membersoftheMohave 
Lions Club of Kingman to discuss the planning process, preliminary 
planning issues and management concerns. Lions Club participation 
was requested in developing planning issues. 

On December 22, 1988, a meeting was held with the Kingman City 
Council to discuss planning issues and to request the Council's 
participation in developing planning issues. 
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January 1989 
Kingman Resource Area representatives attended the Bullhead City 
Council meeting on January 3,1989 to request the Council's involve- 
ment in developing planning issues. 

February 1989 
From February 6 through 14, 1989, the Kingman Resource Area 
representatives visited with the Colorado River, Fort Mohave, Yava- 
pai-Prescott and Hualapai Indian tribes to discuss the planning 
process and invite them to participate in a February 17 meeting. 

On February 17, 1989, 40 people attended a workshop to discuss 
issues and concerns and provide the B LM with ideas and information 
to include in the Resource Management Plan. Attendees represented 
agencies, interest groups and clubs who use the public lands. All 
information generated by four work groups was compiled and 
distributed to the 100 individuals and groups invited to the meeting. 

In February 1989, the first issue of the Kingman Resource Manage- 
ment Plan Update was sent to more than 600 interested individuals 
and groups. The update explained the planning process, outlined 
preliminary planning issues and management concerns and asked for 
public involvement in developing issues. 

March 1989 
On March 7, 1989, a presentation at the Kingman Resource Area 
Grazing Advisory Board meeting discussed progress in developing 
the Resource Management Plan. 

April 1989 
In April 1989, the second issue of the Kingman Resource Manage- 
ment Plan Update was used to provide the public with the list of 
approved planning issues and management concerns and the plan- 
ning criteria to guide the development of the Kingman Resource 
Management Plan. 

On November 9, 1989, progress toward completing the draft 
Resource Management Plan was a topic of discussion at the 
Kingman Resource Area Advisory Board meeting. 

On December 7,1989, the Phoenix District Advisory Council toured 
several key areas representing the diversity of resource issues facing 
BLM land managers. 

On December 12, 1989, BLM realty specialists met with users of 
BLM communication sites to discuss present and future commu- 
nication site needs. 

On December 18,1989, BLM representatives met with Arizona State 
Land Department representatives to discuss disposal areas and issues 
that would affect future land exchanges. 

January 1990 
On January 12, 1990, a meeting with the President of the Interna- 
tional Society for the Protection of Mustangs and Burros discussed 
issues affecting the Kingman Resource Area's future management of 
horses and burros. 

February 1990 
On February 8, 1990, Kingman Resource Area representatives met 
with Arizona Game and Fish Department managers to discuss areas 
of critical environmental concern and wildlife management issues. 
Again on February 22, 1990, important wildlife issues were dis- 
cussed at the annual coordination meeting between the B LM and the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department. 

March 1990 
on  March 8,1990, Kingman Resource Area representatives met with 
the citizens of Meadview, Arizona to discuss areas of critical envi- 
ronmental concern and recreation planning in the Resource Manage- 
ment Plan. 

May 1989 
on May 15, 1989, BLM representatives met with park rangers from 
the four affected districts of the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area, which borders the Kingman Resource Area, to discuss mutual 
concerns, including off-highway vehicle use. 

On June 18, 1989, progress toward completing the draft Re- 
source Management Plan was discussed at the Phoenix District 
Advisory Council Meeting. 

On March 13,1990, important Items included in the alternatives 
of the draft Resource Management Plan were discussed at the 
Kingman Resource Area Grazing Advisory Board meeting. 

on  March 28, 1990, there was a meeting with representatives from 
the Corps of Engineers to discuss issues relating to Alamo Lake. 

on  March 28, 1990, BLM Arizona recreation specialists met to 
discuss recreation plans. 

October 1989 
On October 1989, the third issue of the Kingman Resource Manage- 
ment Plan Update explained important information in the Manage- 
ment Situation Analysis, discussed possible alternative plans and 
introduced several proposed areas of critical environmental concern. 

November-December 1989 
A series of public workshops was held from November 27 through 
December 1, 1989 where interested public land users met to discuss 
proposed actions affecting cultural resources, recreation, wildlife, 
mineral development, riparian management, off-highway vehicle 
use, land tenure and special area designations. One night meeting 
was held for those who could not make the daytime sessions. The 
meetings were well publicized by radio, television and newspaper. 

On March 30,1990, important items included in the alternatives 
of the draft Resource Management Plan were discussed at the 
Phoenix District Advisory Council meeting. 

November 1990 
On November ]5,1990, important items included in the alterna- 
tives of the draft Resource Management Plan were discussed at 
the Kingman Resource Area Grazing Advisory Board meeting. 
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CONSU LTATION AND COORDINATION 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND CONSULTATION 
DURING DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSED 
PLAN AND FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

November 1990 through March 1991 

Presentations were made to the following organizations and 
requests were made for their review of the draft  Resource 
Management Plan. Comments were solicited to assist in the 
development of the proposed Plan and final Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

November 1, 1990 

November 6, 1990 

November 7, 1990 
November 14, 1990 
November 14, 1990 
November 20, 1990 
January 30, 1991 
January 30, 1991 
January 31, 1991 
February 5, 1991 
March 1, 1991 

Bullhead City Planning and Zoning 
Department 
Kingman Community Development 
Staff 
Hualapai Indian Tribe 
Colorado River Indian Tribe 
Fort  Mojave Indian Tribe 
Yavapai - Prescott Indian Tribe 
Arizona State Land Department 
Arizona Cattle Growers Association 
Mohave County Parks Department 
Mohave County Parks Department 
Mohave County Planning and 
Zoning Department 

Public hearings were held in Phoenix on January 15,1991 and in 
Kingman on January 17, 1991. The public was encouraged to 
attend and comment on the draft  Resource Management Plan, 
either verbally or in writing. A court recorder prepared a 
transcript of the hearing. 

Public meetings were held in Bullhead City on January 22,1991, 
in Bagdad on January 23,1991, in Dolan Springs on January 24, 
1991 and in Golden Valley on January 30,1991. The public was 
encouraged to attend and comment on the draft Resource Man- 
agement Plan, especially in writing. The Cyprus Bagdad Copper 
Corporation furnished a court recorder to prepare a transcript 
of the meeting. 

The Kingman Resource Area Grazing Advisory Board requested 
a meeting specifically to allow permittees grazing livestock on 
the public land an opportunity to comment on the draft Resource 
Management Plan. The meeting was held on March 5,1991. The 
BLM furnished a court recorder to prepare a transcript of the 
meeting. 

On March 6, 1991, a meeting was held with the Cyprus Bagdad 
Copper Corporation and the Byner Cattle Company. Company 
representatives commented on a number of proposed decisions 
in the draft  Resource Management Plan which were of concern 
to them. 

On March 14, 1991, a meeting was held with the Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area. A Park Service representative dis- 
cussed subjects requiring cooperation with the BLM and offered 
comments for the proposed Plan and final Environmental Im- 
pact Statement. 

On March 20, 1991, a meeting was held with members of the 
Mohave Livestock Association. A variety of topics covered In the 
draft  Resource Management Plan was discussed and comments 
were given to the BLM. 

On March 20, 1991, a meeting was held with a number o f  

individuals representing mining interests in Mohave County. 
Proposed decisions in the draft  Resource Management Plan 
affecting mining operations were discussed and comments w e r e  

given to the BLM. 

On March 27,1991, a meeting was held with the Cyprus Bagdad 
Copper Corporation and Byner Cattle Company to discuss 
changes in the draft Resource Management Plan. Additional 
comments were given to the BLM. 

May-June 1991 

On May 9, 1991, a meeting was held with representatives from 
the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. Water  
quality issues were discussed and a further meeting was sched- 
uled to prepare changes requested by the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency. 

On June 6, 1991, a meeting was held with the Cyprus Bagdad 
Copper Corporation and Byner Cattle Company. Changes In 
the draft  Resource Management Plan were discussed. 

On June 11, 1991, a meeting of the Phoenix District Advisory 
Council was held to discuss proposed changes in the draft  
Resource Management Plan, to be included in the proposed Plan 
and final Environmental Impact Statement. 

On June 18, 1991, a meeting of the Phoenix District Advisory 
Council was held to discuss proposed changes in the draft 
Resource Management Plan, to be Included in the proposed Plan 
and final Environmental Impact  Statement. 

On June 18,1991, a meeting was held at which areas of concern 
were discussed. Representatives of the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality were committed to help prepare impor- 
tant sections for the proposed Plan and final Environmental 
Impact Statement. The BLM received information which would 
help the federal land manager comply with state water quality 
standards. 

July-November 1991 

On July 19 and August 22, 1991, meetings were held with the 
Mohave Livestock Association to discuss proposed changes In 
the draft  Resource Management Plan to be included in the 
proposed Plan and final Environmental Impact Statement. 

On September 5 and 6,1991 during a field tour and meeting, the 
Phoenix District Advisory Council discussed proposed changes 
to the draft  Resource Management Plan. 

On November 19, 1991, information was discussed with the 
Kingman Resource Area Grazing Advisory Board to be included 
in the proposed Resource Management Plan and final Environ- 
mental Impact Statement. 

233 



CHAPTER V 

LIST OF PREPARERS 

Bruce Asbjorn, Outdoor Recreation Planner 
B.S. in Range/Forest Management, Colorado State University. 
Member of the core team and prepared the rangeland management, 
vegetative products, soils and watershed and special status species 
(plants) sections. Has worked 14 years with the BLM. 

Joyce Bailey, Realty Specialist 
Joyce has 19 years of service with the BLM in Arizona, the last four 
years in Realty. She is a member of the core team and prepared the 
lands and realty sections of the final document. 

Josey Behl, Geographic Information System 
Coordinator 

Has 14 years federal service, nine years with theBLM. In May 1990, 
Josey became Geographic Information System Coordinator. She 
digitized resource information and produced maps and graphics for 
the Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. 

R. Gordon Bentley, Team Leader 
B.S. in Forest Management, Northern Arizona University, M.S. in 
Range Management, University of Arizona. Gordon has 29 years 
experience as a resource specialist and manager with the BLM. He 
assisted in preparing the special management areas, wildlife, miner- 
als and recreation sections and acted as writer-editor for the docu- 
ment. 

Bill Carter, Hazardous Material Coordinator 
B.S. in Agronomy, Kansas State University. Bill wrote Chapters 1 
and 5 and assisted in preparing the Resource Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement. He has worked 26 years for the 
BLM. 

Rick Colvin, Outdoor Recreation Planner 
B.S. in Resource Recreation Management, M.A. in Interdisciplinary 
Studies, Oregon State University. Rick has worked 13 years for the 
BLM. Member of the core team for final Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement and prepared recreation, off- 
highway vehicle, Visual Resources, Wilderness and Wild and Scenic 
Rivers sections. 

Larry Davis, Computer Specialist 
Larry worked 37 years as avisual information specialist and graphics 
designer, 16 of these with the BLM. He prepared all illustrations. 

Grant Drennen, Supervisory Range Conservationist 
B.S. degree in Range Science/Watershed from Utah State Univer- 
sity. Grant has 16 years of service with the BLM. Grant provided 
valuable information about the contents of management framework 
plans and grazing environmental impact statements and helped to 
revise the final document. 

Floyd Gray, Research Geologist 
M.S. in Geology, University of Massachusetts. Floydhas worked 17 
years with the U.S. Geological Survey, Geologic Division, Office of 
Mineral Resources in Menlo Park, California. He prepared the 
geology portions of the Management Situation Analysis and Chapter 
3 of the Resource Management Plan. 

Kelly Grissom, Wild Horse and Burro Specialist 
B.S. in Range Management, Oklahoma State University. Kelly has 
15 years with the BLM, 13 of them working with wild burros and 
horses. Kelly is a member of the core team and prepared the wild 
horse and burro section. 

Bob Hall, Wildlife Biologist 
B.S. in Wildlife Management, minors in Range Management and 
Natural Resource Conservation from Humboldt State University. 
Bob is a member of the core team and helped to prepare the wildlife, 
special status species (animals) and riparian sections of the Resource 
Management Plan/Enviromnental Impact Statement. Bob has 15 
years with the BLM. 

Bob Harrison, Geologist 
Bob compiled the mineral data for geology maps. 

Mary Harrison, Geographic Information System 
Coordinator 

B.S. in Geology, four years private industry, 14 years federal service 
of which five have been with the BLM. Mary was in charge of 
digitizing and entering resource information in the Geographic 
Information System. 

Chris Horyza, District LIS/ARD Coordinator 
B.S. in Range Management, Washington State University. Chris has 
worked 14 years with the BLM. He assisted in map preparation and 
coordinated work done by the Arizona State Office cartographic 
staff. 

Cathie densen, Realty Specialist 
A.S. in Forestry from Southeastern Illinois College and attended the 
B LM Lands School at the Phoenix Training Center. She prepared the 
lands and realty sections of the draft document. Cathie has worked 
11 years for the BLM. 

Mike Kliemann, Outdoor Recreation Planner 
B.S. in Outdoor Education/Recreation Planning, Southern Illinois 
University. He has worked 12 years for the BLM, three years as a 
National Park Planner with the Smithsonian Peace Corps Environ- 
mental Program and 1-1/2 years with the National Park Service in 
Carlsbad, New Mexico. Mike was a member of the core team and 
assisted in preparing the recreation section. 

Carol Laver, District Planning and Environmental 
Coordinator 

B.S. in Range Science from California State University at Chico. 
M.S. in Renewable Natural Resources, University of Arizona. Carol 
has six years of service with the BLM. She helped to organize and 
revise the final document. 

H. Kenneth McGinty, Writer-Editor 
B.A. in History, Duke University, M.A. in Geography, Clark Univer- 
sity. Ken has 15 years with the BLM and edited the draft document. 

Janna R. Paronto, Public Contact 
Janna has four years with the BLM and is a charter member of the 
core team and served as the primary typist-computer operator for the 
draft and final. 
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Wendell G. Peacock, Writer-Editor 
A.A. in Liberal Arts, Mesa Community College, B.A. in Journalism/ 
Mass Communications, Arizona State University. Wendell has been 
with the Phoenix District, BLM for seven years. 

Rebecca L. Peck, Wildlife Biologist 
B.S. in Wildlife Management, Humboldt State University, Califor- 
nia. She worked a year for the Soil Conservation Service and has 
worked for the BLM a total of 13 years. She is a member of the core 
team and assisted in preparing the wildlife, riparian and scenic river 
SectiOns. 

Diane Russell, Editorial Assistant 
A.A.S. in Computer Information Systems from Mohave Community 
College. She worked three years at the college, two years with the 
BLM. Diane assisted with word processing. 

Don Simonis, Archaeologist 
M.A. in Anthropology, Arizona State University. Don is a member 
of the core team and prepared the cultural section. He has worked 13 
years for the BLM. 

John Thompson, Geologist 
B.S. in Engineering Geology from Northern Arizona University. 
John worked two and one-half years with the Bureau of Reclamation 
and has worked one and one-half years with the BLM. He is a 
member of the core team and helped to prepare the minerals section. 

Phoenix District Office Special Assistan¢~ 

Clair Button, Botanist 
B.S. in Natural Resources, University of Michigan. Clair has 15 
years with the BLM. He assisted in preparing the special status 
species (plants) section. 

Lin D. Fehlmann, Water Rights Specialist 
B.S. in Secondary Education from University of Maryland. Lin has 
worked 10 years with the BLM. She assisted in developing the water 
rights portion. 

Russ Krapf, Soil Scientist 
B.S. in Chemistry from California Western University, M.S. in 
Agricultural Chemistry and Soils from University of Arizona and 
Ph.D. in Soil Science from University of Idaho. Russ assisted in 
developing the soils and watershed portion. 

Barry Long, Hydrologist 
B.S. in Watershed Science from Colorado University and M.S. in 
Forest Hydrology from Oregon State University. Barry assisted in 
developing the watershed water quality and water quantity portions. 

Kinaman Resource Assistance 

Ken R. Drew, Area Manager 
Elaine Marquis, Area Manager (March 1989 to June 1991) 
Jesse Juen, Assistant Area Manager 
Duane Ferneau, Civil Engineering Technician 
Don McClure, Resource Statistician 

Phoenix District Office Assistance 

Henri Bisson, District Manager (until November 1992) 
Gordon L. Cherfiae, District Manager 
Paul Buff, Assistant District Manager, Mineral Resources 
Bill Childress, Assistant District Manager, Land and Renewable 

Resources 
Eugene Dahlem, Wildlife Management Biologist 
Glenn Joki, Fire Management Officer 
Jack Ragsdale, Outdoor Recreation Planner 

Arizona State Office Assistanc:Q 

Lester K. Rosenkrance, State Director 
Bruce P. Conrad, Associate State Director 
Beaumont C. McClure, Deputy State Director, 

Lands and Renewable Resources 
Larry P. Bauer, Deputy State Director, Mineral Resources 
Alan Rabinoff, Chief, Branch of Mining Law Administration 
Phil Moreland, Chief, Branch of Planning Environment, Lands and 

Recreation 
Ted Cordery, Threatened and Endangered Species Specialist 
Keith L. Pearson, Environmental Coordinator 
Jerry Coolidge, Planning Coordinator 
George W. Ramey, Jr., Range Conservationist 
Gary D. Stumpf, Archaeologist 
Bruce B. Talbot, Natural Resource Specialist (Hazardous Materials) 
Marvin E. Weiss, Wild Horse and Burro Specialist 
Robert E. Archibald, Jr., Reality Specialist 
Sue E. Richardson, Outdoor Recreation Planner (Wilderness) 
Jim Renthal, Soil, Water and Air Specialist 
Terry O'Sullivan, Outdoor Recreation Planner 
Ron Hooper, Riparian Coordinator 

Agencies, Organizations and Persons Who Re- 
ceive the Draft and Final Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 

Because of the size of the mailing list (more then 700), only a partial 
list of those who will receive the document follows. 

Federal Agencies 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Department of Agriculture 

Forest Service 
Soil Conservation Service 

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

Department o f Energy 
Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bureau of Mines 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Geological Survey 
Minerals Management Service 
National Park Service 

Environmental Protection Agency 
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Arizona State Agencies 

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

Local Agencies 

Bullhead City 
City of Kingman 
Coconino County Board of Supervisors 
Mohave County Board of Supervisors 
Mohave County Parks Department 
Mohave County Planning and Zoning Commission 
Northern Arizona Council of Governments 
Yavapai County Board of Supervisors 
Yavapai County Planning and Zoning Department 

Indian Tribes and Councils 

Ak-Chin Indian Community 
Colorado River Indian Tribes 
Fort McDowell Mohave-Apache Community Council 
Gila River Indian Community 
Hualapai Indian Tribe 
Havasupai Tribal Council 
Hopi Tribal Council 
Mohave Tribal Council 
Navajo Tribal Council 
Pascua Yaqui Tribal Council 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Community Council 
Tohono O'Odham Council 
Truxton Canyon Agency 
Yavapai-Apache Community Council 
Yavapai-Prescott Tribe 

Interest Groups 

American Horse Breeders 
American Horse Protection Association 
American Mustang and Burro Association 
Animal Protection Institute 
Arizona Archaeological Society 
Arizona Humane Society 
Arizona State Horsemen Association 
Arizona State Association of Four-Wheel-Drive 

Clubs, Incorporated 
Arizona Cattle Growers Association 
Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society 
Arizona Desert Racing Association 
Arizona Mining Association 
Arizona Mining and Prospecting Association 
Arizona Mountaineering Club 
Arizona Nature Conservancy 
Arizona Native Plant Society 
Arizona Outdoor Coalition 
Arizona Prospectors and Small Mine Operators Association 
Arizona Public Service 
Arizona Wildlife Federation 
Audubon Society 
Bureau of Land Management Advisory Board 
Cyprus-Bagdad Copper Company 
Defenders of Wildlife 
Desert Donkey and Mule Club 
Desert Tortoise Council 
E1 Paso Natural Gas Company 
Foundation for North American Wild Sheep 
International Society for the Protection of 

Mustangs and Burros 
Kingman Grazing Advisory Board 
League of Women Voters 
Maricopa Audubon Society 
National Audubon Society 
National Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Incorporated 
New Mexico and Arizona Land and Cattle Company 
News Media 
0ii and Gas Companies 
OHV Clubs 
Phoenix District Advisory Council 
Public Lands Council 
Rockbound Clubs 
Spanish Mustang Association 
Santa Fe Railroad Company 
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 
Sierra Club, Plateau Group 
Sierra Club, Southwest Office 
The Nature Conservancy 
United Four-Wheel-Drive Association 
Walapai Four-Wheelers, Incorporated 
Wild Horse Organized Assistance 
Wild Burro Protection Association 
The Wilderness Society 
Union Pacific Resources 
Wildlife Society 
Yavapai Cattle Growers 
Yuma Audubon Society 
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Elected Representatives 

Federal 
Senator Dennis DeConcini 
Senator Karan English 
Senator John McCain 
Representative Sam Coppersmith 
Representative Jim Kolbe 
Representative Jon Kyl 
Representative Bob Stump 
Representative Ed Pastor 
Representative John J. Rhodes HI 

State 
Governor Fife Symington 
Senator Janice Kay Brewer 
Senator Carol Springer 
Representative Donald Aldridge 
Representative Ben Benton 
Representative Dave Carson 
Representative Herb Guenther 
Representative Kyle Hindman 
Representative Robert J. McLendon 
Representative John Wettaw 
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@ UNITED STATF.S 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INllI~FllOR 

FISH AND WU.OLIFE SERVICE 
ECOM)GIC~L SERVICES 
3616 W. Thomaa, Suite 6 
Ph o en i x ,  Axizoum B5019 

March 8, 1991 
2-21-91-Y-OEg 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Distr ict  Manager, Phoenix District Office, Bureau of Land 
Management, Phoenix, Arizona 

FROM: Acting Field Supervisor 

SUBJECT: Biological Opinion f o r  Kingman Resource Area Resource 
Management Plan 

This responds to your request of December 13, 1990, for formal consultation 
with the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) pursuant to Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) Of 1973, ae amended, on the subject Resource 
Management Plan (RNP) for Bureau of Land Management (BIR) lands iu the 
Kingman Resource Area in Coconino, Mohave and Yavapai Counties, Arizona. 

The endangered Hualapai Mexican vole (~ierotus mexicanus hualpaiensis}, 
peregrine falcon ([alco peregrinus anatum), bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
lencocephalus), and Arizona eliffrose (Purshia subintegra) are the listed 
species of concern within the proposed aMP area. The SIR has also provided 
an assessment, of effects to the desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), a 
species under petition to be listed as endangered or threatened. The 9D-day 
consultation period began on December 14, 1990, the date your request was 
received in our office. 

The following biological opinion is based on information contained in the 
biological assessment for the aMP dated December 13, 1990 and the draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (hIS) and P~p description dated November 27, 
1990, data in our files and other Sources of information. 

BIOLOGICAL OPINION 

It iS my biological opinion that the  proposed RMP is not li~ely to jeopardize 
the continued existence o£ the Hualapai ~exlcan vole, peregrine falcon, bald 
eagle or Arizona cliffrose. Specific actions implemented under the RMP will 
reqUire analysis of effects to threatened or endangered species and may 
require separate formal consultation under the Endangered Species Act. 

2 

BACKGROUND IMFORMATIO~ 

Spec i e s  D e s c r i p t i o n s  

The Hualapai Mexican vole (Hualapai vole) was listed as an endangered species 
on November 2, 1987. The known range of the subspecies is confined the 
riparian associated areas of the Nualapai Mountains in Mohave County. Only 
one population of the Hnalapai vole was located in a survey of known and 
recent historic habitats in the fall of 1990. That population was on private 
land in Pine Peak Canyon. Brought over the past two to three years may have 
reduced habitat quality, and thus populations at the other three known 
locales, 

Threats to the Hnalapai vole come largely from the destruction of i t s  
riparian and historic upland habitats by grazing of livestock and introduced 
wildlife, recreation use and human developments within the habitat areas. 
These threats are continuing and some are likely to inernase. 

The peregrine falcon wan listed as endangered on October 3, 1970. This 
species is widespread in the northern hemisphere with the anatu~ subspecies 
found in North America. Populations of the peregrine falcon in Arizona have 
been increasing in recent years with birds occupying more and more of the 
suitable habitats available. On the project area, the known eyries are in 
the northern portions near the Grand Canyon. 

Large ly  a p r e d a t o r  on o t h e r  b i r d s ,  the  p e r e g r i n e  f a l c o n  was endangered by 
pesticide bioaccumulation and loss of breeding habitats due to disturbances. 
Disturbance of eyrie sites remains a significant threat to the species in 
Arizona. 

The bald eagle was listed as endangered on March 11, 1967. In Arizona, 
breeding pairs of bald eagles are found along most of the major river and 
reservoir systems in the state, with exception of the Colorado River below 
Lake Mead. Wintering bald eagles utilize the same river systems and may also 
be found around small lakes and ponds. Arizona's breeding bald eagles nest 
earlier than bald eagles from more northern climates, probably to avoid 
effects of the intense su~er heat on eggs or young eaglets. 

Threats to this species include bioaceumulation of pesticides from its diet 
of fish, loss of nesting areas due to reservoir construction, depletion or 
alteration of riverine flows, loss of nest trees and human disturbances. 
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The Arizona cliffrose was listed as endangered on May 29, 1984. Four 
isolated populations are known, all located on Tertiary limestone lakebed 
soils. These white soils are very distinctive and may occur in other areas 
of Arizona below the Mogollon Rim. 

Threats to this species include loss of habitat due to mining operations, 
overgrazing by l i v e s t o c k ,  feral burros and wildlife, off-highway vehicle 
(OBV) use and other human developmests such as recreation areas, roads, and 
powerllne and gas line corridors. 

ProSeet Description 

The proposed RMP will guide management directions and programs on the Kingman 
Resource Area (ERA} for the next 20 years. The RMP is not a stand-alone 
management document. Grazing management will remain as described under the 
existing EIS's (Cerbat/Black Mountain and Hualapai-Aquarius) and the 
wilderness management will be tied to the plan described in the appropriate 
EIS (Upper Sonoran, Phoenix and Arizona Mohave) as well as final legislation 
passed by the Congress to designate such areas. The RMP does provide for 
some integration of the different documents that will guide multiple-use 
management on the KRA. Portions of previous management documents {Management 
Framework Plans and others} are incorporated into the RMP as common to all 
alternatives under examination. 

The BMP analyzes three alternatives. Alternative 1 represents the current 
management emphasis and is the "No Action" alternative. Alternative 2 is the 
BL~prnposed actios and emphasizes allowing for multiple use while protecting 
the environment. Alternative 3 is very similar to Alternative 2, except it 
has more of an emphasis on recreation, closes more areas to livestock and has 
more cultural resource protection. Each of the alternatives is very complex 
and a full exploration of their features is not possible in this opinion. 
We have therefore appended to this opinion a table from the draft EIH that 
compares the important points of each {Appendix I). More complete 
information on the alternatives is available in the draft EIS. 

EFFECTS OF TAS ACTFO~ 

Direc t  and I n d i r e c t  E f f e c t s  

Although the  BLM has s e l e c t e d  a proposed ac t i on  in  i t s  d r a f t  EIS, we w i l l  
briefly examine the other two alternatives as well, in the event that some 
of the features of those alternatives are incorporated into the final 
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proposed action. For clarity, each listed species will be discussed 
separately. Only the major points of each alternative are mentioned below. 
For more complete information, please refer to the biological assessment and 
the draft EIS and BMP. 

Bualapal  Mexican Vole 

Alternative i would continue present risks to Uualapai vole populations from 
mineral activities, grazing management, recreation and utility corridors. 
Under present emphases on riparian and watershed management, some benefits 
to the Hualapai vole could be realized as physical habitat conditions improve 
under these programs. No special management emphasis in Bualapai vole 
habitats would occur beyond what could be accommodated under the existing 
MFP guidance. This alternative does contain the intent to acquire no-federal 
lands that currently support Bualapai voles and this would likely benefit the 
species. However there is a large and significant level of impacts to this 
species that will continue and increase over time from recreation, grazing 
and wildlife management decisions. 

Alternative 2 would provide for a mineral withdrawal (entry and material 
disposal} in Hualapai vole habitat areas (2180 acres}, development of or 
revisions to Allotment Management Plans (AMPs) to reduce or eliminate effects 
of livestock grazing, confining utility corridors to existing rights of way 
and c r ea t i ng  an Area of C r i t i c a l  Environmental Concern {ACRE) on 3000 acres  
of Bualapai vole habitat. Designation of this ACEC would provide more 
directed management emphasis, especially in riparian and watershed issues. 
as well as other identified needs of the species and thus is likely to assist 
in recovery implementation. The alternative also restricts the use of OHVs 
from washes, which would protect Hualapai vole habitat. But the intent to 
construct an organized camping area at Pine Flat is not likely to protect 
Hualapai vole habitat in that location and the Moss Wash campground may 
influence development of habitat there. Significant effects to existing and 
recoverable Hualapai vole habitats from human use, especially recreation, 
grazing and wildlife management decisions will continue at some level. 
Because the status of the Bualapai vole is so precarious, the BI~ may wish 
to be especially protective of vole habitats and evaluate all management 
actions and human use pressures that may have an effect on this species. 

The effects of Alternative 3 for Hualapai voles is the same as for 
Alternative 2. 

Peregrine Falcon 

Alternative i would continue potential effects to peregrines from mineral 
activity, new linear rights of way, grazing, and recreation management. 
Watershed and riparian programs may improve overall habitat conditions which 
could improve the prey base. Federal acquisition of land near eyrie 

O 
2 



DO 
J~ 
O 

5 

locations would likely help to protect those sites from some adverse effects 
of human activity, but actual benefit would depend upon the management of 
those lands. No special management areas would be designated. 

Alternative 2 would provide ~or both overall habitat enhancement by the 
proposed ACECs in riparian and watershed areas which would influence 
minerals, grazing and lands acquisition and management. None of the eyries 
sites are in these ACECs, but areas may he used by resident as well an 
wintering peregrines during the year. A proposed recreation development at 
Antelope Spring may increase the opportunity for human disturbance near that 
eyrie. 

Alternative 3 would differ from Alternative 2 in the reduced level of 
protection given to riparian and watershed areas under ACEC designations. 

Bald Eagle  

Alternative 1 would continue potential effects due to mineral activity, 
grazing, recreation and rights of way establishment, since the bald eagle 
is associated with the riparian corridors, efforts to improve conditions 
there under watershed and riparian initiatives may be of benefit, as would 
acquisition of non-federal lands in bald eagle habitats, again subject to 
management emphasis. 

Alternative 2, with the ACECs for riparian and watershed, would provide 
opportunity to improve bald eagle habitats in these important areas. 
Restrictions on minerals, grazing, and recreation, especially OHV use may 
enable enhancement of these habitats, although new recreation developments, 
like that at SiX Mile Crossing and proposed recreation trails in Burro Creek, 
may have an adverse impact on breeding sites. Land acquisition and confining 
rights of way to existing corridors also have potential for beneficial 
elfects. 

Alternative 3 would differ from Alternative 2 in the ceduced level of 
protection given to riparian and watershed areas under ACEC designations. 

Arizona Cliffrose 

Alternative 1 would continue the considerable threats to this species from 
minerals development, grazing, recreation, and rights of way. No special 
management efforts would be made for Arizona cliffrose habitat. 

Alternative 2 would provide protection for Arizona cliffrose habitat by 
creation of an ACEC with a mineral withdrawal of unclaimed lands. Mineral 
exploration on claimed lands within the ACEC would be subject to tighter 
re~llations umder this alternative. The ACEC designation would also allow 
greater management of grazing, rights of way and recreation activities in the 
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habitat, although the six Mile Crossing recreation site could increase 
visitation to the Arizona cliffrose habitat and thus increase the potential 
tot habitat damages. 

The effects of Alternative 3 for Arizona cliffrose would be the same as for 
Alternative 2. 

Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects are those effects of private and State funded non- 
Federally regulated activities that are reasonably certain to occur within 
the area of the Federal action subject to consultation that may have an 
effect on the listed threatened or endangered species. 

Development of private lands in the KRA would put greater stress on the 
public lands for recreation, sale of harvestable commodities and minerals 
and, identification of lands for disposal to the private sector. Management 
of the public land resource to protect endangered species values from these 
increased demands would, therefore, become more intensive over the life of 
the RMP. As specific portions of the RMP are implemented, there would have 
to he an assessment of the identifiable cumulative effects. 

CANDIDATE SPECIES 

Of the category 1 and Z candidate species that may he found on the KR~, only 
one is described in any detail in the biological assessment. The sonora, 
population of the desert tortoise, (Gopherun aqaanizii), is a candidate 
category 2 species under evaluation for listing, significant steps have been 
taken within the range of the Sonoran tortoise in Arizona to address the 
impacts of human activities and provide for management of the species. The 
RMp alternatives would provide for implementing the management guidelines 
developed for Arizona and Alternatives 2 and 3 would contain ACECs to protect 
important Sonoran tortoise habitats. 

Incidental Take 

Section 9 of the Act, as amended, prohibits any taking (harass, harm, pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or attempt to engage in 
any such conduct) of listed animal species without a special exemption. Harm 
is further defined to include significant habitat modification or degradation 
that results in injury to listed species by significantly impairing 
behavioral patterns such as breeding, £eeding or sheltering. Amendments to 
the Act in 1988 extended protection under Section g to plant species on 
Federal lands in cases of malicious damage or destruction or when removed and 
reduced to possession. Under the terms of section 7(b)(4) and 7(o)(2), 
taking that is incidental to, and not intended as part of the agency action 
is not considered taking within the hound of the Act provided that such 

0 
I 
> 

m 

< 

' 6 

-d 

-4 

8 



re 
j~ 

7 

taking is in compliance with the incidental take statement. The measures 
below are not discretionary and must be undertaken by the agency or made a 
binding condition of any grant or permit issued to the applicant, as 
appropriate. 

The FWS does not anticipate any incidental take to occur as a result of the 
administrative action of finalizing the RMP, thus, no incidental take level 
is set for any of the listed species in the KRA. AS specific actions are 
implemented, they will each have to go through Section 7 consultation and if 
a formal consultation is required, an incidental take for that action would 
he set in the biological opinion for that specific action. 

Taking that is not incidental, and therefore likely to be in violation of the 
Act is, and has occurred for the Arizona cllffrose and Hualapa£ vole. These 
takings must be resolved by the BLM through appropriate section 7 
consultation and implementation of biological opinions. 

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

Section 7(a)(1) of the Act directs Federal agencies to utilise their 
authorities to further the purposes of the Act by carrying out conservation 
programs for the benefit of endangered and threatened speclns. The term 
conservation recommendations has been defined as suggestions of the FWS 
regarding discretionary measures to minimize or avoid adverse effects of a 
proposed action on listed species or critical habitat or regarding the 
development of information. 

Specific conservation recommendations for each of the programs described in 
the RMP are not contained in this biological opinion. As the RMP programs 
are implemented, conservation recommendations will he incorporated into the 
hioloqical opinions developed for those actions as appropriate. 

We do have one general conservation recommendation to make on the RMF. The 
implementation of the RMP will he complex and require careful scheduling to 
prepare the management plans of the new ACECs, write or revise AMFs and other 
environmental documents within a timely and effective manner. Many of the 
MMP actions are designed to protect endangered and threatened species and in 
order to provide the maximum protection possible, should he implemented as 
quickly as possible. We recommend that the B~4 set up a priority system to 
identify the most critical endangered species issues and proceed with their 
resolution as quickly as possible. 
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CONCISION 

This concludes formal consultation on thl9 action. As required by 50 CFR 
402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required if: (I) the a~unt 
or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) new information reveals effects 
of the agency action that may impact listed species or critical habitat in 
a manner or to an extent not considered in this opinion; (3) the agency 
action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the 
listed species or critical habitat that was not considered in this opinion; 
or (4) a new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may he 
affected by the action. 

If we can he of further assistance, please contact Ms. Lesley Fitzpatrick or 
me (Telephone: 502/379-4720; FTS 216-4720). 

cc: Director, Arizona Game and Fish  Department, Phoenix, Arizona 
Regional Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, Albuquerque, 

New Mexico (~EIHC} 
Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, DC (HC) 
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Number 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

Date Received 

11-19-90 
12-02-90 
12-10-90 
12-12-90 
12-14-90 
12-20-90 
12-26-90 
01-07-90 
01-14-91 
01-16-91 
01-17-91 
01-18-91 
01-25-91 
01-25-91 
01-28-91 
02-01-91 
02-01-91 
02-11-91 
02-14-91 
02-15-91 
02-19-91 
02-25-91 
03-05-91 
03-11-91 
03-11-91 
03-11-91 
03-14-91 
03-18-91 
03-19-91 
03-19-91 
03-19-91 
03-19-91 
03-19-91 
03-19-91 
03-20-91 
03-20-91 
03-20-91 
03-20-91 
03-21-91 
03-21-91 
03-22-91 
03-25-91 
03-26-91 
03-26-91 
03-27-91 
03-28-91 
03-29-91 
03-29-91 
03-29-91 
03-29-91 
03-29-91 
03-29-91 

INDEX OF PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS 

Agency, Organization or Individual 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Joe McGIoin 
Maricopa County Department of Planning and Development 
Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture 
Rudy K. Walter 
Frances Benigar and Connie Childers 
Arizona State Parks/State Historic Preservation Officer 
U.S. Bureau of Mines, Intermountain Field Operations Center 
Maricopa Audubon Society 
TranAm Energy Inc. 
Department of the Air Force 
Department of Energy, Western Area Power Administration 
Animal Protection Institute of America 
Mary McBee 
Donald L. McBee 
Arizona Department of Commerce - Arizona State Clearinghouse 
Arizona State University, Center for Environmental Studies 
Arizona State Mine Inspector 
John D. Pettit 
Carson Water Company 
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe 
Arizona State Land Department 
Arizona Cattle Growers' Association 
Elliott E. Bernshaw 
Grapevine Springs Ranch, Inc. 
The Desert Tortoise Council 
Lois J. Hubbard, Mohave County Board of Supervisors 
Arizona Farm Bureau Federation 
Robert L. Harrison 
Frank L. Hunt 
W. J. Robinson 
Amy A. Kirk 
John Gallagher 
Rick Alexander 
Kathleen Mitchell 
Peter J. Galvin, Friends of the Owls 
Douglas Hulmes 
Ted H. Hyde, GSA Resources, Inc. 
Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society, Inc. 
Thomas W. Crosslin 
Howard Grounds 
Karen Dismukes 
William L. Nugent 
Thomas B. McConnell 
Charles Earle, Laughlin Land and Cattle Company 
Dave Knisely 
Clinton C. Cofer 
Clinton C. Cofer 
Sandra J. Cofer 
Ken McReynolds 
Ken McReynolds 
Cristi McReynolds 
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Number 

53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
6O 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
7O 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 

Date Received 

03-29-91 
04-12-91 
04-01-91 
04-01-91 
04-02-91 
04-04-91 
04-04-91 
04-05-91 
04-08-91 
04-08-91 
04-09-91 
04-01-91 
04-10-91 
04-10-91 
04-11-91 
04-11-91 
04-12-91 
04-12-91 
04-12-91 
04-12-91 
04-12-91 
04-12-91 
04-12-91 
04-12-91 
04-12-91 
04-12-91 
04-12 -91 
04-12-91 
04-12-91 
04-12-91 
04-12-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-15-91 
04-25-91 
04-26-91 
04-26-91 

INDEX OF PUBLIC C O M M E N T  L E T T E R S  

Agency, Organization or Individual 

Mohave Livestock Association 
Mohave Livestock Association 
Pacific Turbine Systems 
National Parks and Conservation Association 
Prescott Audubon Society 
Glenn and Jane Franklin 
Vera M. Waiters, Southwestern Field Studies 
Jean Linn 
Rebecca Davis 
National Park Service, Western Region 
Kingman Chamber of Commerce 
Sue Baughman 
Andy Groseta, Headquarters West, Ltd. 
Liquinox Company 
Arizona Public Service Company 
Cyprus Bagdad Copper Corporation 
Marvin Hunt 
Frank L. Hunt 
John L. Neal 
David B. Wilcoxen 
Klein S. Bartmus 
Mohave County Parks Department 
Georgia McCrory 
Citizens Utilities Rural Company, Inc., Bruce Mitchell 
Cyprus Minerals Company, C.C. Bromley 
Mike Gross and Norrna Gross 
International Society for the Protection of Mustangs and Burros 
Elno Roundy 
Elno Roundy 
Richard L. Leibold, Sierra Club, Ramparts Chapter 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, Director Duane L. Shroufe 
American Rivers 
The Arizona Nature Conservancy 
Friends of Arizona Rivers 
The Wildlife Society, Arizona Chapter 
Arizona Riparian Council 
The Arizona Native Plant Society 
Sierra Club - Grand Canyon Chapter 
Mohave Sportsman Club 
Ruth Brimhall 
Art Rogers 
Frank Allen Hunt 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services 
The Keith Companies - Arizona 
Signe A. Hurd 
Joseph M. Feller 
Robert S. Lynch 
Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company 
Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral Resources 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
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Land Resources 
(602) 769-2279 

United States Department of the Interior 
B U R E A U  OF I N D I A N  A F F A I R S  

TRUXTON CANON AGENCY 
VALENTINE, ARIZONA 86437 

I - I  

Elaine F. fv~arqUls, Ar~N1anager 
U.S. Bureau of LandManagm~ent 
KIngman ResOurce Are~Offlce 
2475 Bever ly  Avenue 
Klngr~n.  Ar i zona  86401 

Dear E la ine :  

We apprec ia te  the  Oppo r tun i t y  you gave our  Agency t o  review the  ]and 
management p lan  For your Area on Novenber 7, 19B0. 

AS those present in t he  meet ing b rough t  up, we have concerns In the  
f o l l o w i n g  areas: 

1) We want to  see the  p lan  recogn ize  the  need f o r  r e a l i g n i n g  and 
upgrading the  Grapevine Canyon Road f r o n  Meadview Road t o  the  
Hualapal Reservat ion boundary.  We hope t o  see t h a t  road be paved 
two lanes In the  next  4 -7  years and widened t o  th ree  lanes in  t he  
next  7-15 years.  

2) We want to  p lan  fo r  t he  t r a d i n g  o f  sec t ions  in t he  Clay Spr ings 
ere~to bl(x:k up thosechec~erb(:~rd sec t I~s .  Our s ta f f  w I t t  be 
su l :m l t t l ng  a proposal f o r  your  cons i de ra t i on  In the  next  2-3 
months. 

3) We w~nt to plan for the leg lslat]ve transfer of ten acres from ELM 
t o  the HuslaP=l T r i be  f o r  t he  t r i b a l  cemetery a t  Va len t i ne .  

4) we would l i k e  t o  pursue a coopera t i ve  agreement w l t h  your agency to  
reconst rL~t  the  fence between BLM and the  Hua]apal Reservat ion.  We 
propose a 50/~0 sha r ing  o f  t he  Costs. 

I 5) We ere concerned that your plan does not recognize the~xican vo~e 
h a b i t a t  in t he  Music lVIo~nta lns Just west o f  the  Reservat ion.  

Again,  thank  you and b | t t  f o r  t a k i n g  the  t ime t o  rneet w l t h  us. 
l ook ing  fo rward  t o  work ing  more c l o s e l y  w i t h  you. 

S ince re l y ,  

Truxton Canon Agency 

We are 

0 
I 
> 
-0 

m 

< 

C 

r" 
m 

0 
0 
0 

rn 
z 



53 
4~ 
On 

2 

Joe McGloln 
2716 W. 25th Ave. 
Denver, CO 80211 
11/29/90 

Bill Carter 
ELM 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Ave. 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Good Day: 

The following are my comments regarding the draft 
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 
(RMP/EIS) for Klngman Resource Area. I appreciate the 
opportunity to make comments and commend the ELM for the 
amount of work that has been put into the draft RMP/EIS. 
I also applaud the ELM for the foresight that has been put 
into the RMP/EIS. The nature and makeup of the multiple use 
of our public lands has been changing and will continue to 
evolve over the foreseeable future. It is indeed refreshing 
to see a public lands manager address these changing needs 
and plan for those demands. 

I generally agree with the preferred alternative 
(Alternative 2). There are several areas of concern to me 
which I will address. 

I agree with the need to cut back or eliminate livestock 
grazing in certain areas, especially riparian zones. 
Whenever I have visited the area I have been struck by the 
amount of damage that has been done by the livestock to the 
native vegetation. As you know, the resulting erosion and 
changes in the flora caused by over-grazing will take 
decades, if not centuries, to undo. It only makes sense 
that ranchers (and consumers) should pay the full price for 
the consequences of grazing on public land. By this I mean 
not Just the cost of land management services that they 
currently use but, additionally, the estimated costs of 
repairing the land and restoring it to its original 
condition. For too long the general public has subsidized 
ranching by footing the cost of land reparations, or even 
worst, land that is just discarded. I urge you to eliminate 
grazing in all ACEC's and in all riparian zones. And I urge 
you to charge grazing rates that will cover the full cost of 
the grazing and restoration of the grazed land. 

I support the BLM plan to preserve historical sites. 
Pot hunters and vandals have already damaged the majority of 
sites in the Southwest and we need to preserve the few 
remaining ones even if that means prohibiting public access. 

I have grave concerns about the use of OHV's in several 
areas. While any wilderness areas would be off-llmits to 
OHV's, all ACEC's would remain open. This would include 
riparian zones and habitat for some endangered species. 
I've seen too much damage to riparian zones, vegetation and 
animal habitat from OhV~'s. I think it prudent to limit all 
OHV use in ACEC's to roads only. They must he kept out of 
riparian zones and orltioal habitat areas. Given the total 
amount of BLM land that OHV's can use, prohibiting their use 
from a very small percentage of the land would help preserve 
endangered anlmals, endangered habitat and hlstorical sites. 

I heartily endorse limitations on timber sales. Many 
once great stands have simply been destroyed over the last 
one hundred and fifty years and we need to preserve what's 
left. Restricting grazing will do much to help the forest 
regenerate. 

In sum, ~ opinion is that the BLM needs to do as much 
as it can the preserve the land and, in many cases, to 
improve its condition after years of abuse. One of the best 
ways to accomplish this is to reduce the use of the land, 
especially from activities that take a great 5o11, such as 
OHV use and livestock grazing. Even the RMP/EIS recognizes 
that the use of the land will very likely increase from 2~0 
to 300~ over the next 10 to 15 years (p. 59). The land 
needs to be protected from this onslaught. This is your 
charge. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  
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HlllllliOPlt IIOUHIY OIPIIIIIt4EHI Of PLIIlIItlIIG Uflll IIIVILIIPHItll 
111 s. 3rd. Awnm,  R~m 3OO, Ph~nlx,  Arizona 85003 

December 6, 1990 

Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
King,an ResoarceArea office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

RE: KINGMAN RESOURCE AP~EA RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PI2%N AND ENVIRON- 
MENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

This Department appreciates the opportunity to review and comment 
on the Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Kingman R~source Area. 

We support the Bureau's continuing efforts toward the management 
and protection of public lands. 

Maricepa County is currently revising our Comprehensive Plan and 
would like to coordinate with the Bureau of Land Management 
regarding many issues discussed in the Management Plan. Of 
particular interest to us are comments addressing management and 
protection of riparian lands and policies for off-highway vehicles. 

If we may be of further assistance, please telephone our office at 
262-3403. 
sincerely, 

JILL HERBERG-KUSY 
PRINCIPAL PLANNER 
pLANNInG DIVXSIOR 

Douglas A. williams 
Planner III 
Advance Planning Section 
(602) 262-3403 
JKM/mlc 

xc: Dennis W. Zwagerman, Director 
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D~h~ct Offi~ 
Fruit & Vegetable Standardization 
M~rket News 

o, !>,: 
• , R ONA~00~ • i~542~V3 " 

FIELD SKRVIC]K~ 
Office of the State Chemist 

State Agricultural Laboratory 
Agricultural Chemicals and 

~ r  i i ,  1990 Envh'onmental Serv|c'e~ Div~ion 

Mr. Bill Carter 
BLM 
K ~  Resource ~mea office 
2475 Beverly Ave. 
~ ,  AZ 86401 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

The Arizona Department of Agriculture has the following concerns 
about the K ~  ~ Area ~v~ and EIS Draft dated Nov~, 1990: 

I. Recreation and Public Purposes Act - Periodic Outbreaks of insect 
pests (caddis fly, grasshoppers, etc.) in this area may require an 
eradication program by federal, state, or local government 
personnel. Because any eradication project ~nvolving pesticides 
will be seriously affected by such things as ~is, parks, and 
recreational areas, any land use authorizaticrs which cc~id 
adversely inloact on eradication projects should be carefully 
considered with regards to what effect a grasshopper infestation 
which can not be controlled with pesticides because of the 
proximity of schools, parks, or other areas of sensitive or 
concentrated populations will have on the people using the 
facilities. 

2. V~tati~ projects - The Department supports Alternative #I. 
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Dec. 19, 1990 

Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resouee Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Az. 86401 

Mr. Carter: 

In reviewing your draft for Management Plan~Envlronment 

Impact Statement, we took notice of no proposed horse trails 

for Mohave County. 

A couple of months ago:~we approached Mike Kileman with a 

proposed plan for horse trails using Canyon Station Spring 

area as head po~ht for the old Stockton Hill Road from Canyon 

Station to Lake Mead. A~o from Canyon~Station it is possible to 

ride in several different directions into the Cerbat Mountains. 

~iInzyour plans we ~ee you are going to make a day use area at 

Canyon Station. There is no reason this couldn't be made into a 

mullte use area, as there is plenty of room. 

Several pedple and groups have expressed interest in ~elping 

make this a reallty~wlth donation of time and materials. 

We realize that these trails would not be used just for 

horses, which is fine with us. We want everyone to enjoy the~. 

We ask that these plans be put up for consideration in the 

final draft. 

Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

Frances Benigar, P.O.Box 6456, Klngman, Az. 86402, 565-4280 
_I 

Connie Childers, 4435 N. Willow, Kingman,Az. 86401, 757-4728 
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ARIZONA 
STATE 
PARKS 

800 W, WASHINGTON 
BCtTE418 

PHOEN IX, ARIZONA 85007 
TELEPHONE E01~5424174 

ROSE MOFFORD 
GOVERNOR 

STATE PARKS 
BOARD MEMBERS 

WILU~M G. ROE 
ouLm 

n r ~ o N  

RONALD PIES 
vice CH~JR 

DEAN M. FLAKE 
SEC~X 
s ~  

DUANE MILLER 
s s ~  

EUT-~BETH TEA 

EL[ZABETH RIEKE 
PH~N~ 

M. JEAN HASSELL 
STATe L~D CC~,IMSS~R 

December 20 , 1990 

Bil] Carter 
Technical Coordinator 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Bevedy Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

RE: Ktngman Resource Area, DOI-BLM 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

We have received the draft report entitled "Kingman Resource Area: Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental impact Statement". I have reviewed the 
document and am commenting pursuant to Section 110 of the National Histodc 
Preservation Act. 

Of the three alternatives proposed, I prefer Alternative 2 because it may result 
in the lowest impacts to cultural resources in priority cultural areas (as 
indicated by Table IV-1 of the Draft PIsn/EIS}. I realize that TabIetV-1 does 
not reflect predicted impacts to cultural resources outside the pdodty areas, 
but it is my understanding that the agency's proposed continuation of existing 
CRM policies will provide such resources with adequate consideration and 
protection in the face of federal undertakings. 

Thank you for providing this office w~th the opportunity to comment. We look 
forward to receiving a copy of the final RMP/EtS. 

Sincerely, 

Pat H. Stein 
Preservation Planner 

for Shareen Lamer, Ph.D. 
State H[sfodc Preservation Officer 

KENNETH E. TRAVOU$  
E~.U11VE D4 RECTOR 

COURI 'LAND NELSON 
OEPUTy DIR~roR 

~NSE ~JNG AND ~ G l ~  ~ Z0~ 'S  H STOR C PLACES, HISTORIC SITES, AND RECREATIONAL. ~ENJC AND NATU~L AR~ 
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United States Department of the Interior ~ ~  
B U R E A U  OF M I N E S  

I N T E R M O U N T A I N  FIELD OPERATIONS C E N T E R  - m  
P.G~ BOX 25086 

B U I L D I N G  20, D E N V E R  F E D E R A L  CENTEK 
DENVER, COLORADO 80225 
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January 4, 1991 

Memorandum 

To: Bill Carter, Bureau of Land Management, Kingman 
Resource Area Office, 2475 Beverly Avenue, Kingman, 
Arizona 86401 

From: chief, Intermountain Field Operations Center 

Subject: Review of Draft Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement, Kingman Resource Area, 
Arizona 

Personnel of the Bureau of Mines reviewed the subject document as 
requested by Elaine Marquis, Area Manager, Kingman Resource Area 
Office, Bureau of Land Management, to determine whether mineral 
resources in the resource area were adequately discussed in the 
document. 

The dlscussionsof mineral resources present in, explored for, 
and produced from the resource area [pp. 7, 17-18, 95-99, 267- 
269) and of impacts to and from mineral development for the three 
alternatives (pp. 119-147) appear quite thorough. However, in 
the discussion of sodium andgypsum (p. 96) it appears as though 
the discussion of gypsum has been omitted. If the reference to 
"more than 4,000 feet of evaporitic horizons" refers to gypsum, 
then that should be specified. Except for the omission of the 
gypsum discussion, we believe that minerals have been adequately 
discussed in the document. ~ ~ ~  

W~if~ Cochran 
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January 9 1991 

Bill Carter 
oF~c~ns Bureau of Land Management 

c,a,,esJ~D~,, Kingman Resource Area Office 
~,~,,, 2475 Beverly Avenue O,~kT~d 

~o-' Kingman, AZ 86401 

~,sFi~, Dear Mr. Carter, 

¢OMM~. On behalf of the Maricopa Audubon Society, I am submitting the 
R~.w,u.~,,~ofcllowing comments concerning the Kingman Resource Area's November 

~,~.,,~, 1990 RMP/EIS draft. 

E,=,~, First, we support the implementation of Alternative II, the 
~,,~,~,.,"preferred" plan, primarily because it places more area under 
~a,~.E.~.k~ special management than does Alternative III. We cannot support 

~o~yBA.~o.yAlternatzve I, the "no action" plan. 
,~,,=,y 

E~,,o, The ACEC's which would be established by Alternative If, especially 
those which would be formed to protect the endangered Hualapai 
Mexican Vole and KRA's riparian resources, are a step in the right 
direction. The plan's call for the establishment of wildlife 
movement corridors is also applauded. 

However, we must be critical of the priority given to improved 
range management in the KRA. We realize that your RMP/EIS draft 
refers the discussion of your grazing practices to previously 
completed EIS's. But the fact that these other documents outline 
plans for improved range management is irrelevant to our criticism. 

The point we're trying to make is that the implementation of better 
range management needs to be a higher agency priority. Overgrazing 
is probably THE greatest cause of rural environmental degradation 
in Arizona. The extent of the problem is illustrated by the fact 
that at least seven of the 14 management concerns identified in 
your draft deal with issues associated with grazing. 

Of course, we understand that you must operate under Federal 

DEDICA TED TO THE PROTECTION OF NA TURAL WETLANDS IN AN ARID ENVIRONMENT 

9-I I 

statutes which, due to the powerful livestock lobby, mandate the 
continuation of inequitable grazing privileges on public lands. But 
there is room within the regulatory framework to implement 
immediate range improvements. 

Your draft report clearly outlines the current sad situation on 
your range. Of the 83 grazing allotments in the NRA, you 
categorized 57 of them as M or I, meaning their conditions could 
he improved with better management. That's 69%! In addition, only 
25, or 30%, of the 83 allotments have signed AMPs. While it's true 
that all of these AMP's wore recently completed, and it appears 
you're concentrating your efforts on the allotments with the 
greatest potential for improvement, the overall situation is still 
unacceptable. 

Another example of your low priority for improved range management 
is seen in your forage allocation policies for newly acquired 
lands. They specify that lands acquired from the state would 
continue to be grazed at the level set by the state prior to 
exchange. The problem with this is that the Arizona State Land 
Department is required by state law to manage its real estate 
holdings for the sole purpose of generating revenues. Consequently, 
they aren't much concerned with improved range management. By 
extending the conditions of their leases you may be continuing the 
range abuses they've allowed. 

It seems you've tried to deal with this problem by stating that 
grazing on all allotments will be monitored to adjust livestock 
numbers to achieve proper use of forage resources. But how long 
will that take? Hopefully, not as long as it's taking to complete 
signed AMP's for all of your allotments. 

To summarize, we support the adoption of Alternative II and suggest 
that you accelerate the implementation of improved range management 
practices. 

Sincerel~, 

Jeff Burgess 
Conservation Committee Member 
Maricopa Audubon Society 
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DEPARTMENT OF  THE  A IR  FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICE, WESTERN REGION 
6 3 0  SANSOM£ STREET - -  ROOM I31S 

SAN mANC[~O, CALIFORNIA 94111-2278 

JAN. 1 5 1981 
LEEV-WR (Tye /705 -1668 )  

gingman Resource Area Resource Management P lan  and D r a f t  Env i ronmen ta l  Impact  
Statement (DEIS) 

Mr. Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Klngman , Arizona 86401 

i. We appreciate the opportunity to review the subject DEIS and offer the 
following comments; 

an As shown on the attached map, the Kingman Resource Area evaluated in 
your DEIS is subject to numerous military overflights in the form of 
high-altltude and low-altitude training missions. Inasmuch as low-altltude 
overflights do have the potential to disrupt the solitude and naturalness of 
areas directly under their flight paths, we recommend you include 
consideration of such activities (location, altltude~ and frequency) in your 
discussion and declslon-maklng process. 

b. Areas which are appropriate for military overflights, specifically 
low-altltude training routes, are becoming increasingly rare. In selecting 
overflight tralning routes, the Air Force must consider mission requirements 
and fuel costs as well as environmental constraints. Ideally, training routes 
are located within areas which are relatively isolated, have diverse 
topography and minimal commercial activity, maintain sparse human populations, 
and contain lands under federal Jurisdiction. It is obvious that these 
characteristics are also compatible to a large degree with land uses being 
proposed in the subject plan. Therefore, even though the area being studied 
is subject to air training activities, the Air Force generally supports low 
intensity uses in these lands if no degradation of our ability to use the 
airspace occurs. 

2. We hope these comments are useful in your planning process. In the 
future, any NEPA documents from your location should be forwarded to our 
Western Region office, and not the Central Region office. If we can be of 
assistance in any manner, please contact the undersigned or Mr. Michael Tye at 
(415) 705-1668. 

PHILLIP E. ~ ,  Director 1 Arch 
Regional Environmental Office Training Routes Map 
Western Region 

CC: HQ USAF/LEEDX w/Arch 
FAA/AFREP w/Arch 
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O Department of Energy 
Western Area Power Adrninisb'at!on 

Phoenix Area Office 
P,O. Box 6457 

phoenix, AZ 85005 

JAN 16 19@I 

Mr. Bil l  Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Bever ly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

The Western Area Power Administration (Western) has reviewed the draft 
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) for the 
Kingman Resource Area. The RMP/EIS appears to l imit the construction of new 
transmission lines and communications faci l i t ies to existing corridors and a 
few existing communications sites. A couple of exceptions were noted. 

Western operates a network of communications faci l i t ies in support of the 
marketing and transmission of electrical power generated at Hoover Dam and 
several other sites along the Colorado River, Certain of the communications 
faci l i t ies and several transmission lines are located within and across the 
Kingmam Resource Area. 

I Western has identified Cherum Peak, Mt. Perkins and Groom Peak as potential 
sites for the installation of microwave repeaters and/or VHF Repeaters. These 
additions may be needed to operate our system in the foreseeable future. 

Western would like to see the final RMP/EIS recognize our needs as stated 
above and have the f lex ib i l i t y  to provide for future growth without requiring 
overhaul or amendment of the RMP to just i fy a new project or fac i l i ty  that may 
be identified and needed in the future. 

Sincerely, 

John D. Harrlngton 
Deputy Area Manager 
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ANIMAL PROTECTION INSTffUTE OF AMERICA 
2831Fru ]h ldge  Rood.  P.O. BOX22505.  S a c f o m e n t o ,  C A 9 5 8 2 2  (916)  731-5521 FAX(916)  731-4467 

January 23, 1991 

Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

DRAFT RESOURCE AREA pLAN/EIS 
Kingman Resource Area 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

We appreciate the opportunity to respond in behalf of 
our members to the draft RMP/EIS for the Kingman 
Resource Area. We found it difficult to track the 
impacts from one alternative to the next for the 
fourteen considerations being analyzed on the 
different resources of specific concern to us. Of 
concern to us are nongame wildlife habitat and wild 
horses and burros protection. 

With the exception of wild horses/burros, the ongoing 
management constraints, commitments, and directives 
that underlie current management along with recommen- 
dations carried over from the MFP, appear to us to be 
sound. We could not find how or where the fourteen 
concerns required changing the overall management 
directions or that any of the concerns could not be 
adequately, properly, and safely addressed under 
current management directives and policies. However, 
the description of management directives and con- 
straints for wild horses/burros found on Page 24 is 
factually wrong. 

With regard to wild horse and burro management 
constraints, API reviewed the draft Cerbat Herd 
Management Area Plan and is in substantial agreement 
with it under existing management goals, policies, 
directives, etc. The HMAP details the method for 
determining an effective breeding population. It also 
estimates a viable herd as needing at least 120 
animals in order to provide the gene pool in this 
terrain under current conditions to prevent inbreeding 

continued . . 
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Mr. Carter -2- January 23, 1991 

and degeneration of the population. This, to us, 
would be a least feasible number. The law requires BLM to 
manage for optimum not least feasible or least sustainable- 
-although there may be times when they are the same. When 
that occurs, the existing objectives to enhance or improve 
the habitat would allow BLM the management options to do so 
if possible. We disagree that dietary overlap studies are 
needed. The Congresslonally-mandated National Academy of 
Sciences study recommended that determining spatial 
overlap, not dietary overlap, is the most critical factor 
for sound management. This determination would show if, 
where, and when competition actually occurs. This 
information is needed to properly ascertain what animal 
species is the cause of damage associated with overgrazing 
in order to meet the statutory restrictions on removing 

l wild horses/burros from the public lands. The draft HMAP 
15--2 can be changed to list th ...... bjectives to b .... itor- 

ed. In fact, that is current policy. 

| We believe this EIS should h ....... idered the Cerbat HMAP 
15-5 I information that estimated 120 animals needed for a viable 

population as a tolerance level for analysis purposes. We 
think also the mandate to the Secretary to provide habitat 
needs (shelter, water, forage, cover, space) for the 
optimum number should have been stated as a management 
constraint. 

We can't agree with either Alternative 2 or 3. Both 
arbitrarily list the acceptable utilization level for wild 
horses as 30 percent when livestock are off the land and at 
50 percent when livestock are on the land. This formula is 
geared for reducing horses. One might even suspect the 

13 --4 purpose of it is to reduce horses--or at least protect 
livestock numbers when adjustments are needed due to 
overutilization. Also we are unable to agree with the 
management recommendation that any increases of forage in a 
wild horse/burro herd management area should be granted to 
re-introduced Big Horn sheep. An introduction of Big Horn 

|O|3 5 sheep int ....... designated as wild h .... /b .... habitat 
-- under the Wild, Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Protection 

Act, introduces a potential conflict into these areas. 
Granting all forage increases to Big Horn, rather than 
distributing it equally between current users, guarantees 
conflict. 

The consequences of proper riparian management on livestock 
grazing is described, on page 128, as requiring permittees 
to herd their livestock cr put up miles of fencing to 
create pastures for proper management by means of 
rotational grazing systems. That either/or description 
doesn't give adequate recognition to multiple use. 

continued . . . 
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I The obvious consequence that should be considered would be 
13--6 to switch f ..... w/calf operations to cattle which can be 

herded, which are more mobile grazers; and which, because 
of both of these characteristics, are better fitted to the 
principles of multiple use/sustalned yield. In our 
opinion, the intensity of herding required in wholistic 
grazing systems with the "on/off" movement of livestock, 
timed to estimated root recovery, requires keen 
coordination with the seasonal movement of wild 
horses/burros and other wildlife on and off their 
summer~winter ranges, not just more and more fences and not 
just livestock movement. Public land adaptations of 
wholistic grazing need to be initiated and driven by the 
biological needs and habitat requirements of wildlife 
(including wild horses and burros), whose movements may not 
be manipulated, rather than by the needs of domestic 
livestock whose movements can be manipulated. This needs 
to be spelled out so that the biological needs and habitat 
requirements of all wildlife (but particularly nongame) 
and wild horses/burros are provided for. 

Alternative 2 (Page 43), that includes monitoring studies 
to be implemented when a need arises, /iMPs in ACECs to be 
reviewed and revised, grazing systems developed in ACECs, 
and the continued development of grazing systems, appears 
to De a move away from the "I-C-M" categories, the current 
objective/monitoring schedule, and the schedule for trend- 

I studyreviews under existing management goals. Reviewing 
~ ' 7  AMPs in ACEC .... ld automatically arise in the periodic 

review and adjustment of grazing permits required by Taylor 
Grazing so would be part of existing mangement. The 
creation of an ACEC would automatically be subjected to the 
EA/FONSI process under existing policies. But changes to 
the criteria of I-C-M is a major action. 

API often criticizes the fact the criteria for I-C-M 
categorization is geared for increasing forage production 
while failing completely to address the state of the 
natural system in terms of damage and degradation. We have 
also criticized the "issue driven" management approach, 
which is based on the amount of social conflict raised 
rather than the amount of damage being done. In fact, we 
see "issue driven management, as relieving BLM, who are the 
managers and caretakers of the public's land (e.g., the 
hired professional experts), of all responsibility to 
initiate sound range management for correcting resource 
damage and all obligation to fully implement the 
protections in the laws related to the public lands. 
Amending the I-C-M criteria is the one management 
prescription we agree with in the preferred alternative. 

continued . . . 
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If management guidance already includes expanding, 
improving, and maintaining habitat for both consumptive and 
noncensumptive use and also for meeting the commitments of 
Fish and Wildlife Plan 2000, Strategy for the Future, and 
Raptor Habitat Management plus implementation of the Wild, 
Free Roaming Horse and Burro Protection Act and other 
federal wildlife laws, it is difficult to figure out the 
differences in each alternative in Chapter If. 

For instance, we don't understand why the watershed 
management provisions (categorizations) listed in 
Alternative 2 require an EIS rather than being an EA/FONSI 
action under Alternative i. Since the classifications 
listed in No. 2 cannot be determined without the surveys 
already underway in the current management schedule we're 
not sure if the Alternative 2 approach will result in 
putting aside several years of surveys and monitoring by 
introducing a new schedule that delays ever classifying 
land in a way to make an effective decision based on a 
degraded condition of the land. We don't understand how 
Riparian or Wildlife Habitat protection is better under 
Alternative 2 than Alternative I. This potential delay of 
decisions is a real stumbling block for us as it relates to 
both wildlife and wild horse/burro habitat. If those above 
commitments to the public (e.g., Watchable Wildlife, 
America the Beautiful, Plan 20u0, etc.) are to be 
implemented in the current permit reviews and allotment 
evaluations, we hesitate to endorse what might be simply a 
delay of making those decisions. 

One further comment we have with regard to wild horse/burro 
management refers to page 135 of the draft doettment. Here, 
it says "...if proper utilization levels on key forage 
species within the Cerbat Herd Management Area are 
exceeded, grazing preference would have to be adjusted or 
grazing management changed on...[six allotments within the 
HMA].,, Taylor Grazing requires that! The document makes 
it sound as if this is some new revelation. The law very 
succinctly states that livestock grazing permits are to be 
reviewed periodically and adjustments made to bring the 
AUMs assigned to the permit into alignment with carrying 
capacity under multiple use considerations. Congress also 
wrote very clear constraints on removing wild horses into 
the law in order to prevent wild horses being used as 
scapegoats for damage by livestock. These two management 
directives are in need of clarification. The quote on page 
135 clouds and confuses these two Congressional mandates 
when perhaps the Humber One issue for the public is the 
fact the AUMs attached to livestock grazing permits have 
been adjusted only once since the Taylor Grazing Act was 
passed sixty years ago. 

continued . . . 
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We find it hard to accept Alternative Two yet agree that 
the criteria for I-C-M categorization is badly in need of 
amendment and the categorization of watershed for 
prioritizing management actions is critical. In terms of 
wild horse/burro management, they've been given such short 

|~_, ~ shrift in all th .... it .... tives that .... fully impl .... t 
L_ the law and all may very likely violate it. We do not see 

where problems related to acquisitions and withdrawals 
(e.g. the creation of ACECs or designation of lands for 
recreation purposes) cannot be acted-on under existing 
policy, site specifically, or that this blanket EIS 
adequately covers these issues. Since our experience has 
been with RMPs arising from grazing EISs, we feel something 
essential is being overlooked or that we have missed the 
critical and salient point in this issue-driven EIS. 

FOR THE ANIMAL PROTECTION INSTITUTE OF AMERICA 

Sincerely, 

- Rancy/~l~aKer" - -- 
Assis[ant Director of Public Land Issues, 
Specializing in Wild Horses 

NW:np 

O 
Z 



bJ 
On 
O~ 

14 

Jan. 24, 1991 
BoX 186  
Xeadvlew, Az. 86444 

Blll Carter 
Bureau of Land ~nagement 
Kinsman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly 
Kin~an, Az. 86401 

Dear ! ~ .  Carter, 

I 'm  w r i t i n g  t o  comment on the  Nov., IR90 d r a f t  of  the  Resource 
• unagement Plan and Environmental Impact Study...#lYg2 (026). 

I would llke to go on record as beln E strongly supportive of Alternative 
@2. flthouEh none of the options glve as much protection as I would 
prefer t o  the Grand Wash Cliffs and Joshua Tree area up here~ 
alternatlve @2 18 surely the best of the three. 

However, ~y concerns are more than ~uBt for the Joshua Tree area alone. 
I wish we could feel more ass%Ired that mining will never Eonge or scar 
any of o~r ~enic areas ..... ~peclfically the twenty mile stretch of 
Grand Wash Cliffs and bench below, whlsh are hIEhly valued vlsta~ that 
both vlsltors and residents treasure greatly. I would ~Iso hope that 
no minln E will ever be allowed that will cause visual intr~aslon~ from 
any scenic v f e w 8  or overloDk points. 

Xore and more, the ' hl~hest and greatest use' o f  lands up here, fop the 
larEes% number of people, will indeed be that of en~uylng its unusual 
and strikln~ scenic beauty. And, a short twenty ye~rs from now, l~m 
sure residents will also appreciate having some areas preserved where 
one will still he able to enjoy qulet and solitude when this, too, is 
desired. 

Walk in peace, 

Bary XoBee 
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Box 186 
Meadview, Az~ 86444 
Jan. 25, 9 l  

B i l l  Car ter  
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
247S Bever ly  
Kingman, Az. 86401 

Dear Mr. Car te r ,  

At the Jan. 24 meeting i n  Oolan Spr ings ,  one PancheP Pequested t h a t  your 
agency should f i l l  i n / i n  red,  t he  p r i va te l y -owned  sec t ions  o f ' l a n d o n  
your d i s p l a y  map, so t h i s  would be a v a i l a b l e  and v i s i b l e  fo r  audiences 
a t  f o l l o w i n g  meetings. 

I would suggest t h a t  i f  t h i s  i s  done, i t  would on l y  be appropr ia te  to 
a lso o u t l i n e  d i s t i n c t l y  i n  red,  the  boundary l i n e s  t o  a l l  g raz ing  
a l l o tmen ts  so these are p l a i n l y  v i s i b l e .  Some at tendees may not  r e a l i z e  
t h a t  ranchers a lso  u t i l i z e  and gra~e these p u b l i c  lands.  

I would l i k e  to  go on record as being i n  suppor t  of A l t e r n a t i v e  #2. 

Respec t fu l l y ,  

Donald L. MeRes 

co: E l a i n e  Marquis 
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® A R I Z O N A  D E P A R T M E N T  O F  C O M M E R C E  
3800 NORTH CENTRAL A'V'~'~]~E, SUITE 1400 

PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85012 
(602) 280-1~ 

FAX: (602) 280-1305 

ROSE MOFFORD 

DONALD E.CLINE 

MEMORANDUM 

TO : DOI BLM 

FROM : ARIZONA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

DATE : January 25, 1991 

RE : BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
DRAFT ILM9 EIS KING'MAN RESOURCE AREA 15.999 
AZ901207800036 

This memorandum is in response to the above project submitted to the Arizona State 
Clearinghouse for review. 

The project h ~  been reviewed pursuant to the Executive Order 12372 by certain Arizona 
State officials and Regional Councils of Government. 

If the standard form 424 was submitted with the application it is attached for your 
information. 

The project was supported as written. If further comments come in we will forward 
them to you for your consideration. 

Attachment 

ec: Arizona State Clearinghouse 
Applicant 

TO: DATE: / ~ - -  ~'--/~0 AZ ~'C~--~- 0~3.%~ 
Stats Appflcitlon Idam[fler (SAI) 

. - . aHPO 
ArLz~a S ~  pmkz Board 
16E~ W. Adams. R~ l~e 
phcenb(, AZ 85007 

AZ Environ'. Olty Rm 304 
~ ,  AZ Environ. Qlty Rm 400-B 
- "  AZ Environ. City Rm 6 0 3 A  
~. Economic See, -~A0.  & Hart. 

Indian Affairs Tourism 
FROM: Arizona State Clnarlnghouna :;~.Transpcrtatlon Health 

3800 N. Central, 14th Floor Public Safety - ~  Water 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 ~" Mineral Ree. -.]~Parks 

Att 'y General Land 
Con'e~lons Commerce 
Civil Rights - ~  Re ,on  I, i'] 
Education III,/1~ V,  V I  
GOV'a Office for Children 
Administration - 424 Form 

This project Is mfQnid  to you for review end comment, p k l a i l  evaluate JLSC 
as to the fu l lowln0 quosifons, Aftercomplet lon, refumTHISFORMONLY, DDD-DES 
AND ONE XEROX COPY to the C l e a r i n g h ~  wi th in  20 WORKING DAYS . ~  Game & Fish 
from the date received. Please contact th4 Clnartnglx~J.na at 280-1315 If ~{b-~,llt Rv Indian Clearinghouse 
you need fur ther  Infu lmat lon Or addit ional t ime for review. NavaJo Indian Clearinghouse 

~ ~ , .  ~J_L~, ~ 7-J.~ 

_ _ N o ~ m m e n t  onthllproJeel J P r o p o l l l l a l U p l ~ r t a p u v n l t t a n  ~ C o ~ s s l n d l c m e d h e l o w  

1. Is project c~nsletsnt with your agency goats and obJectlvia? yes - -  No Not Raintlve to this agency 

2. Does project cor~lbum to ifatawlde and/or amawldo again lind nbJectives of which you Me familiar? . . ~ Y e s  No 

3. in there overlap or dupllcetl~l with other m apmcy or incal responsibilities and/or aolfa end objectives? Yes ~ No 

4. Will project have an advllrlm idfsct on exl l l ing program in your aglmcy or within proJec~ Iml~lct aria? .._.__Yes N o  

5. Does Wol l~  vlofam any mlel l  or r lguint innl  of your agmcy? YU 

6. Dmls IXOJICt adequlmly I d d r e l l  the Intended effoc~ on target populetkm? Yell - -  No 

7, in prOJlCt In accord with exl~lng applk:abin inwa, ~ or reguintinns with whk~h y~ l  are hlmll la~ " yes No 

Addlt innll Cornninte (Use back of ~ If r l ~ ) :  
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ARIZONA STATE 
U N I V E R S I T Y  
CENTER FOR ENVt.ONME~rrAL sroDms 

TO: Bill Carter, Bureau of Land Management 
FROM: Julie Stromberg, Asst. Research Professor 
DATE: January 29, 1991 
SUBJECT: Comments on draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Kinsman Resource Area 

After reading the Kingman Resource Area draft RMP/EIS, I find 
Alternative 1 to be unacceptable. Alternatives 2 and 3 each have 
some merit but some limitations as well. Alternatives 2 and 3 both 
represent positive approaches to managing for many resources and 
activities. The BLM is to be commended for recognizing the 
importance of riparian habitat and rare and endangered species 
habitat, and for proposing establishment of ACECs to protect these 
valuable and long-abused resources. 

However, the associated management plans allow ~or uses that are 
incompatible with the management goals for the ACECS. 
Specifically, all cattle grazing and off-highway vehicle use should 
be discontinued within ACECs. There are many studies demonstrating 
the incompatibility of exotic animals (i.e., cows) with riparian 
resources and native species, while I know of no studies that show 
that livestock grazing or vehicle use enhances riparian systems or 
rare and endangered species. 

Alternative 2 has merit over Alternative 3 in that it calls for 
ACECs of larger size. However, Alternative 3 has merit in that it: 
(i) calls for the reduction and eventual elimination of the 
ecologically destructive wild horse herd; (2) reduces levels of 
yucca harvesting and firewood cutting; and (3) eliminates grazing 
in two of the ACECs. There seems to be a need for a forth 
alternative that combines the best aspects of Alternatives 2 and 3. 

Multiple use management calls for the presence of many different 
uses within a given region, for example, grazing in one location, 
recreation in another. The multiple use policy should not be 
interpreted so as to allow simultaneous uses on the same piece of 
land. Too often, this type of management favors only one use to 
the exclusion of others. 

18 

Office of 

1616 WeSMams, Sure 411 
Phoenix. Adzona 85007-2627 

(602) 542-5971 

February 5, 1 9 9 1  

Mr. Gordon Bentley 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 85401 

Re: RMP Comment 

18-1 [ 

Deax NIT. Bentley: 

The State Mine Inspector has reviewed the KRA-RMP and we extend thanks for 
the opportunity to do so. 

We find the RMP lacking an effort to locate abandoned mines and eliminate the 
hazards associated with them. Recreational use of Federal lands is increasing and 
most recreationalisrs have no knowledge of the dangers in and around abandoned 
or inactive mines. Therefore, in the interest of public safety, your plan should 
include elimination of such hazards. 

Thanks again for t h e  opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

William C. Vauderwall 
Assistant Sta~ Mine Inspector 

WCV:krb 
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January B3, 1991 

Bureau of  Land Management 
Kingman D i s t r i c t  
S#75 Bever ly  
Kingman, Rz. 86#01 

To whom i t  may concern:  

I am tho rough l y  appa l led  at  t he  underhanded a t tempts  of  t he  
BLH to  hamper c u r r e n t  and long term opera t ion  o f  t he  Bagdad 
Copper Mine. I t  f r u s t r a t e s  me to  w i tness  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  
p loys t h a t  have become such an e s s e n t i a l  pa r t  o f  our 
democrat ic ba rga in ing  procees~ Was i t  not enough t h a t  
Congress, by way o f  our c i t i z e n s ,  voted as they  d i d  on 
Ar izona Wi lderness b i l l s  #2570 and 10807 I n  my op in ion  t h e  
people have decided. 

I have always been under t h e  impression t h a t  t h e  Bureau of  
Land Managements miss ion was t o  promote m u l t l p l e  use land 
management! I t  i s  my op in ion  t h a t  t he  BLM i s  being swayed 
by spec ia l  i n t e r e s t  groups. These s p e c l a l  i n t e r e s t  groups 
are s t r i k i n g  a t  t he  very hea r t  o f  Arizona~s h i g h l y  
m ine ra l i zed  min ing sectors .  Media coverage and t he  w e l l  
planned s t r a t e g i e s  of  w i l de rness  a c t i v i s t s  are  e f f e c t i v e l y  
t u r n i n g  t he  t i d e  and s h i f t i n g  t h e  advantage t o  t he  s ide  of  
p reserva t ion .  I f  spec ia l  i n t e r e s t  groups~ who are s u r e l y  
behind these management proposals,  are  success fu l  a t  
conve r t i ng  h i gh  p o t e n t i a l ,  h i g h l y  M ine ra l i zed  lands i n t o  
Areas of  C r i t i c a l  Environmental  Concern~ Desert To r to i se  
Hab i ta t  or  Wi ld and Scenic designated areas, t h e  Mining 
indust ryv  s p e c i f i c a l l y  BaQdadl would be f o r c e d  t o  compete i n  
wor ld markets w h i l e  i n c u r r i n g  g r e a t l y  increased product ion  
costs or  worse yet  forced out of  business e n t i r e l y .  

What t h i s  e n t i r e  issue r e a l l y  b o i l s  down to  are  two separate 
f a c t i o n s  a t tempt ing  t o  p P l o r i t l z e  economy and ecology. True 
r e s o l u t i o n  can on l y  be achieved th rough balance. I t  i s  
l u d i c r o u s  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  a Government agency would at tempt t o  
p lace such severe r e s t r i c t i o n m  on a w e l l  e s t a b l i s h e d ,  
p r o f i t a b l e  and s i g n i f i c a n t  t a x  c o n t r i b u t i n g  company and 
community. Th is  i s  a c t u a l l y  a much b igger  issue than  one o f  
ecology. We must con t i nue  t o  ma in ta in  our c o u n t r y ' s  
economic s u p e r i o r i t y  i f  we are t o  con t i nue  t o  p r o v l d e ' a  
balance i n  wor ld peace. Granted we are one copper producer 
among Many but  we must set  a precedent.  

Though p rese rva t i on  15 needed and app rop r i a te  i n  some 
ci rcumstances,  M u l t i p l e  Land Use p r o p e r l y  admin is te red  can 
prov ide t he  balance needed t o  succeed and s u r v i v e .  

My though ts  are summed up by a quote from Aldo Leopold, a 
p ioneer  I n  t he  p rese rva t i on  Movement. Th is  p a r t i c u l a r  quote 
comes from h i s  w r i t i n g s  t i t l e d  " R Sand County Almanac". 

"The b u l k  o f  a l l  land r e l a t i o n s  hinQes on investments o f  
t ime,  fo re though t ,  s k i l l  and f a i t h  r a t h e r  than  on t he  
investment o f  cash. As a land-user  t h i n k e t h ,  mo i s  he . "  

Here a t  Cyprus Bagdad we are governed and abide by very 
s t r i c t  Environmental  Federal  Code of  Regulat ions.  
Compliance w i t h  these r e g u l a t i o n s  coupled by e f f i c i e n t  
m u l t i p l e  land use management on the  BLN's pa r t  i s  i n  my 
op in i on  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  guarantee abso lu te  minimal  d i s r u p t i o n  
of  t h e  su r round ing  ecology. 

I s t r o n g l y  u r g e  t he  BLM to  remove f r o m  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t h e  
va r ious  proposed des igna t ions  located w i t h i n  t he  Upper and 
Lower Burro  Creek areas. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

John D. P e t t l t  

xc|  Dennis OeConcini 
Jon Kyle 
John HcCain 
Bob Stump 
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Carson Water Company 

O. Box 98510 
LasVegas, NV 89193-8510 

20-II 

February 14, 1991 

Mr. Bill carter 
United States Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
King~an AZ 86401 

Re: November 1990 Draft Resource Management Plan/Envirorn3ental Impact 
Statement for Kingman Resource Area 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

Carson Water Company (Carson Water), a wholly-owned subsidiary of Southwest 
Gas Corporation, has reviewed the November 1990 Draft of the Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) prepared by the 
united States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for 
the Kingman Resource Area and respectfully submits the following comments and 
recommendations for consideration by the BLM. 

Carson Water is the owner and operator of the Cane Springs working ranch 
located in the heart of the Red Lake area in Mohave County, Arizona, some 30 
miles northwest of the city of Kingman. Carson Water has owned and operated 
the Cane Springs Ranch on which it grazes livestock and operates a number of 
water wells since 1979. 

Under the Draft RMp/EIS for the Xingman Resource Area a significant portion 
of Carson Water's Cane springs Ranch in the Red Lake area would be designated 
for the use by Off-highway vehicles. For many reasons, including environmen- 
tal and safety concerns, Carson Water strongly opposes and objects to the 
BLM's proposed plan to designate and set aside a substantial portion of the 
Red Lake Area, which encompasses Carson Waterls Cane Springs Ranch, for the 
operation of off-highway vehicles. 

The designation of such area as ~an off-highway vehicle area would not only 
greatly interfere with and impede Carson Water's livestock grazing operation 
at its ranch, but it would also create serious environmental, safety and 
public liability problems for Carson Water. The increased traffic to and 
from the off-highway vehicle area would unquestionably create significant 
safety hazards for people and livestock alike as a result of open range 
livestock traveling access roads in the Red Lake area. Furthermore, the 
operation of off-highway vehicles in such area over the next twenty years 

Mr. Bill carter 
Page 2 
February 14, 1991 

would, in Carson Water's opinion, cause irreparable injury and damage to the 
environment including soil erosion, visual scar~ to the landscape and the 
possibility of damaging cultural artifacts and disturbing wildlife habitat. 
Additionally, what assurance would Carson Water have that the operators of 
such vehicles would remain on BLMproperty and not trespass upon its property" 
and in so doing disrupt its grazing operations and otherwise interfere with 
its use and enjoyment of the property? 

It should 'also be noted that Carson Water did not protest or voice any 
opposition to the BLM,s recent designation of fourteen (14) sections of ~s 
Cane Springs Ranch property as a wilderness area. While Carson Water favors 
the continuing development of public lands for public recreational purposes, 
Carson Water feels that it has more than met its eivi~eommunity responsibil- 
ity as a Corporate citizen. Wow much more land should Carson Water be 
expected to donate or devote for public recreational purposes? 

In conclusion, for all of the above ' reasons t Carson Waterrespeotfully 
requests the BLMto adopt Alternative I with respect to the Red Lake area and 
to remove the Red Lake area from consideration for use as an off-highway 
vehicle recreational area. 

Sincerely, 

Director 

jla 

~/sElaine Marquis, Area Manager 
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P R E S C O T T ~ I N  D I A N o T R I B E  

Februa ry  12, 1991 
He. E l a i n e  F.  H a r q u i s  
Bureau o f  Lend Management 
Kingman Resource Area O f f i c e  
2475 B e v e r l y  Ave.  
K i n g m ~ ,  AZ 88401 

Dear Ms. Marqu i s :  

Thank you f o r  send ing  c o p i e s  o f  t h e  d r a f t  Ktngman Resource Area 
Resource Management P lan and Env i ronmen ta l  Impact  S ta tement  as w e l l  
as aend tng  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  f rom you r  o f f i c e  t o  p e r s o n a l l y  e x p l a i n  
them t o  us .  

Whi le  t h e  Y a v a p a i - P r e s c o t t  I n d i a n  T r i b e  i s  concerned w i t h  a l l  

l 
aspec ts  o f  t h e  document s i n c e  we d e s i r e  t o  p r e s e r v e  t h e  n a t u r a l  
e n v i r o n m e n t  as much as p o s s i b l e ,  we have immediate i n t e r e s t s  i n  t h e  
c u l t u r a l  r esou rces  s e c t i o n s  (pages 110 and 159-180) .  AS you no 
doub t  a re  aware,  t h e  a rea  o f  t h e  J u n i p e r  Mounta ins  (Map 1, N o r t h  
H a l f  P l ann ing  A res )  end much o f  t h e  r e g i o n  e a s t  o f  t h e  Aqua r i us  
Mounta ins  end sou th  o f  B i l l  W t l l i ame  Fork  (Map 2, South H a l f  
P l a n n i n g  Area)  w e r e  w i t h i n  t h e  a b o r i g i n a l  t e r r i t o r y  o f  t h e  Yavapa i ,  

We know t h a t  t h e  Kingmen Resource Area i s  l a r g e  and t h a t  e t  p r e s e n t  
you have b u t  one c u l t u r a l  r esou rce  s p e c i a l i s t  t o  c o v e r  t h e  a r e a ,  
Z t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  as f u n d i n g  end pe rsonne l  become a v a t l a b l e - - e  
c r i t i c a l  need--much o f  t h e  p o r t i o n s  d e s c r i b e d  above w i l l  need t o  
have i n t e n s i v e  c u l t u r a l  r esou rce  s u r v e y s  done. I d e a l l y ,  b e f o r e  
y o u r  Env i ronmen ta l  Impac t  S ta tement  i s  comple te ,  t hese  s u r v e y s  
shou ld  be accompl i shed  i n  a s t e t s - o f - t h e - a r t  p r o f e s s i o n a l  manner 
as r e q u i r e d  by t h e  N a t i o n a l  H i s t o r i c  P r e s e r v a t i o n  Ac t  ae amended, 

we w ish  t o  emphasize t h a t  t h i s  shou ld  be done t o  document end 
p r e s e r v e  a l l  h i s t o r i c  and p r e h i s t o r i c  N a t i v e  Amer ican s i t e s ,  n o t  
o n l y  t hose  o f  t h e  Yavapai  b u t  a l s o  o f  a l l  o t h e r  s i g n l f i c a n t  
a r c h a e o l o g i c a l  remains .  

I The c u l t u r e 1  r esou rce  pa rag raph  on page 110 needs t o  he expanded 
~ | _ |  and e l a b o r a t e d ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  te rms o f  t h e  C u l t u r a l  Resource 

Management g u i d e l i n e s  on pages 159 and 180. 

we s h a l l  s u p p o r t  t h e s e  expanded e f f o r t s  i n  any manner f e a s i b l e  t o  
t h e  Y a v a p a J - P r e s c o t t  T r i b e .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

D r .  Rober t  E u l e r  
T r i b a l  A n t h r o p o l o g i s t  

RE:nq:L01 
530E. MERRITT PRESCOl-r, AZ86301-2038 (60~445~7g0 
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161~ WE~r A~US 

pHOE~J~ ~ IZO~  ~ 

~ STATE ~ND COMMrSSI~ER 

2 2 - 1  

February 25, 1991 

Mr. Henri Bisson 
District Manager, Phoenix District 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
2015 West Deer Valley Road 
Phoenix, Arizona 85027 

Dear Mr. Bisson: 

This is in regard to the Kingman Resource Area Plan draft and 
Environmental Impact Statement report that you sent to us for 
review and comment. 

We have reviewed the report, have been briefed on the plan by Jesse 
Juan and Gordon Bentley of your Eingman Resource Area Office, and 
have discussed the plan with you on several occasions. 

Your staff has done an excellent job of evaluating the resource 
potential, obtaining pttbli¢ input, and preparing a resource 
management plan. As youknow, the State Land Department has worked 
closely with the BLM in making land exchanges to move Trust lands 
out of environmentally sensitive areas that should be managed as 
public lends, and in coordinating management of intermingled Trust 
and public lands. We therefore endorse, with two minor exceptions, 
the Resource Management Plan and want to continue to work with the 
Bureau of Land Management to help implement ~ the plan. 

There are two areas which the plan designates lands for retention 
by the Bureau of Land Management which we believe should be made 
available instead for transfer to the State Land Department as part 
of our on-going Federal/State land tenure adjustment program. 
These areas are: 

i) The block of Federal lands in the Golden Valley area on 
the west side of State Highway 93 in T22N, RISW and the 
east tier of sections in T22N, RI9W, and 

2) The Federal lands south of Bullhead City in Sections4, 
5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, TI9N, R21W. 

Mr. Henri Bisson 
February 25, 1991 
Page 2 

These two blocks of land are adjacent to developing areas and, in 
our view, are more suitable for use for the mission of the State 
Tr~st than for Federal land management. For example it would be 
much more advantageous for the State to have the Bullhead City or 
Golden Valley lands than to retain the Trust holdings in such areas 
as the upper Burro Creek riparian area which your plan designs for 
special management. 

Our goal will be tc complete our program of State/Federal land 
ownership adjustments in the Kingman Resource areas when it is 
possible to do so. We would like to have %~,ese two areas 
designated for disposal and to have you hold these lands for 
eventual transfer to the state. 

Sincerely, 

State Land Commissioner 

MJH:GEC;rmp 

--'~ . Manager, Kingman Resource Area 
Glendon B. "Collins, Deputy State Land commissioner 
Robert Yount, Director, Natural Resources Division 
Pat Boles, Prescott Office, State Land Department 
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F e b r u a r y  2 S ,  1 9 9 1  

M r .  H e n r y  B 1 s s o n  
D l s t r i c t  M a n a g e r  
B u r e a u  o f  L a n d  M a n a g e m e n t  
P h o e n i x  D i s t r i c t .  
2 0 1 5  W D e e r  V a l l e y  R d .  
P h o e n i x ,  AZ 8 5 0 2 7  

D e a r  M r .  B i s s o n :  

T h e  A r i z o n a  C a t t l e  G r o w e r s  I A s s o c i a t i o n  h a s  r e v i e w e d  a 
c o p y  Of  t h e  D r a f t  R e s o u r c e  M a n a g e m e n t  P l a n  f o r  t h e  
K l n g m a n  R e s o u r c e  a r e a ,  A f t e r  r e v i e w i n g  t h e  d r a f t  p l a n  
w e  h a v e  b e e n  u n a b l e  t o  d e t e r m i n e  w h a t  c h a n g e s  w o u l d  b e  
i n  s t o r e  f o r  t h e  p e r m i t t e r s  i n  t h e  g i n g m a n  R e s o u r c e  
A r e a ,  

C o u l d  y o u  p l e a s e  s e n d  u s  a s u m m a r y  o f  c h a n g e s  w h i c h  
w o u l d  o c c u r  i f  t h e  p r o p o s a l s  I n  t h e  d r a f t  p l a n  a r e  
i m p l e m e n t e d  i n t o  t h e  f i n a l  p l a n +  We a r e  c o n c e r n e d  

w i t h  c h a n g e s  i n  p r e f e r e n c e  n u m b e r s ,  l i v e s t o c k  
m a n a g e m e n t ,  a c c e s s ,  r a n g e  i m p r o v e m e n t s  c o n s t r u c t i o n  
a n d  m a i n t e n a n c e ,  a n d  a l l  o t h e r  c h a n g e s  w h i c h  w i l l  
o c c u r  t h a t  w i l l  i m p a c t  p e r m i t t e e s  i n  t h e  K l n g m a n  
R e s o u r c e  A r e a ,  

A f t e r  r e c e i v i n g  a w r i t t e n  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h i s  l e t t e r  w e  
p l a n  t o  s e n d  c o m m e n t s  o n  t h e  D r a f t  R . M . P .  

T h a n k  y o u  f o r  h e l p i n g  u s  d e t e r m l n e  w h a t  c h a n g e s  w l l l  
o c c u r  t o  t h e  p e r m l t t e e s  i n  t h e  K i n g m a n  R e s o u r c e  A r e a  
w h e n  a f i n a l  p l a n  I s  i m p l e m e n t e d .  

E x e c u t i v e  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  

r e =  B i l l  C a r t e r  
B u r e a u  o r  L a n d  M a n a g e m e n t  
K i n g m a n  R e s o u r c e  A r e a  O f f i c e  
2 4 7 5  B e v e r l y  A v e n u e  
K i n g m a n ,  A r i z o n a  8 6 4 0 1  
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E I I l O t t  [ .  B e r n s h a l U  
P.O. Box 5262]5, Sell Lake City. Utah 04152 (801) 270-5358 

March 7, 1991 
Bill Carter, Bureau of Lead )bLnsgement 
Klngman Resource Are~.0ffice 
2475 Bewrly Aw., KiagmLn, Ariz. 86401 

Bill ~rtor: 

COMMRtlT$ ON J[INCMAN R.A. DRAFT MANAGBM]~II" PLAN 

Please accept these comments on your Kingman R,A. Draft Management Plan 
and E,I,S.: 

I ) Joshua Tree Forest area, I urge you to do everything possible to secure 
for the long-term future the preservation of the natural values of the Joshua 
Tree Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs ACEC From my travels throughout most of the 
western U,S,, I speak from experience when I say that it is a very special area 
that deserves special attention and any and all means of protection, even 
increased or full-time ranger patrols for management enforcement, 

2) The desert tortoise. This key indicator species must be protected by any 
and all means. For a first step, consider removing entkely commercial 
livestock grazing from all major tortoise areas. 

3) Livestock grazing. In view of the increasing general scientific consensus 
that the commercial grazing of alien livestock species is detrimental to 
indigenous natural values of much of the arid American West, I urge you not 
to allow for any overall increases of grazing AUM's in your R.A. Instead, as 
any rangeland improvements allow for increased AUM's in certain allotments, 
consider transferring livestock permanently out of other aUotmonts that have 
high natural values (like desert tortoise habitat, etc.). 

To go further, however, I would support the growing view that commercial 
livestock operations, whether traditional or not, are generally out of place on 
public land and are better suited on private land, especially such private and 
moister land back East. You may also consider auctioning AUM's to the highest 
bidder so that environmental and recreational groups could bid against 
ranchers and thereby "buy-out" controversial grazing uses. Amen. 

Elliott Earnshaw 
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GRAPEVINE SPRINGS RANCH, INC. 
P. O. Box lo16 

Wickenbur~, .Azizona 85358 

March 8, 1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

Attn: Mr. Bill Carter 

Dear Sir: 

This is to inform you that the Grapevine Springs Ranch, 
Inc. of the Santa Maria Community Allotment -~Phoenix. Resource 
Area is in support of Alternative 41 of the Kingman Resource 
Area/Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact State- 
ment #1792 (026) November 1990. 

We are opposed to Alternatives #2 and #3 on the basis 
that the acquisitions of private lands by the Federal Govern- 
ment, the closing of public lands to mining and livestock grazing 
and the designation of private lands as an Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern will greatly reduce the tax base of already 
poor counties of the State of Arizona and will greatly decrease 
the value of private property. 

The 480 acres of deeded property {S% of the S½ of Section 15 
and the S% of Section 16 all in ToWnship ll North, Range ii West) 
of the Grapevine Springs Ranch, Xnc. located in Lapas CoUnty 
Arizona on the Southslde of the Santa Maria River are not for 
sale and have ne~er been for sale. We are strongly opposed to 
the acquisition of our property by the Bureau of Land Management 
or any other governmental agency by any means. 

We are strongly opposed to the extension of the boundary 
of the Ringman Resource Area to include our private land and 
the eight (8) springs known as the Grapevine Springs, of which 
we have the water rights to and are on or adjacent to our 
private land, as an ACEC (Area of Critical Environmental Concern) 
as it will adversely affect our use of our land and therefore 
have a great adverse economic impact on our family corporation. 

The Springs are in a pristine condition because we have 

Cont. 

GKAPEVINE SPRINGS RANCH, INC. 
P. O. Box 1016 

Wickenbuc~ Afizom'~ 85358 

protected and kept them that way in effec~ since 1905 and 
have every intention of continuing to do so. Only three (3) 
springs have received any damage at all and they were damaged 
by miners who gained access to them thru public land even 
though, we complained to the Bureau of Land Management in 
at least one case that the damage was occurring. It seems 
to us that if you were truly interested in protecting the 
springs, you would have them deeded to us as private property. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

_/ 
James L. Nelson 
Secretary-Treasurer 
Grapevine Springs Ranch, Inc. 
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26-2 

26-3 

2 6 - 4  

T H E  I ~=" 
DESERT TORTOISE COUNCIL 

~ % ~  M a r c h  7, 1991 

Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Of f ice 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

The Desert Tortoise Council has reviewed the draft Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the Kingman 
Resource Area. We provide the following comments. 

We are in favor of the proposed desert tortoise ACECs and those 
that harbor tortoises but without mention of tortoises. We 
strongly feel, however, that tortoise habitat outside these areas 
is in dire need of attention for the population to remain viable 
into the future. All the ACECs do not contain in themselves 
viable tortoise populations, but seem to make up cores of 
populat ions. As very carefu l  and conservative management as 
possible is needed in these other hab i ta ts .  

Page 47. Where are the proposed cor r idors  geographical ly? The 
several maps provided in the document are usefu l ,  but something 
l i k e  t h i s  should have been mapped. Which are intended fo r  desert 
t o r t o i se  movement? We can not t e l l  whether SLM's analysis is  
accurate otherwise. Two miles seems very narrow i f  the major i ty  
of vertebrates are to benefit from these corridors. We advocate 
a 3-4 mile width and request BLM retain as wide an area as 
possible, particularly for the longer corridors. 

Page, 50~ Animal Species. Were not candidate species habitats 
considered for ACEC designation? All tortoise habitats greater 
than category III should have been considered, and the tortoise 
is a candidate species. Why is this section not described as it 
is for special status plants? 

Page 51. The Slack Mountains ACEC on Table II-5 does not mention 
the desert tortoise habitat, its category or necessary 
prescriptions for the Black Mountains. Why is the tortoise 
ignored in this area? The area inhabited by desert tortoises 
should be closed to vehicle use in washes. 

Page 52. The Western Bajada ACEC is best managed as withdrawn 
from mineral entry, as impacts can not be fully mitigated and 
recovery from mining is essentially nonexistent in terms of value 
to the desert tortoise. We agree that vehicles should not be 
driven in washes in this ACEC. Wild burro numbers should be kept 

26"5 

26-6 I 

2 6 - 7  I 

I to  a minimum here to  avoid c o n f l i c t s  fo r  forage and cover, and to 
avoid k i l l i n g  young to r to ises  through t rampl ing or dest ruct ion of 
coversi tes. 

Page 53. White margined Penstemon Reserve ACEC. This area 
contains s i g n i f i c a n t  desert to r to i se  values. Why are they 
ignored? We agree that  OHV's should not be dr iven in washes in 
t h i s  ACEC so tha t  c o n f l i c t s  with tor to ises are minimized. A 
recovery plan i s  not needed as t h i s  p lan t  is not f e d e r a l l y  
l i s t e d .  

The Eastern Sajada area of the Black Mountains desert t o r t o i se  
hab i t a t  should be an ACEC. With the scale of t o r t o i se  map and 
ACEC maps~ we can not t e l l  what BLM has done with t h i s  area. 
Since SLM has a study p l o t  here, and not at other s i tes ,  we 
bel ieve t h i s  must be very s i g n i f i c a n t  hab i ta t ,  however, i t  
appears summarily ignored in t h i s  plan in terms of t o r t o i se  
recogn i t ion  and prescr ip t ions .  We s t rong ly  suggest t h i s  be 
r e c t i f i e d  in the f i n a l .  

Page 54. McCracken ACEC. Some s i g n i f i c a n t  washes used by desert 
t o r to i ses  should be closed to OHV use. We feel that  t h i s  is  an 
area where withdrawal from mineral entry would be very prudent as 
i t  is  a d i s t i n c t  th reat  to t h i s  populat ion. 

Poachie ACEC. We agree with l i m i t i n g  OHVs to ex i s t i ng  roads and 
t r a i l s  and no washes. At a minimum, mandatory bonding and Mining 
Plans with carefu l  a t ten t ion  to  to r to i se  compensation should be 
v igorous ly  pursued fo r  a l l  these desert t o r t o i se - re l a ted  AGECs. 

Aubrey Peak ACEC. The desert to r to i se  is  not mentioned here. We 
are sure t h i s  is  s i g n i f i c a n t  to r to ise  hab i ta t .  How does i t  f i t  
i n t o  the greater p i c tu re  of to r to i se  d i s t r i b u t i o n  and hab i ta t  
categories and proposed hab i ta t  management? 

Page 78. We advocate the conservative approach fo r  a l l  desert 
t o r t o i s e  ACEC of closure to l ivestock grazing.  A l t e rna t i ve  3 
should go t h i s  extra step and should be selected in  the f i n a l  
p lan.  

The plan should also p r o h i b i t  boulder "coversi te" disposals or 
sales from Sonoran desert to r to i se  habi ta t  as these are the homes 
of desert t o r to i ses  and cannot be replaced. 

Page 87. Change in hab i ta t  category is  whol ly inadequate 
threshold fo r  moni tor ing.  Categories are f u l l  of non-b io log ica l  
c r i t e r i a .  SLM should instead say that  downward populat ion 
trends~ increases in  mo r t a l i t y ,  reductions in forage, and other 
h a b i t a t - r e l a t e d  b i o l og i ca l  factors w i l l  t r i g g e r  review of 
decisions or a c t i v i t y  plans. 
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I Page 128. Tor to ises  and t h e i r  h a b i t a t  would su f f e r  long term 
O ~ - - D  . . . .  l a t i v e  impacts f . . . .  i . . . .  I development . . . . . .  los pro~ected 

fo r  the area. These are not mentioned in  the  Impacts to  w i l d l i f e  
h a b i t a t  sec t ion .  

Page 137. S l i g h t l y  less  long term impact to  the desert  t o r t o i s e  
from minera l  development would occur when compared to  A l t e r n a t i v e  
I .  This i s  not discussed or analyzed i n  the  document. 

The RMP d r a f t  i s  vague i n  desc r i b i ng  how the  desert  t o r t o i s e  
rangewide p lan  of BLM w i l l  be implemented. Since RMPs are t he  
guidance document f o r  how p u b l i c  lands w i l l  be managed i n  an 

O ~ - - Q  . . . . . . . . .  pect s p e c i f i c i t y  w i t h  respect  t . . . . .  g . . . .  t sob . . . .  
and BLM's a n a l y s i s  of what these w i l l  do fo r  the desert  
t o r t o i s e .  For i ns tance ,  we can not  d iscern ,  i n  most cases, what 
graz ing regimes are planned i n  deser t  t o r t o i s e  h a b i t a t  to  ensure 
l i v e s t o c k  impacts are minimized or e l im ina ted .  

We apprec ia te  the  o p p o r t u n i t y  to  comment on t h i s  d r a f t  and we 
w i l l  con t inue  t o  be invo lved  i n  t h i s  area as we have i n  t he  
e a r l i e r  stages of your p lann ing  e f f o r t .  

S i nce re l y ,  

Dan Pe on 
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MOHAVE COUNTY BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
P.O. BOX 390 • K I N G M A N ,  AZ 86402 ~T~ ~l~..~..~,__y~/ 

TELEPHONE 753-0729 • FAX 753,0732 

Disl. 1 Oist, 2 Dist 3 Dist. 4 DIst 5 
W.J Roper Ron Bernsteln Jerry A Holt Lois J. Hubbard Becky Fosle; 

County Manager Clerk of the Board 
David J Grisez Pat Chastaln 

M a r c h  1 2 ,  1 9 9 1  

Ms. Elaine F. Marquis 
Ares Manager 
Klngman Resource Area Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

Proper utilization and management of our area resources is vital 
to Mohave County. Of COUrSe, the Bureau of Land Management is 
extensively involved in that management. After reviewing the 
recent Kingman Resource Area Resource Management Plan and 
Envlronmentsl Impact Statements, I encourage you to consider some 
pertinent information. 

I Livestock grazing needs to be addressed in the final RMP 
~'7 1 (R ....... Manag .... t Plan). Grazing i ..... f th .... t long 

-- | standing uses of public land and is the most widespread use of 
the land. 

The selection of simply alternative i, alternative 2, or 
alternative 3 is not the best solution for the final RMP. 
Alternative 1 has the best overall guidelines for livestock 
grazing, but needs to have portion of alternative 2 and 3 
incorporated as well. Most of the shortcomings of alternatives 2 
and 3 deal with the ACECs (Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern) proposed. Many of the proposals and commentary seem to 
deal with areas that are not now and probably will not suffer 
from "irreparable damage". 

Perhaps if BLM would contact ranchers and livestock owners in the 
area to obtain more of their input many of these shortcomings of 
the RMP could be alleviated. It is my hope that BLM will ensure 
proper consideration of all those using our public lands. 

Lois J. Hubbard 
Supervisor, District 4 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors 
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Ar i zona  F a r m  B u r e a u  Federat ion 
March 11, 1991 

Mr. Henry Bisson, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District 
2015 West Deer Valley Road 
Phoenix, AZ 85027 

Dear Mr. Bisson, 

~ We oppose the Kingman Resource Area/Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement as 
currently proposed. 

We oppose the plan based on the following policy from the 1991 American Farm Bureau Federation Policy Book 
passed in Phoenix in January, 1991. 

Management of federal rangeinnds 

We support multiple-use management of federal lands with full consideration given to scientific 
range management methods which would consider weather trends (long- and short-term), use 
patterns, plant numbers, plant size and other applicable factors. 

We favor legislation to permit prescribed and controlled burning and other means of vegetative 
control on federal lands including wilderness areas. 

We believe permittees on federal tands should be encouraged to improve range conditions through 
cooperative contracts with the appropriate agencies. Permittees should be provided security of 
investment. We support adequate federal funding for an expanded cooperative range improvement 
program. We strongly support and encourage the continuation and expansion of the Experimental 
Stewardship Program and the coordinated resource management process. The Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) and the U.S. Forest Service (FS) are urged to work toward the establishment 
of at least one stewardship ranch on each national forest and on each grazing district. 

We believe that federal agencies should he required to participate 50-50 with private landowners 
in building and maintaining line fences between federal land and adjacent land. We oppose BLM 
and FS fencing standards that are impractical for stockmen. Livestock owners should be 
compensated for losses which result from livestock entering restricted areas on federal lands. 

Public land management agencies should take a more active role in defending livestock grazing as 
an integral part of the multiple use concept. 

We urge FS and BLM to review their recent road closures to ensure access to remove deadfall and 
for multiple uses. 

We oppose the provision of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 which granted 
police powers to the BLM and any BLM attempt to exercise such powers. Police power must be 
retained by established local law enforcement authorities. Federal agencies should keep accurate 
records of time and money spent on the management of grazing lands apart and separate from their 
other duties. 
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Mr. Henry Bisson, District Manager 
March I1, 1991 
Page 2 

Overgrazing and damage to rangelands by wild horses, burros or game animals should be managed 
by control of wildlife populations. Federal land management aganeies should acknowledge the 
adjudication of available feed and consider range eonditlons in granting permission to state and 
federal departments of wildlife for introduetlans or augmentations of wildlife species on public 
lands. If it becomes neeeasary to reduce livestock numbers on public ranges because of drought, 
big game, wild horse and burro, numbers should be proportionately reduced to protect range from 
long-term damage. 

We favor repeal of the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971. Ownership and 
management of such animals should revert to the respeetlve state in whleh they reside in order to 
provide effective control methods and disposal to prevent damages by these animals to ranges and 
unacceptable competition with llvestoek grazing. Domestic livestock grazing permit rights should 
not be reduced or eliminated as a result of misuse of publin lands by wild horses, burros or game 
animals. Therefore, any plan calling for an introduction or expansion in the number of wildlife in 
any area must be preceded by a complete impact statement by independent professional range 
managers. Responsibility for trespass and compensation should be dearly established. 

We believe permittees on federal lands should be compensated for economic losses experienced 
when grazing permit rights are reduced or terminated to allow the lands involved to be used for 
another public purpose or when the reduction or termination is due to no mismanagement by the 
permittee. 

We favor.allowing supplemental feeding on federal ranges. There is no need for BLM intensive 
management of isolated tracts where these tracts are a small part of operating ranch units. 

Grazing advisory boards should be restored permanently and their procedures revised to provide 
effective input from livestock grazing permittees. 

We believe the allotment management planning proces,s should be streamlined to ensure that a fair 
settlement can be aehinved in a timely manner. Once agreement has been reached with all 
interested parties, the matter should stand as resolved. 

We recommend federal land agencies make available to the public a map of specific roads for 
recreational use. 

Congress should establish land use principles for the grazing of federal lands. These should include: 
(1) Long-term contracts stipulating terms and conditions of grazing use; 
(2) Adequate incentives for optimum investment in private and public lands range 

improvement; 
(3) Conditions relative to multiple use including watershed protection, hunting, fishing and 

reereatlon; 
(4) An appeal procedure; 
(5) Severance damages; 
(6) Trespass regulations; 
(7) A requirement that the permittee be granted the increased grazing capability which 

accrues from improved range management. Range condition terminology should be 
eouslstent with current range potential. U.S. government grazing land should be sold 
to private citizens or managed so that it will bring about a fair return for its current 
value; 

(8) Grazing rights defined by animal unit months (AUM) are bought and sold as personal 
property and therefore should be considered as such by all government agencies; 

Mr. Henry Bisson, District Manager 
March 11, 1991 
Page 3 

28-21 

(9) Grazing fees equitably established within the basic principles of the current grazing fee 
formula for federal lands; and 

(10) A broad-based public relations effort to improve the public image of public land grazing. 

We support a volunta~ assessment of llvestoek operators with public land permits for a campaign 
to inform and educate the American public on the benefits by continued multiple use of pubic 
lands' renewable resources." 

We also would request a clear delineation of BLM allotments and co-mingled allotments. This is importafft for 
clear public understanding. If all of  the land in the allotment is e L M  land, it should be called a BLM allotment. 
If, however, private land is eo-mlngled in the allotment, it should be called a co-mingled allotment. 

We would appreciate an executive summary of changes facing permittees in the Kingman Resource Management 
Area if this plan is approved. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this plan. 

Sincerely, 
ARIZONA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 

~ _ ~  -~. ~ p. 
Cecil H; Miller Jr. 
President 
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ROBERT L. HARRISON 
Registered Professional Geologis ~ 

P. O. Box 7228 
Brookings, Oregon 97415 

Telephone: (503) 469-1966 

Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
Bill Carter 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

January 16, 1991 

subject: RMP comments 

Dear Bill: 

I read the Kingman Resource Area, Draft RMP, with interest due to 
my early involvement in its development. I am sorry to say that 
after reading, I felt it had been written with personal agenda's as 
the driving force rather than the need to identify sound resource 
management policies. 

I would like to quote from several sections in the PuMP and discuss 
inconsistencies and other problems I believe have been written into 
the plan. 

Chapter I 
Purpose and Need 
Page 7 
Issue 6 

"The minerals industry has had a long and profitable relationship 
with communities and citizens of these portions of Mohave, Yavapai, 
and Coconino counties with in KRA boundaries. Mountain ranges and 
intervening valleys throughout the area contain a wealth of 
minerals... 

The Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970, FLPMA, Research and 
Development Act of 1980, and National Materials and Minerals Policy 
all direct BLMto actively encourage and facilitate the development 
of public land mineral resources by private industry to satisfy 
local and national needs and provide for economically and 
environmentally sound exploration, extraction, and reclamation". 

Support of the development of the mineral resources on public lands 
is further encouraged by the BLM's Multiple Resource Use Concept 
and the BLMMineral Resources Policy of May 29, 1984. 

These statements from the RMP are straight forward and define a 
policy compatible with the needs of the minerals industry; local, 
state, and national requirements; and allows for the protection of 

?-.9-1 

?_9-2 

all other resources under the existing umbrella of the National 
Environmental Protection Act {NEPA). 

I Rather than complying with existing Federal laws and policy and BLM 
policy statements, KRA has chosen to remove lands from mineral 
entry by defacto withdrawals under the guise of protecting a 
species or potential species that presently are so endangered that 
the Arizona Game and Fish sells licenses and tags annually to 
hunters for their harvest. 

It is stated in Appendix 18, page 203, that bighorn sheep is not on 
the Arizona (or any other) Threatened and Endangered list and that 
the species is "extremely valuable economically, as well as 
providing revenue to Mohave County. Hunters annually contribute 
over $125,000 for one auctioned and one raffled hunt alone". 

f 
in what way are bighorn sheep valuable to Mohave County? What 
revenue does it provide? It certainly doesn't provide the $125,000 
annually because those funds and all funds derived from tags, 
licenses, permits, fees, and fines stay in the coffers of the 
Arizona Game and Fish. A handful of hunters stay in the county 
during the limited bighorn hunts and they spend a few dollars here, 
but probably more across the river in the casino's of Laughlin, 
Nevada. I am sorry, but based on the reasons offered, I can not 
see where bighorn are economically valuable to the county. 

I do; however, see that they are valuable to the Arizona Game and 
Fish and through the special interests of individuals within the 
BLM Kingman office they are blocking out approximately 122,832 
acres of high mineral potential Federal lands to protect their 
bankbook. In fact the recent passage of the Arizona Wilderness 
Bill withdrew and protected approximately 196,573 acres of desert 
bighorn habitat in Mohave County. Much of the lands removed for 
wilderness contained high mineral potential also. 

What is the real value of an operating mine located inside of the 
boundaries of jurisdiction of the Kin@man office of the BLM? 
Cyprus Bagdad Copper has been mining from the Bagdad pit for a 
number of years. Their total State tax is approximately 
$i0,000,000 per year. Approximately 60% of this very sizeable tax 
payment returns to Yavapai County.- Keep in mind that the amount 
stated does not include personal taxes paid by the employees, 
moneys paid by these same employees and the company to local and 
other state merchants for supplies or other expenses. The 
projected mine life, for the Cyprus Bagdad Mine, is 30 years from 
this date resulting in taxes paid amounting to approximately 
$300,000,000. These are real dollars paid to the State and used 
for schools, road maintenance, State and Municipal community 
projects, etc. 

z Information supplied by Phil Blaeet, Cyprus Bagdad Copper. 
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How much does the Game and Fish give to the State, County, or local 
political entities for the maintenance or construction, or 
improvement of community services? Are the people of Yavapai, 
Coconino, and Mohave counties really getting a fair shake from the 
BLM by the reco~endatione of a few wildlife biologists 
representing their own personal to close off more areas containing 
the highest mineral potential in the region? 

Arguments will be that the lands are not withdrawn from mineral 
entry, but rather managed to protect a species not to inhibit the 
development of minerals resources. Under the preferred alternative 
certain lands have been list as no surface occupancy. Mining 
requires surface Occupancy. In other areas occupancy is allowed 
between June 1 and November 30. Bow many companies can operate 
their business 6 months of the year and be closed down for 6 
months? 

The proposals as written represent an injustice to the people of 
the respective counties and the State as a whole. They further 
represent a serious abuse of the meaning and intent defined in 
FLPMAwhich authorized the "Policy and Procedure Guidelines" used 
to establish Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. 

Are bighorn sheep endangered? No. Are they significantly 
disturbed by mans activities. It would appear not if you ever 
worked around amine in the Black Mountains or visited the park in 
Boulder City, Nevada. 

Speaking of the sheep in and around Hoover Dam and Boulder City, 
I asked the wildlife personnel in Kingman about the lack of 
disturbance of these sheep by man and the response was a laugh and 
co~unent that those aren't sheep. They have four legs, curly horns, 
smell like sheep, and act like sheep so somebody must be mistaken. 

A study conductedbySouthern California Edison and Arizona Public 
Services during the construction of the Palo Verde to Devers Bower 
line through bighorn sheep habitat concluded that sheep were 
impacted bymans activity to various degrees, hut not uniformly nor 
necessarily adversely. 

I questioned another BLM wildlife specialist about bighorn sheep 
studies and was informed that the real problem is that no long term 
studies exist that document the relationship between man and 
bighorn sheep. When I brought up the sheep at Boulder City, Nevada 
the comment was "yes they do live around man r but these sheep have 
been born around man and through time have become adapted to man". 
Here the lack of a baseline study of the bighorn sheep before the 
construction of the dam negates the obvious that the sheep live 
with the occupation of man. Not having hard numbers in front of me 
I can not state herd size, viability, etc. All I can go by is the 
obvious this is an example of man and sheep living in very close 
association and the sheep seem to he proliferating. 

I have carried on for a few pages now about your RMP and the miss 
use of the ACEC to withdraw lands that should be managed under the 
multiple use policy. I have little basis to say that you are wrong 
in your assumptions, but on the other hand I see nothing being 
offered to say that you are correct. To the contrary what I have 
seen seems to say that you are wrong or at least terribly premature 
in your decisions. 

We just fought a war over oil. Oil that is imported. Imported oil 
that we as a consumptive society require to maintain our 
lifestyles. Today we import 50% of all the oil we consume and 100% 
of other raw minerals that is of utmost importance to our current 
and future existence. When mining is mentioned the first thing 
that comes to mind with many is gold. We have enough gold for all 
the jewelry we could ever want. 

I conceed, we may have enough gold to make into jewelry, but for 
those of you that don't known, gold doesn't just go into jewelry. 
It provides the contact for virtually all of the electrical 
components used in our every day life. It protects all of our 
astronauts and satellites and, used as a salt, is a medicine in the 
treatment of arthritis. Gold has many uses, but its utility is 
only a fraction of a fraction of the essential uses of other 
minerals contained in those areas proposed to be "protected" under 
the umbrella of ACEC. Every facet ofmodernsociety hasbeen cut 
on the back of minerals and societies entire existence depends on 
a healthy and dependable minerals industry. The efforts to do away 
with mining in the US are taking their toll, but the ones who will 
he surprised the most and cry the loudest when the dust settles 
will be the victors. Mining is doomed if we continue along the 
path that we are currently on and the RMP proposed by the Kingman 
Resource Area is just one step along this road. 

Enough eulogizing. I have offered my comments based on the facts 
as I understand them. I hope your decisions are based on fact and 
not on the personal agendas of a few individuals. 

Thank you and your staff for this opportunity to express my 
concerns. I am sorry that the RMPprocedure was not farther along 
when I left the Bureau, perhaps I could have presented some 
arguments that could not been blown by as easily as those offered 
by others. 

Thank you once again. 

Sincerely, 

Robert L. Harrison 
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March 18, 1991 

Elaine Marquis 
Area Manager, Kingmen Resource 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Az. 86401 

Dear Elaine, 

As yOU know [ am very concerned about the Draft 
Resource Management Plan and if implemented what it will do 
to my operation on the Music Meuntain alletment. 

I The document is confusing to read end undemstand its 
impacts. Would you give me your summarization on the 
following topics: Access, Range improvements and management, 
wood cutting and vegetative manipulation, grazing preferences 
and water quality? 

I will have further input. 

Thank you fop your help. 

Sincerely, 

F r a n k  L.  H u n t  
P. O. Box 58 
Peach Springs, As. 
86484 
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F e b r u a r y  2 6 ,  1991 

Mr.  H e n r y  B l s s o n  
D i s t r i c t  Manager  
B u r e a u  o f  Land Management  
P h o e n i x  D l s t r l c t  
2015  W. D e e r  Valley Rd. 
Phoenix, AZ 85027 

D e a r  Mr .  B i s s o n ~  

AS a p e r m i t t  .... t h e  ~ Y O ~ I ~  C~mZ~ N//~f~eN~ 
a l l o t m e n t  in  t h e  Kingman R e s o u r c e  A r e a  q h a v e  some 
c o n c e r n s  a b o u t  t h e  D r a f t  R e s o u r c e  M a n a g e m e n t  P l a n  f o r  
t h e  Klngman R e s o u r c e  A r e a .  

I f i n d  t h e  d r a f t  p l a n  l e n g t h y  and  d i f f i c u l t  t o  
u n d e r s t a n d .  I am c o n f u s e d  as  t o  w h a t  i m p a c t s  t h e  
p r o p o s a l s  in  t h e  d r a f t  p l a n  s u c h  a s  ACEC d e s i g n a t i o n s ,  
w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t ,  r i p a r i a n  m a n a g e m e n t ,  a c c e s s ,  w a t e r  
q u a l i t y ,  e n d a n g e r e d  s p e c i e s  m a n a g e m e n t ,  and  many o t h e r  
of  t h e  p r o p o s a l s  w i l l  h a v e  on my r a n c h i n g  o p e r a t i o n ,  
I f  i m p l e m e n t e d  i n t o  a f i n a l  p l a n .  

C o u l d  you p l e a s e  s u m m a r i z e  ~ n y  c h a n g e s  w h i c h  w o u l d  
~ o o c u r  w i t h  r e g a r d s  to  my r a c h i n g  o p e r a t i o n  ( i . e  • 

g r a z i n g  p r e f e r e n e e s ~  l i v e s t o c k  m a n a g e m e n t ,  r a n g e  
I l m p r o v e m e n t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  and  m a i n t e n a n c e s  a c c e s s  e t c . )  

i f  t h e  p r o p o s a l s  in  t h e  D r a f t  RMP a r e  i m p l e m e n t e d  i n t o  
~ t h e  F i n a l  RMP. 

Upon r e c e i p t  of  y o u r  w r i t t e n  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h i s  l e t t e r  I 
p l a n  t o  s e n d  comments on t h e  d r a f t  p l a n .  

Thank  you f o r  your  h e l p  in  c l a r i f y i n g  t h e  i m p a c t s  
t h e s e  p r o p o s a l s  w i l l  h a v e  on my r a n c h i n g  o p e r a t i o n .  

V e r y  Truly Y o u r s ,  

S a n d y  N a u g h t o n  
E x e c u t i v e  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  
A r i z o n a  C a t t l e  G r o w e r s '  A s s o c i a t i o n  

r e :  Bill C a r t e r  
B u r e a u  of  Land M a n a g e m e n t  
Kingman R e s o u r c e  A r e a  O f f i c e  
2475  B e v e r l y  Avenue  
K l n g m a n ,  A r i z o n a  8 6 4 0 1  
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Kathleon Mitchell 
701 Zuni 
Prescott. AZ 06303 
M a r c h  !5. 19SI 

Bill Carter 
Kingman ~esource Area OFFIce 
Bureau oF Land Management 
Kingman. AZ BS~Ol 

DSaE Mr. Carter, 

I am m r i t i n g  in regards to the Resource Management Plan 6or the 
Kingman Resource Area. I support Wour recommBndatlons for Areas 
of Critical Environmental Concern; soeeificaliy, Burro Creek~ the 
B i g  Sandg, Bill Williams. and Santa Maria Rivers. 

I Feel it ls esoeeiail~ important tO give the riparian ecosustems 
OF Arizona special ocotection. With 90% of the s t a t e ' s  rioarian 
areas having alread6 been [mnacted or altered to some degree, it 
iS essential that the remaining vestiges OF reiativelg ~ristine 
rivers be pvss~rvod. Burro ~vee]~ is an e×ceotional[g rich and 
diverse ripar!am eeoswstem with a number OF rare and emdangerod 
olant and animai species, i Yeel stronglw that this areas unique 
biological resources should be Given a nigh degree of protectlcn. 

Designating ~hesa rivers as ACEC would also he im comoliance with 
the Arizona State mandate, Executive Ordar 89-16, to orotect 
e×ist[ng riosrian habitat. This mandate should be oF special 
concern to Federal agencies amd hopefullg. ~nFluence riparian 
mamagement oeiic~es oF oublic lands within the sta~e. 

I support gout recommendations F o r  ACEC on the Kingman R e s o u r c e  
Area and very much hope that these recommendations will be 
implemented. 

Sincerelg. 
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FRIENDS OF THE OWLS 

Bill Carter 
BLM 
Klngman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Ave. 
Klngman, AZ. 86401 

Dear Mr. Carter, March 15, 1 (J91 

Our group applauds the efforts of the BLM to protect some of the important 
riparian areas tn the KIngman Resource Area. By proposing to designate 
some of these areas Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, your agency 
has recognized the vital need to protect what little rlparlan habltlat 
remains In Arlzona. 

Keep up the good work. 

Cordial]y, ~ f l ~  
Peter J. Galvln 
Director, 
Frlends of the Owls 
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Douglas Hulmes 
Professor of Env. Studies 
Prescott College 
220 Grove Ave. 
Prescott, Az. 86301 
March 13, 1991 

Bill Carter 
BLM 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Ave. 
Kingman, Az. 86401 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

I am writing to provide comments on the draft RMP/EIS for the Kingman 
Resource Area. I was very impressed by the quality and detail of the 
document. Specifically I would like to support your recommendations for 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. I have spent a considerable 
amount of time studying several areas that were recommended and have 
been designated as wilderness on the Kingman Resource Area. I wrote 
several reports that were submitted to the Arizona Wilderness Coalition 
for the Arizona BLM/Wildlife Refuge Wilderness Bill, including: Upper and 
Lower Burro Creek, the Arrastras, Black Mtn. lye's Peak and Tres Alamos, 
and the Hassayampa River Canyon. Most of these areas were on the 
Kingman Resource Area. I am specifically concerned about protecting the 
last remaining vestiges of riparian ecosystems, and the areas I studied 
for Wilderness included some of the most significant remaining areas in 
Western Arizona. This is not only because of the availability of water, but 
also because of the unique and vaded associations of vegetation 
communities that occur in this region. It is not surprising, for example, 
that Burro Creek has the most T. & E. listings in the state. This is not only 
because of the scarcity and loss of dpadan ecosystems in Arizona, but 
because of the unique associations of plants and animals that are found in 
this area. 

The loss of Lower Burro Creek to Protection under the Wilderness Act was 
truly unfortunate. The arguments expresses by Cypress Bagdad regarding 
the effects of Wilderness designation, ACEC, or designation of Wild and 
Scenic status for the Santa Maria River and Burro Creek are very 
misleading with respect to potential impact on the mine. Cypress Bagdad 

will have to maintain environmental standards regardless of designated 
protection for these areas under the guidelines of NEPA, EPA, the 
Endangered Species Act, and the Clean Water Act. The recommendations 
that you have made in the draft Resource Management Plan will not in any 
way constrain Cypress Bagdad's plans for expansion except for what is 
already insured by the legislation I have referred to above. 

I would also like to point out that your recommendations for ACEC 
designation of all significant streams within the Kingman Resource 
Management Area is in compliance with the Governor's Riparian Habitat 
Task Force; Executive Order 89-16. 

"Section 1. In recognition of the critical nature of riparian areas to the 
State, it is hereby determined that the policy of the State of Arizona shall 
be: 
(a) To recognize that the protection and restoration of riparian areas are 
of critical importance to the State; 
(b) To actively encourage and develop management practices that will 
result in maintenance of existing riparian areas and restoration of 
degraded riparian areas; 
(c) To promote public awareness through the development of educational 
programs of the benefits and values of dparian areas and the need for 
their protection and careful management; 
(d) To seek and support cooperative efforts and local group and citizen 
involvement in the protection, maintenance and restoration of riparian 
areas; 
(e) To actively encourage the preservation, maintenance and restoration of 
instream flows throughout the State; 
(f) That any loss or degradation of dparian areas will be balance by 
restoration or enhancement of other riparian areas of equal values and 
functions; and all state agencies shall rigorously enforce their existing 
authorities to assure riparian protection, maintenance and restoration." 

The detail and clarity of your recommendations for AGEC on the Kingman 
Resource Area is excellent. I applaud you and your staff for your time and 
expertise, and the willingness to make these very significant 
recommendations. 

Sincerely, 
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  esourccs l c. L 
P-O. BOX 509 Cortaro, AHzona 85652 
(602) 297.4330 Telex 5106001432 

lax (602) 297-1361 
March 20, 1991 

Elaine F, Marquis 
Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resonrce Area 
Kingman r Arizona 
FAX (602) 757-3161 

Dear Elaine: 

I will be unable to attend the RMP Minerals Meeting at 7:00 p.M 

in Kingman. I left this morning and a few miles out of Tucson a 

spring shackle bolt in the rear spring broke, probably as a 

result of a long trip over the baok roads in northern Sonora, 

Mexico. It only took five minutes to replace the bolt, but it 

took over two hours to find the high strength grade eight shackle 

holt. By then I could not even under the best circumstances get 

to Kingman in time for the meeting. 

I have put together a proposal for mining the saponite deposit in 

the Arizona Cliff Rose area. It appears to me that creating an 

ACEC which encompasses the Arizona Cliff area may result in the 

extinction of the species. In my judgement setting up a 

cooperative management program with the BLM in which the Arizona 

Cliff Rose would be planted on the spoil piles f~om the mining 

operation could expand its habitat and increase the population. 

e3-'20/91 14:63 '~  602 297 1361 GSA RESOURCES ~] 03 

Next month we will be doing the low level air photography that 

will be used to prepare a 1 in. = i00 ft. scale map with 5 ft. 

contours. In addition a rectified sensitized mylar overlay will 

be prepared on which individual Arizona cliff Rose plants will be 

visible. Rased on this it will be possible to determine the 

distribution and density of the population. 

And finally, the drilling results will be available in April. 

This will allow us to determine the extent and quality of the 

saponite, until we have this data I beiieve it is premature to 

establish the Clay Rills ACEC. 

I strongly support the proposal made by Cyprus Bagdad Copper 

company to eliminate consideration of the Wild and Scenic River 

Designation up stream from a north-south line drawn through the 

mid point of section 13. Designations of that portion of BUrro 

Creek upstream from this line would adversely affect mining the 

East Buzro Creek Saponite Deposit which is on state Mineral 

Leases. 

~ B ~ o e  

Ran tre~,q~, 

Ted S. Eyde f 
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A R I Z O N A  DESERT B I G H O R N  S H E E P  SOCIETY,  INC. 
RO. Drawer 7545 • Phoenix, Arizona 85011 

(602) 957-0773 

March 19,1991 

Mr. Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Re: Draft Kingrnan Resource Area Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

The Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society, Inc. (ADBSS) has reviewed the above referenced document 
and would like to offer the following comments. Please accept our comments as part of the official 
record. 

ADBSS is an organization dedicated to the conservation of desert bighorn sheep. The goals of our 
organization are as follows: 

I. Development of water resources for desert bighorn sheep. 
2. Reintroduction of desert bighorn sheep into suitable historic ranges. 
3. Prevention of encroachment on vital desert bighorn sheep habitat. 
4. Promotion of research necessary to understand the needs of desert bighorn sheep. 
5. Control of feral burro populations, competition with domestic livestock, and predators 

where necessary. 
6. Asslstance to government agencies in desert bighorn sheep population surveys. 
7. Promote public awareness of desert bighorn sheep and their problems. 

The Draft Kingman Resource Area RMP/EIS addresses most of the items covered by our goal 
statement. ADBSS will address the Wildlife Habitat Management and Wild and Free Roaming Horse 
and Burro Management portions of the draft plan. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

In general, ADBSS supports the Freferred Alternative for wildlife habitat management. 

I The Preferred Aiternatlve states bighorn sheep habitat would be improved and maintained at its 
optimum potential. It goes on to state monitoring studies would be conducted to determine optimum 
numbers consistent with habitat potential and other resources. ADBSS questions the terms optimum 
habitat potential and optimum numbers in reference to bighorn sheep. These terms are not defined 
anywhere in the document. We do not know what they mean and what implications there are for 
bighorn sheep management if managers strive for optimum numbers. 

We note the BLM's Rengewide Plan for Managing Habitat of Desert Bighorn Sheep on Public Lands, 
dated 1989, estimates a current population of 1200 bighorn sheep in the Black Mountains. It estimates 
the potential population at 1500. 

59-2  
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Table II-1, Page 33 in the dra~ plan, shows the bighorn sheep numbers for each habitat area in 
existing Habitat Management Plans. The Black Mountmn and Mount Wilson habitat areas show 
bighorn population of 600 and 100 respectively. Arizona Game and Fish Department census data for 
both 1980 and 1989 show a higher number of bighorn in both areas than the numbers proposed by 
BLM for each habitat area. 

There is a wide discrepancy between the potential bighorn population for the Black Mountains in the 
Rangawlde Plan and the proposed popu|ation for the Black Mountain HMP area. Although ADBSS 
supports use of the higher number, we are realistic enough to know wildlife numbers must be 
managed within habitat potential. We will defer to the judgement of the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department in determining the best bighorn sheep population level for use in this plan and to guide 
future managemenL 

ADBSS is pleased to see new waterhole construction, waterhole maintenance and waterhole 
monitoring emphasized in the RMP/EIS. We agree with limiting detrimental activities in bighorn 
sheep lambing and rearing grounds during the dates listed. 

ADBSS supports the designation of priority desert bighorn habitat as Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACECs). We have specific comments about the two ACECs covered by I-IMPs. 

BLACK MOUNTAIN ACEC 

1. Objective 6 regarding minimizing conflict between bighorn sheep and other grazing or 
browsing animals should be elevated to the number 2 ranking to emphasize its importance. 

2. Objective 12 discusses developing plant community descriptions for bighorn sheep habitat and 
including these in AMP and I-IMP objectives. It further states livestock grazing will be 
managed to prevent excess utilization. ADBSS feels wild burro grazing should be managed to 

| prevent excess utilization, as well as livestock grazing, and noted accordingly. Desired plant 
community descriptions for important bighorn sheep habitat should be included in HMAPs, 
as well as AMPs and HMPs. 

3. | Objective 13 discusseskeepingburro numbersatthemanagementlevelof400 speciRed within 

I the Black Mountain HMAP. ADBSS feels this level should be the absolute maximum upper 
limit. 

4. | Objective 14 discusses managing bighorn sheep habitat at its optimum potential. Optimum 
| potential is a term which should be defined. We do not know if this term pertains to desired 
| plant community species composition or to pounds per acre of forage produced by plant species. 

AUBREY PEAK BIGHORN SHEEP HABITAT ACEC 

1. Objective 5 regarding minimizing conflict between bighorn sheep and other grazing or 
browsing animals should be elevated to the number 2 ranking to emphasize its importance. 

2. Objective 13 discusses developing desired plant community descriptions for bighorn sheep 
habitat, including them in AMP and HMP objectives, and managing habitat for its optimum 
bighorn sheep potential. ADBSS feels HMAPs should list desert bighorn sheep habitat desired 
plant community descriptions also. The term optimum habitat potential for bighorn sheep is 
not defined in the drai~ plan. It should be defined in the document. 

WILD AND FREE ROAMING HORSE AND BURRO MANAGEMENT 

ADBSS feels the RMP/EIS process is an important step in the future management direction of wild 
burros in the Kingman Resource Area. Up to now, Herd Management Area Plans (HMAPs) and 
Management Framework Plans (MFPs) have been the guidance documents. With the RMP/EIS process 
you are obligated to consider the environmental consequences of your burro management actions. We 
feel there has not been an adequate evaluation of these consequences in the past. 
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Table III-10, Page 117, lists the present wild burro population in the Black Mountain Herd 
Management Area at 500. This is suppose to be i00 head above the management level of 400. ADBSS 
disagrees with the BLM's population e stimale. Based upon yearly Arizona Game and Fish Department 
bighorn sheep helicopter surveys, and the bwro cbsex~a~one made during those surveys, we feel a 
more accurate burro population estimate is in the range of 884 to 1,100 animals. Because the BLM 
drastically underestimates the burro population, we do not feel its removal efforts are successful in 
maintaining the Black Mountain herd at 400 animals. 

Burro population monitoring consisting of the helicopter turk-recount method conducted every five 
years (Table 11-13, Page 89) does not appear adequate. Methodology and frequency of burro surveys 
needs to be changed to provide a more ac~ttrato population es~te, ADESS ~tRulends ¢on~xreut 
helicopter surveys with the Game and Fish Department and for National Park Service. Since BLM 
relies on the Arizona Game and Fish Department for desert bighorn cheep total population estimates 
on an v-nnuul basis, we see no reason why the BLM cannot accept the same quality of information on 
burros. 

Even though the Wild Horse and Burro Act passed Congress by an overwhelming margin that does 
not necessarily mean it is good legislation. ADBSS questions if there is a legitimate place for wild 
burros on western rangeland, and more importantly, in desert bighorn sheep habitat, We are realistic 
enough to know the law may never be significantly amended or even repealed. If wild burros must 
persist in the Kingman Resource Area we are adamant they be reduced to the management levels 
specified in BLM planning documents and maintained at those levels. 

ADBSS supports the Preferred Alternative for Wild Horse and Burro Management which reserves 
increased forage resulting from improved habitat conditions for bighorn cheep and other wildlife. 

ADBSS does not feel the impacts of wild burros as grazing and browsing animals on other resources 
are adequately recognized in BLM activity plans. In order to correct this situation, we recommend 
burro impacts be included as follows: 

Chapter 1. Management Concern 7. Watershed Protection and Enhancement-Plannlng criteria. Page 
10. Correlate burro grazing, as wall as intensive grazing management and watershed productivity. 
Consider improving watershed condition and trend as a goal in HMAPs, as well as AMPs. 

Chapter 2. Soil Resources. Page 19. Address stabilizing runoff and erosion rates in HMAPs, as well 
as AMPs. 

Chapter 2. Wildlife Habitat ManagemenL Big Game. Page 33. ADBSS zeemphaslzee the absolute 
necessity of managing burros at the lowest possible number under existing HMAPs in accordance with 
the Rangewide Plan for Desert Bighorn Sheep. 

Chapter 2. Riparian Area Management, Plan actions. Page 35. Management objectives and actions 
involving riparlan/wetland areas should be included in HMAPs, as well as AMPs, HMPs, and RAMPs. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your Drult RMP/EIS. 

Sincerely, 

Louis Coor, President 
Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society, Inc. 
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Ms. Elaine Marquis, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

As a permittee on the ~ ' d  f~ r . '  / / / / , S  allotment in the Kingman 
Resource Area I have some concerns about the DraR Resource Management Plan for the 
Kingman Resource Area. 

I find the draft plan lengthy and difficult to understand. 1 am confused as to what 
impacts the proposals in the draft plan such as ACEC designations, wildlife habitat, 
riparian management, access, water quality, endangered species management, and many 
other of the proposals will have on my ranching operation, if implemented into a final 
plan. 

Could yon please summarize any changes which would occur with regards to my 
ranching operation (i.e.; grazing preferences, livestock management, range improvement 
construction and maintenance, access, etc.) if the proposals in the Draft RMP are 
implemented into the Final RMP. 

Upon receipt of your mitten response to this letter I plan to send comments on 
the draft plan. 

Thank you for your help in clarifying the impacts these proposals will have on my 
ranching operation. 

Vely truly yours, 

co: Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingm'an R~source Area Office 

: 24)'5 Beveri~, Avenue 
LC "Kingmap., ,~ ,  86401 ~. ~ q ~'-" 
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Karen Dismukes 
524 Dameron Drive 
Prescott, Az. 86301 
March 14, 1991 

Bill C~rter 
BLM 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Ave. 
Kinu;nan, Az. 86401 

Dear Mr. Carter: 
I am writing in concern on the draft REP/EIS for the Kingman 
Resource Area. Raving spent much time in Arizona's riparian 
areas I feel strongly about the protection Of theses areas. 
Riparian areas are of great importance to the state of Arizona, 
and need to be protected. Not only are riparian areas an 
important water supply but they support a large variety of 
vegetation. 

I strongly encourage maintenance and preservation of riparian 
areas throughout the state. Thank you for your time and please 
consider active protection of hhes? areas. 

Sincerely, / 

43 
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/ 
March.52~, 1991 

Ms. Elaine Marquis, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingmau Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

As a permittee on the ' JJ~ :" ( - . ~ . ( . . ,  //,.~,~.,¢,/.,,?• e-. . ~ . .  -+4.-., allotment in the Kingman 
Resource Area I have some concerns about the Draft Resource Management Plan for the 
Kingman Resource Area. 

I find the draft plan lengthy and difficult to understand. I am confused as to what 
impacts the proposals in the draft plan such as ACEC designations, wildlife habitat, 
riparian management, access, water quality, endangered species management, and many 
other of the proposals wilt have on my ranching operation, if implemented into a final 
plan. 

Could you please summarize any changes which would occur with regards to my 
ranching operation (i.e.; grazing preferences, livestock management, range improvement 
construction and maintenance, access, etc.) if the proposals in the Draft RMP are 
implemented into the Final RMP. 

Upon receipt of your written response to this letter I plan to send comments on 
the draft plan. 

Thank you for your help in clarifying the impacts these proposals will have on my 
ranching operation. 

Very truly yours, 

Bill Caner 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 
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March 23, 1991 

Ms. Elaine Marquis, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Lane 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

I am a resident in the Kingman Resource Area and I have some concerns about 
the Draft Resource Management Plan prepared to analyze the alternatives for managing 
the public lands. 

I want to point out that I am concerned about the effect that this document is 
going to have on taxpayers and livestock operations, both on public and private lands. As 
developed the designation of ACEC's wildlife habitat, riparian management, access, water 
quality, endangered species management, ORV's and the Alternatives developed, especially 
numbers 2 and 3 would have dramatic impacts on multiple uses and users in our area. 

1 recommend that current management options be  followed us detailed in 
Alternative Number 1. As indicated, I feel the other Alternatives would greatly restrict 
the use of the public lands in our area. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 
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March , 1991 

Ms. Elaine Marquis, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

As a permittee on the '~//-~1~ e.¢)~.~:' ,- ,.~ , allotment in the Kingman 
Resouree Area I have some eoneefns about the Draft Resource Management Plan for the 
Kingman Resource Area. 

I find the draft plan lengthy and difficult to understand. I am confused as to what 
impacts the proposals in the draft plan such as ACEC designations, wildlife habitat, 
riparian management, access, water quality, endangered species management, and many 
other of the proposals will have on my ranching operation, if implemented into a final 
plan. 

Could you please summarize any changes which would occur with regards to my 
ranching oporation (i.e.; grazing preferences, livestock management, range improvement 
construction and maintenanee~ access, etc.) if the proposals in the Draft RMP are 
implemented into the Final RMP. 

Upon receipt of your written response to this letter I plan to send comments on 
the draft plan. 

Thank you for your help in clarifying the impacts these proposals will have on my 
ranching operation. 

Very truly yours, 

Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 8641)1 
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Marck 18, 1991 

MO. Henry Bisson 
District Manager 
Bureau of ~a~ Management 
Phoenix District 
2015 W. Deer Valley Rd. 
Phoenix, AZ 85027 

Dear Mr. Bisson; 

My name is Dave Knlsely, end I hold the lease on Mt. Tipten Allo#aent. 

As you know my allotment is involved quite extonsivl~ in the Kin~ma~ 

Resouzes Area Resource Management Pland and Fnvironmental Impact Statement. 

Especially in the area of the proposed }~IA and ~he Wilderness Area. I 

find that by backing any of the alternatives, I would be backing a lot 

of issues I don It agree with or don't tmderstand. I feel more comfortable 

standing with the co~ente submitted by the Mohave Livestock Association. 

I might add that in reading the RMP/EIS, it is very hard to follow, l 

would appreciate a summery in writing of any changes that will or might 

occur in my cow-calf operation. Such as grazing preferances, range 

improvements, livestock management and access, if the proposals in the 

draft RMP are implemented in the the final RMP. 

Thank you for your help in clarifying the impacts these prepossls will have 

on my cow-calf operation. 

Thank you, 

Dave Knisely 
P.O.Box A55 
Deism Springs, Az. 86Z~I 
602/767-3887 
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March 22, 1991 

Ms. Elaine Marquis, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingmsn, AZ 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

As a rancher on the Cofer Ranch in the Kingman 
Resource Area I have some concerns about the Draft Re- 
source Management Plan for the Kingman Resource Area. 

I find the draft plan lengthy and difficult to 
understand. I am confused as to what impacts the pro- 
posals in the draft plan such as ACEC designations, 
wildlife habitat, riparian management, access, water 
quality, endangered species management, 0RV's, and many 
other of the proposals will have on my ranching oper- 
ation, if implemented into a final plan. I want to point 
out that I am concerned about the effect that this doc- 
ument is going to also have on taxpayers and livestock 
operations, both on public lands as well as private lands. 

I recommend that currant management options be fol- 
lowed as detailed in Alternative I. I feel the other 
Alternatives would greatly restrict the use of the public 
lands in our area. 

i Could yuu please summarize any changes which would 
occur with regards to my ranching operation (i.e.; graz- 
ing prefernces, livestock management, range improvement 
construction and maintenance, access, est.) if the 
proposals in the Draft RMP are implemented into Final RMP. 

Upon receipt of your written responce to this letter 
I plan to send comments on the draft plan. 

Thank you for your help in clarifying the impacts 
these proposals will have on my ranching operation. 

Sincerely, 

Corer Ranch 
H C 30 BOX 23O 
Kingman, AZ 86401 
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March , 1991 

Ms. Elaine Marquis, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Lane 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

I am a resident in the Kingman Resource Area and I have some concerns about 
the Draft Resource Management Plan prepared to analyze the alternatives for managing 
the public lands. 

I want to point out that I am concerned about the effect that this document is 
going to have on taxpayers and livestock operations, both on public and private lands. As 
developed the designation of ACEC's wildlife habitat, riparian management, access, water 
quality, endangered species management, ORV's and the Alternatives developed, especially 
numbers 2 and 3 would have dramatic impacts on multiple uses and users in our area. 

I recommend that current management options be followed as detailed in 
Alternative Number 1. As indicated, I feel the other Alternatives would greatly restrict 
the use of the public lands in our area. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 
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March , 1991 

Ms. Elaine Marquis, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Lane 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

I am a resident in the Kingman Resource Area and I have some concerns about 
the Draft Resource Management Plan prepared to analyze the alternatives for managing 
the public lands. 

I want to point out that I am concerned about the effect that this document is 
going to have on taxpayers and livestock operations, both on public and private lands. A s  
developed the designation of ACEC's wildlife habitat, riparian management, access, water 
quality, endangered species management, ORV's and the Alternatives developed, especially 
numbers 2 and 3 would have dramalie impacts on multiple uses and users in our area. 

I recommend that current management options be followed as detailed in 
Alternative Number 1. As indicated, I feel the other Alternatives would greatly restrict 
the use of the public lands in our area. 

Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingraan, AZ 86401 
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March 22,1991 

Ms. Elaine Marquis Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 864OI 

Dear MS. Marquis: 

As a rancher on the gofer Ranch in the Kin~an 
Resource Area I have some concerns about the Draft 
Resource r~nagemenZ Plan for the Kingm~n Resouree Are~. 

I find the draft plan lengthy and difficult to 
understand. I am confused as to what impacts the pro- 
posals in the draft plan such as ACEC designations, 
wildlife habitat, reparisn management, access, water 
quality, endangered spee~as m~agement, 0R~'s a~d many 
other-of the proposals will have on my ranching oper- 
ation, if implemented into a final plan. I want to point 
nut that I am concerned about the effect that this doa- 
ument is going tn also have on taxpayers and livestock 
operations, both on public lands as well as private lands. 

I recommend that current management options be fol- 
lowed as detailed ~n Alternative I. I feel the other 
Alternatives would greatly restrict the use of the public 
lands in our area. 

Could you please summarize any changes which would 
occur with regards to my ranching operation (i.e.| graz- 
ing prefsrnces, livestock management, ran e i~orov~ e~ 
construction and maintea re, ~') if the 
pr~..vrls in tb~ raft R~P are imo~emeDt [ o .inal RMP. 

Upon receipt of your written resoponcs to this letter 
I plan to send comments on the draft plan. 

Thank you for your help in clarifying the impacts 
these proposals will have on my ranching operation. 

Sincerely, 

Ken MoReNnnlds 
gofer Ranch 
H g 30 BOX 230 
Kingman, AZ 8640E 
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March , 1991 

Ms. Elaine Marquis, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Lane 
KJngman, AZ 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

I am a resident in the Kingman Resource Area and I have some concerns about 
the Draft Reeonree Management Plan prepared to analyze the alternatives for managing 
the public lands. 

I want to point out that I am eoncerned about the effect that this document is 
going to have on taxpayers and livestock operations, both on public and private lands. As 
developed the designation of ACEC's wildlife habitat, riparian management, access, water 
quality, endangered species management, ORV's and the Alternatives developed, especially 
numbers 2 and 3 would have dramatic impacts on multiple uses and users in our area. 

I recommend that current management options be followed as detailed in 
Alternative Number 1. As indicated, 1 feel the other Alternatives would greatly restrict 
the use of the public lands in our area. 

Sincerely, 

ce: Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
24"15 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 
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/larch , 1991 

/Is. Elaine Marquis, Area Manager 
~ureau of Land Management 
~ingman Resource Area 
:475 Beverly Lane 
Hngman, A Z  86401 

)ear Ms. Marquis: 

I am a resident in the Kingman Resource Area and I have some concerns about 
he Draft Resource Management Plan prepared to analyze the alternatives for managing 
he public lands. 

I want to point out that I am concerned about the effect that this document is 
oing to have on taxpayers and livestock operations, both on public and private lands. As 
eveloped the designation of ACEC's wildlife habitat, riparian management, access, water 
uality, endangered species management, ORV's and the Alternatives developed, especially 
umbers 2 and 3 would have dramatic impacts on multiple uses and users in our area. 

I recommend that current management options be followed as detailed in 
alternative Number 1. As indicated, I feel the other Alternatives would greatly restrict 
"~e use of the public lands in our area. 

Sincerely, 

lill Carter 
lureau of Land Management 
~ingman Resource Area O~fice 
475 Beverly Avenue 
[ingman, AZ 86401 
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Mohave Livestock Association 

P.O. Box 6578 
Kingmsn, Arizona 8~01 

WRITTEN Comments on DRAFT of 
Kingman Resoaree Area Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental 

Impact Statement 

Page 16 - Resource Area Goals { 2nd item from top left) 

Manage Livestock Pollution from Rangelands. 

Comment. We assume this reference to best 

Management practices is in regard to the State Law 

regarding water quality. It is our understanding 

that the definition of best management practices 

is being debated and this issue is not yet resolvsd~ 

We belive this to be a State of Arizona matter and 

is not a goal for the Bureau of land Management.. 

I How Can you have a goal for something that is not 

yet established9 It should be deleted from the rmp. 

Page 16 - General Management Areas / Areas Requiring 

Special Management, (right-hand column) 

Comment.. We agree that some areas may require 

special management , however, We do disagree with 

the size, scope, and need for some of the areas. 

Page 19 - Water Rights, (bottom of right column) 

Comments. We question the need for the BLM to file 

for water rights. At a minimum, the document should 

state that such filings are subject to valid existing 

rights. 

5S-2 

Page 21- Recreation Management. 

When did the BLM become involved with NATLONAL PARK SERVICE 

tO develope ,camping, pienieing,4 wheeling recreation areas.? 

Page: 2~ - Special Status Species Mzn~gement. 

Comments. When will their be enough data on the desert 

tortoise. And what strategies will be implimin~ed?? 

How do you manage a desert tortoise?? 

Page 24 - RiParian Area Management,(last Paragraph) 

Comments. It is unclear whether the decision in the two 

riparian plans are incorporated by reference or whether 

they have been actually writtanlinte this document. If by 

reference, we must object because we de not know what these 

decisions are or how they will affect livestock grazing. 

On page i, it is stated that the decisions made on the two 

grazing EIS,s are adopted as the management direction 

for livestock grazing. If the riparian decisions conflict 

with livestock management decision in the grazing EIS, 

then we assume the Grazing Decision will supercede. 

Page 25 - Prescribed Fire. 

Comment. 
We strongly support the use of prescribed fire, 

However we urge the BLM to consider all options available 

to reduce costs associated with these fires. 
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Page 26 - Public Land Exchange 

~ Comment. State land exchanges should be deletedfrom the 

RMP because voters of Arizona said no to state exchanges. 

Page 30 - Alternative i, Vegetative Products. 

Comment. We support the present policy for support~of . 

vegetative products, especially the private and c~mmercial 

woodcutting activities as this supplies aLlocal demand and 

relieves cutting pressure elsewhere. We do encourage the 

BLM to more strictly enforce thepresent stipulations for 

the private weodeutting areas. 

Page 30 - Alternative i, Rangeland Management. 

Comment. We wish to see the continuation of the co-operative 

effort between the BLM and the Livestock industry following 

the completion of the two livestock grazing impact statements, 

and therefore, support Alterna~ive 1 in regard to rangeland 

management. 

Page 31 - Rangeland Management, 

Comment. A total of 165,872 acres of ~ublic land at the 

south end of the Black Mountians would remain closed to 

livestock grazing t o  reserve forage for wildlife, 

Why is this land not in multiple use? 

Page 31 & 47 - OFF ROAD VEHICLES MAP 2-3 

This does not take into consideration intermingled BLM 

lands or STATE and PRIVATE lands, and should show STATE and 

PRIVATE as such, that both have limited access in shaded(gray) 

arosE. 

Page 33 - WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGF~ERT 

*20 mile buffer of Bighorn Sheep habitat... 

Would this not conflict with the multiple use of Public Lands? 

What does this do to individuals in these areas that 

free raam their domestic sheep and goats ?? 

Page 34 - Alternative i, Haulapai Mexican Vole 
(ist column, 6th paragraph) 

comment~ We recommend recovery planning be closely co- 

ordinated with the livestock grazing permittee to a~su~e 

his input on the effect to his operation is considered. 

Page 34- Riparian Area Management (bottom 2cd column) 

c o m m e n t :  We support t h e  p r o p e r  management o f  riparian 

a r e a s  as ~coompllshed thruogh the Allotment Management 

Plan Program on the Brimhall's Burro Creek Allotment. We 

do have a problem visualizing 432.9 miles of riparian as 

shown in Appendix 7. With this in mind, we recommend that 

each grazing parmittee be individually contacted for in- 

put into the RACE inventory which will be so crucial to 

hls/her operation. 

0 
0 
Z 
Or) 
£::: 

--.5 
> 
-q 

O 
Z 
> 
Z 
0 
0 
0 
0 

O 
Z 



bJ 
Oo 

Pa~e 34- Riparian Arez M~nagement 

comment: Would like to know what the BLM's management 

plan will be before the book is finished. 

Page 35- Special Management Areas (2cd column) 

comment: Although Altenative 1 would not designate 

special management areas, we do not belive it is correct 

to state that 'all areas would continue to reelers nearly 

equal management attention.' For example, consider the 

categorization process in the BLM Allotment Management PLan 

Progr~. This results in many areas recieving more 

'management attention' than others. We belive the BLM does 

~O--m~ | give special attention to particular ....... d resources 

| in their current program and rightly so. 

Page 35- Wild Horse and Burro~ Management 

Comment, Allocation for forage for all species, dom- 

estic and wild, is inherent in the BLM's monitoring program. 

Utilization measures do not distinguish which animal ia re- 

sponsible, and numbers may be adjusted accordingly as laid 

out in the two grazing EIS's and subsequent desisions. 

The initial numbers of horses prBsent at the passage of the 

Wild Horse and Burro Act was established by the BLM as 14 

head in the previous planning document. We belive the 14 head 

plus a reasonable natural increase of the population is the 

wild horse number which shuold be established. In arriving 

at this number, the poor condition of the origi~unal 14 head, 

predation, met., should be considered. 

Page 35- Wild Horse and Burro Management (continued) 

I comment: We believe that a herd of 90 head or 130 head 

5:5 ° 5 | 8f wild hers es or b ........ ld be an unreasonable increase 
| 
| in the Cerbat HMAP, -- as referenced by page 24 ~ 25 ..... 

PUBLIC LAW 92-195, Dec 15, 1971 (USC 1331-1340 as amended) 

Horses and Burros on public land are maintained at the 

lowest level needed to assure the herds FREE roaming 

eharacte~health, and self-sustaining ability. 

** If this is Law. we find comments on page 59- Wild Horse 

and Burro Management to be incorrect and should be deleted 

from RMP :: (lower left paragraph bottom column) 

" If the use limits are exceeded after the population 

LIMITS of 90 horses has been reached, livestockand deer 

numbers would be reduced." 

We do not feel this would be considered multiple use. 

5:5-6 
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Page 35- Alernative 2, Land 0wmsrship Adjustments 
(column i, 3rd paragraph from bottom) 

I comment, When compared to map 11-4, proposed disposal land 

in T22 & T23N, R18W, appemr to be within the Cerbat Herd 

Management Area and disposal would conflict with buffer zone 

requirements for the HMA. We recommend the land be retained. 

I Also, land propased for disposal in the following areas are 

part of existing or proposed for Allotment Management Plans 

and should be retained in public ownership tO assure adequate 

land base to continue these livestock programfas outlined 

the Grazing E~S~s: 
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Page 35- Alternative 

T22N, RIgW, 

T23N. R19W, 

T22N, RI8W, 

T23N. R18W. 

T24~, RIgW, 

T25N. H20W, 

T26N, R15W, 

T26N, R16W, ALL 

T25N. RISW. ALL 

T25N. R16W, ALL 

T24N, RI4W, ALL 

TI4N. RI?W. ALL 

T15N, R16W. ALL 

T15N. R17W, ALL 

T16N, R17W, ALL 

TI6~N. RITW, ALL 

TITN, R17W, ALL 

2, Land Ownership Adjustments- Cont. 

See. 2 and i0 

ALL 

Sec 2 and 3 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

ALL 

55-8  

Page 42m Alternative 2. Watershed (column I. 5th para. 
from top) 

-all grazing allotments are categorized according to current 

and potential watershed condition, as shown in Appendix 20. 

This categorization would be validated in the field." 

comment, If as stated this categorization needs to be 

validated in the field, we would assume the information in 

Appendix 20 is not previously validated by professional 

standards and therefore this appendix should be deleted or 

as a minimum, footnoted to be professional Judgement only. 

Page 42- Alternative 2, Vegetative Products 
(2cd column, 4th paragraph from top) 

'grazing would be strietly controlled to maximize repro- 

duction and regeneration of timber stands.' 

co~ent: What does this Mean?? Allotment Management 

Planning should ~ovide for the needs of all vegetative species, 

To our knowledge, reproduction cf Ponderosa Pine is not a 

problem in pine areas at the present time. This sentence 

should be deleted. 

Page 42- Alternative 2, Vegetative Products 
(2ed column, 5th paragraph) 

'Percent slope less than 15, percent' 

co~ent: Too specific for a document of this type. Exact 

precentages should be specified on a case-by-case basis in the 

management plan noted in the sixth paragraph. 
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Page 43 - Al~er~ative 2_ Rangeland M~nagement 
teo±umu i, ~th paragraph; 

'This alternative would be the same as Alternative i, 

except for the following:' 

comment, Our comment is the same as Alternative i, except f 

for the followingl 

Page 43- Alternative 2, Rangeland Management 

commnet: (see above) Itiis our opinion that Allotment 

planning Procedures already in effect as the rangeland 

management program are more than adequate to accommodate 

any special needs in the proposed Areas of Critical 

Envirinmental Concern. We will cover this specifically in our 

comments reguarding Appendix 18, pages 201-219, 

Page 43- Alternative 2. Rangeland Management 
(ist column, 8th paragraph) 

'Upon comletion ..... be reclassified.' 

commnet: Ephemeral Designations were proposed, acted upon, 

and, to the best of our knowledge, completed as a part of the 

Bureau's previous planning effort. Any effort to change the 

designations now is unnecessary and perhaphcunlawful. By the 

BLM's own regulations, the Special Rule adopted in 1968 

(then 43CFR4115.2-4) is the guide from which Ephemeral Range 

I is determindd. Since the eritera in the Special Rule is very 

specific and was previously applied reguarding elevation, 

preeipitation isollne, end the minor percentage of desirable 

I Page 43 Alternative 2, Rangelaud Mamagement--(Cont.) 

perenial forage plants, itis difficult to comprehend 

how new inventory data could change the designations. 

We str6ngly feel that this matter ham already been 

adjudicated and recommend this proposal be dropped. 

Page 43- Alternative 2, 0HV Designation 

commnetl Same comments are made here as ~n Altern- 

ative 1 OFF ROAD VEHICLES on pages 31 and 47, of this 

document. 

Page 47- Alternative 2, Wild and See6~e Rivers 

comments We cannot visualize Wright Creek, Burro Creek, 

or Francis Creek to be Wild or Scenic Rivers. The eligibil- 

~%~ ~ % ~  does no t  appear to  be in the document.  We 

recommend that each grazing permittee be Individally contaste~ 

for input into the eligibility determination as it affects 

his/~er allotment. 

Page 47- Wildlife Habitat Management (2od column,4th pare.) 

'Special management ..... management goals.' 

comment: We question whether special management areas 

would provide tools to achieve management goals. The best 

tool for wildlife habitat improvement is the Allotment 

Management Plan Program already in effect. 
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! i P a g e  50- Alternative 2, Riparian Area Management 

i commentJ Same comments as given for Alternative 1 

I~or as stated on pages 24 and 34. 

Page 59- Alternative 2, Wild Horse and Burro 
Management 

comment! Same eommnet as given for Alternative i. 

age 60- Alternative 3, Lands (ist column PSra. 4 &5) 

comment: Same comment as given for Alternative 2 

eguardlng retaining land proposed for disposal within 

llotment Management Plan Areas. Same lists of lands to be 

~talned is incorporated by reference plus the following 

rom Map If-10: 

T22N, RI8W, ALL 

particular, we vigorously Object to this particular 

Lsposal area because it includes the Curtain Allotment 

lich has been intensively managed Hollstically including 

)-operation a co-ordination between the livestock 

idUSiTy, Arizona Game and Fish, the STate Land Depart- 

mr, the Bureau of Land Management, and the local pop_ 

h~ee. The information andexperienee Eained h e r e  has 

*e psteneial for beneficial use on a large scale. It 

Lkes no logical sence tO dispose of th~s land tO Private 

State control, Although it might be argued that the 

~ts would continue to lease the land for grazing, this is 

,rtainly no guarantee as the State's primary function 

i to provide dollars for the schools. And these parti@a 

ar Parcels are well situated for commercial development. 

Page 60- Alternative 3, Lands ~(sontinued.) 

Long-term use for grazing, recreation, wildlife h 

habitat, and watershed protection is best met if these 

lands are retained in Federal ownership. 

Page 60- Alte~native 3, Vegetative Products 

comments! Same comment given for Alternative 2. 

In addition, we wlsh to emphasize the demand for commercial 

and private woodeutting and the need to supply this demand. 

Woodcutters are perhaPS the BLM's largest constituenD~ 

i~ terms of mumbers of users. We feel the ben*fits to the 

rangeland in clearing of Pinyon-Juniper and the subsequent 

mosaic of grass, shrubs, and Pinyon-J~tniper that will 

result, far ou%weights any short-termns~ative im~ots 

that may occur. 

Page 78- Wild Horse and Burro Management- Alernatlve 3 

comment: If Wild Horse population is reduced to 14 

animals the remaining horses would be managed until they 

become extinct. What kind of Management is thidL?????? 
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FF. 

Pa~e 60 - Alternative 3. Ran~eland Management 
(2nd column t ton-of ~aae) 

'Same as . . • Habitat ACEC's. j 

CO~ENTI The elimination of livestock 

grazing is not carried forward in Table 

II-8 or Appendix 18, regarding the 

HcCracken and Poachie ACEC's. There-  

fore, it is difficult to know exacT~ly 

what is being proposed and to what ex- 

tent. We strenuously o~Ject  t o  any 

e l imina t ion  of  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g  i n  t he se  

areas especially when Table IX-5 llst 

bo~h as being excellent habitat for 

d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e  at the  p r e se n t  ~ime. 

Tor to i se  and l i v e s t o c k  must be t h r t v i n ~  

t oge the r  f o r  t h i s  to  be t rue°  

PaKe 76 - A l t e r n e t i v e j .  OHVDe~i~nationn 

COGENT, Same c ~ e n t  a s  f~ven f o r  

Alternatives ! and 2. 

Pane ~8 - Alternative 3, Wildlife Habit Manalement 

COMMENT, Same cc~ment as given for Page 60, 

Alternative 3, Rangeland Manag~ent. 

-16- 

GG. paKe ~8 - Alternative ~,Riparian Area ManaKement 
~ column i) 

CO~ENTs Same comment as given for Alternative 

i. 

HH. Pa~s 78-- Alternative 3, Special Management Areas 

COGENT, The size and scope is preferable to 

Alterr~tive 2 hut still questionable. See 

Co~nents on Appendix 18. 

II. 

JJ. 

Pa~e 78 - A l t e r n a t i v e  3, Wild Horse and Burro 
~na~embnt  ( c o i ~ n  2, b0ttom..Of ~a~e) 

CO~NTs Same cogent as given for Alternative 

i. 

Pa~es 201-219 - Annendlx 18, Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern (A~EC~ 

CO~ENTI This comment addresses ACEC's in 

g e n e r a l  a s  they  apply  to  t h i s  document. 

Section 103(a) of l~bll¢ Law 9~-579 defines 

Areas o f  Critical Envlror~enlml Concern as 

'areas within the pubiic lands where special 

managumsnt attention is required to protect 

and prevent irreparable damage to important 

historic, C~LI'tUl'~al, or scenic values, fish 

and wildlife resources or other natural sys- 

tems or processes, or to protect life and 

safety from natural hazards,' 

-17- 

< 

O 



~0 
~0 

The key phrase  i s  ' t o  p r o t e s t  and prevent  

i r r e pa r a b l e  daaage.  ' 

The maJorl~r  of  the  ACEC's proposed in  

A l t e r n a t i v e s  2 and ~ do not  meet the  c r i t e r i a  

of  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n .  We be l i eve  e x i s t i n g  po l i cy  

of  the RIR along with the  mul t i tude  of  Laws and 

Regulations for '  the publ ic  land a r e  more than 

adequate f o r  the~LM to  continue the  f i n s  Job 

i~ i s  a l ready doing.  I n  l ~ r t i c u l a r ,  ~he ACEC's 

proposal f o r  Riparian and w i l d l i f e  Hab i t a t  pro-  

t s c t i n n  e s t u a r y  does ne~ appear  ~e be k danger 

of  i r r e p a r a b l e  damage. J~tning i s  c u r r e n t l y  regu-  

l a t e d  through Nh~ing Ne'l:iees and Minlng Plans of 

Operation, Lives tock Grazing i s  r e ~ a t s d  and 

aanaged through ~he A/~ program, Wi ld l i fe  Hab i ta t  

is managed through Habitat l~,magement Plans, etc. 

Wherein l i e s  the t h r e a t  of  i r r e p a r a b l e  dam~s°  

Any damage to vege ta t ion  

i s  reparab le .  For e~a~ple, 

the 1978-7~ Floods in  ~urro Cream t c ~ a l l y  removed 

a l l  ve6e ta t ion  to ~ r e  rock.  Now through the  

Al lo taen t  Management Plan and a co-opera t ive  

mother na ture ,  the Riparian Zone has regrown to 

such an extant  t h a t  the  rancher  rece ived  the  BLN~e 

highest award for Riparlan.Na~agememt. 

- 1 8 -  

KK. 

We bel ieve ACEC designat ions  should be 

l~,uited as the law requi res  to a reas  where 

irreparable damage i s  liEely. SOme ~hat mig~lt 

qualify would be localized slts specific cul- 

tural areas or localized site specific habitat 

for epeeles on the endangered llst. Our 

comments on each ACEC Area follow. 

Page 202 . Appendix 18, Al~e~nativs 2! ~lae~ Mountains ACEC 

CO~EN~I None of  the resources  in  t h i s  a r ea  

appear  to subject  to i r r epa rab l e  daNageo 

WJAdlife hab i t a t  i s  alrea~y_sj:ppor~lng one 

of  the bes t  and largest~popu~atione o f  ~ e ~ T  

Bighorn Sheep in  exis tence and Al lo taen t  

Management planning c~n provide fo r  the 

Cer~t-Beardtongue,  Sens i t ive  cu~u ra~  re- 

sources ~ o u l d  be considered f~r  s i t s  s p e c i f i c  

pr~eet ion,  perhaps a small loca l i zed  ACEC. 

Objective~ and management p r e sc r i p t i ons  

f o r  t h i s  proposed ACRC are  a l ready being 

met or  can be accomplished through cur ren t  

~anageNent. We recommend t h i s  a rea  be dropped 

f r o :  considerat ion a s  an ACEC° 

-19- 
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LL. Page 20~ - AD~endlx 18. Alternative 2, Western 
Bajada Tortoise s~d_Cultural ACEC 

C0~E~T; Because of the possible human impact 

close to a highly pop,flared area, irreparable 

damage is possible to cultural sites and the 

tortoise themselves and t h e r e f o r e  ~e recommend 

this area be designated ACEC. 

Page 206 - A~endlx 18. Alterr~tlve 2. Wright" 
ahd C0ttonwood Cree~ ACEC -- 

C~MENT, None of  the  resOurces i n  t h i s  a rea  

Kppear to  be subjec t  to i r r e p a r a b l e  damage. 

R i p a ~ a n  improvement to e x c s l l s n t  condi t ion  

undeniably san be accomplished under the  

A l l o ~ e n t  Management Plan Program. This  i s  

proven in  Burro Creek. No s i t e  s p e c i f i c  cu l -  

t u r a l  sites we identified, and i~ they ex io t  . 

o r  a r e  found could be pro tec ted  w l ~  a suall 

l oca l i zed  ACEC. Objec t ives  and management 

p r o s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  t h i s  proposed ACEC a re  a l -  

ready bein~ met or  can be accomplished through 

cu r ren t  management. We recommend t h i s  a rea  be 

dropped from cons ider~t ion  as  an A~EC. 

-Z0- 

NN. Page 20? - Appendix ~8 t A l t e r n a t i v  e 2 t Cherokee Poin~ 
A n t e l b v ~ H a b t t a t  AC~C 

COGENT8 The document s t a t e s  t h a t  ~ t h e  h a b i t a t  

i s  i n  extremely poor  condi t ion ,  and the  lo r~ te rm 

v i a b i l i t y  of  t he  an te lope  popula t ion  t u  quo~tion- 

able  without  immediate i n t e n s i v e  man~ement a c -  

t i o n s ,  o ~Specieo d i v e r s i t y  w i t h i n  the  g ra s s l and  

ecosystem w i l l  be l o o t  wi thout  l ~ e d l • t e  manage- 

ment s and e t h e  • r e •  has  been h i s t o r i c a l l y  ~ a z e d  

by too many l i v e s t o c k ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  ~he poor con- 

d i t i o n  of  the  rancho, a° 

We b e l i e v e  t h e s e  Sta tements  l • o k  the  backup 

of  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  s c i e n t i f i c  ~ and should be 

removed from ~ho document. We do know the  Cerbat/._. 

Black Mountain EIS domment did no t  c l a s s i f y  range 

condi t ion  due to  l a c k  o f  da ta  and to the  b e s t  o f  

our knowledge, t he  BI~ has  not  made • de t e rmina t ion  

o f  range condi t ion  through v e g e t a t i o n  s t u d i e s  s i nce  

t tmt  t ime.  We do know "the BLM has  cons ide rab le  

t rend da~a s ince  t h a t  t ime which shows cons ide r -  

• h i e  specioe d i v e r s i t y  and an a p p r ~ a t e l y  a~at l~  

t rend .  Be*J• the  an te lope  and the  v e g e ~ t i o n  s p e c i e s  

have main~ai~ed themselves  f o r  many yearn  and no 

doubt would f o r  y e a r s  to  cmno. Th i s  i s  not  t o  emy- 

v e g s t a t i o n  product ion  could not  be i nc r ea s ed ,  but"  

t h i s  can be managed through the  AMP program. 
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O b j e c t i v e s  and management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  t h i s  

p roposed  ACE¢ a r e  a l r e a d y  b e i n g  met  o r  can be 

accompl i shed  th rough  c u r r e n t  management.  Me 

recommend t h i s  u r e a  be dropped f r ~  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  

a s  a n  ACEC. 

Pa~e 2 0 8 -  ADDendix 18; A l t e l ' n a~ tve  2L NualaDal  
• MexSbaann Vo~e Reeearc~ Na~upal Area aCEC 

CMENT* I t e m  t e n  unde r  management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  

e x c l u d e s  l i v e s t o c k  from occupied  and h i s t o r i c  

v o l e  h a b i t a t ,  ~e q u e s t i o n  whe the r  liveetock use  

is totally ino~apatlble with vole habitat, however, 

i f  t h e  e x c l u s i o n  i s  i n  t h e  form o f  f ence  e x c l o c u r e ,  

t h e n  i t  i s  r e c o ~ e n d e d  t h a t  any  w a t e r  I n s i d e  t h e  

e x e l o c u r e  he p iped  o u t s i d e  f o r  l i v e s t o c k  u s e .  

A l s o ,  we assmne the  occupied  ned h i s t o r i c  v o l e  

h a b i t a t  i s  w i t h i n  t h e  b o u n d a r i e s  o f  t h e  proposed  

3 ,300 a c r e  ACEC. I f  i t  i s  o u t s i d e ,  t h e n w e  would 

h a v e  a d d i t i o n a l  c o n c e r n s .  

~a~e 209 - Appendix 18, Al%ernatlve 2. White-Margined 
Pefistemon Reserve  A~EC 

CME.NTI No comment/or recommend e l i m i n a t i o n ? ?  

-22- 

Page 116- MAP IIl -6 Desert Tortoise Hahltat Cat~rles 

Bein~ the following lands are Brivate and State owned 

and or leased areas they should be deleted from the RMP. 

T20N, RI3W - Corer Ranch 

TI9~, RI~W - Windmill Ranch 

Page 210- Carrow-Stephens Ranches ACEC 

Commentl We as taxlmyers and BLM leasees strongly 

disagree with this being approved, because of the monies 

it would take tc build and operate such an extrave~ance. 
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RR. Pa~.e 210 - Appendix ~81 A l t e r n a t i v e  21 MeCracken Desert ,  
T o r t o i s e  Mabitat .ACEC 

C0~ENT, The d o e ~ a n t  lists no da~a + ~ t t  shows 

t o r t o i s e  h a b i t a t  ~T t n  d a n g e r  o f  i r r e p a r a b l e  

damage wiTh what  i s  needed tO mee t  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  

o f  a n  ACEC. The t e x t  s t a t e s  " t h e  desertTORYOISE .~$ 

mltsted gee thcusa,ds of years and now ts satd by some to face the threat 
o f  ext]nctton" We believe that statement says i t  a l l .  I t  is said 
by some but that doesn't mka i t  = fact. The MoJave population 
l isted as endangered to the meet of  ~ CaloFAdo River is infected 
by an upper resprttar7 disease and Is apparently Suffering f ~  
cOncentrated predation by ravens. We assume that was the reason i t  
rues 11sled as endangered and me also assume ~t wi l l  be deltsted as soon 
as these t ~  problems are so]wed. These are not problem on this 
side of  the river. The objectives and mnagemnt preQ~tpttons for  
thts proposed ACE~re already being met or can he ec¢omp|tshed 
through current mnagmeet. And because of  the absecse of  current or 
=udmu~ impending trt~parabTe dlu~e to to~olso habitat me stnoa91y 
oppose this dostgnatlon. 

S~. Page 211. Appendix 18~ Alternative 2, t%achte Oesert To~slse t~sbttat ~CKC 
P~ge 21Z, . . . .  ! Aubrey Peak 61~hern ACEC 
Page "Z13~ "~ Burro Creek Rl~rlan & Culture1 ACEC 
Page Z16, "~ Thz~=e, Rlvers ACEC 

Comment: The oblecttves and mnagement precrtpttons for  these 
three proposed ACECs are alredy betng met or can be acu~pltshed 
through current management. I~e ~-.~Omeed these he dropped for 
consideration as ACECs. 

-t3- 

Comment summary for Alteln~a%ives = 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and give in- 

put into the Kinsman Resource Area, Resource Management 

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. Livestock ~razing 

is one of the most important and earliest commercial 
uses of the public lands. 

The ~Tazing animal performs a vital function in main- 

taining a healthy rangeland environment. 

We in the livestock induSiTy, as represented by mem- 

bers of the Mohave Livestock Association, would like to see 

that this cooperation continues thrQugh the 1990's and into 

%he 21st CeniAtry. 

Although the two livestock ~Tazin~ EIS deeumen%s and 

the livestock ~Tazing programs developed from them have 

been incoporated into the new Reseurse Management Plan by 

reference, We sme conoerned that many actions imcoposed in 
%he RMP would adversely affect individual ~Tazing per- 

mittees, and perhaps change the cooperative eiilmtion to 
an adversarial one. 

Fumther concerns reEuarding the exclusionary trends 

in The document reguarding areas of critical environmental 

concern, riPerian areas, and special s%ai~hs species. 

It appears the way some of these sections are worded 

that livestock grazing oould be eliminateA or severly 

restricted in such a manner that would be contrary %o the 

approved livestock grazing program developed as a result 

of %he two grazing EIS. 

With all of this in mind we fe~l that Altermative I 

with a few word changes would he %he preferred Alternative. 

S ineer&ly, 

Ken McReynolds 

President: 

Mohave Livestock Association 
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MOHAVE LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION 

~XX~Y~XR~RR~X~ P.O. Box 6578 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 
Phone:(602) 753-3788 

April 15, 1991 

Ms. Elaine Marquis 
Area District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
2475 Beveriy Lane 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

Please include the attached comments to the ones already submitted 
by the the Mohave Livestock Association. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Ken Mcgeynelds 
Pres ident  

KMcR/vac 
enclosures(3) 

VV. Comments on Chapter IV-Environmental Consesusnces 

We feel the impact analysis for Alternative l, Current 

Management, is flawed and should be redone. 

The analysis does not accurately reflect all com- 

ponents ef Alternative 1 ~ by neglecting to identify 

the beneficial effects of implementing the program decisions 

for the two Grazing EIS's within the five-year time frame 

• pl~ucd or in the future. 

If the schedule of implementation had been met, or 

whenever it is met, many of the supposed adverse impacts 

identified as a part of ''current management'' would be non- 

existant. It appears an attempt is made to downplay current 

management even though if implemented it would solve many of 

the resource conflicts identified, 

Examples: 

WW. Page 12~: 3rd paragraph - ''Wild horse numbers in 

excessof the carrying capacity would degrade water- 

shed condition'' 

COMMENT: Aside from questioning if watershed conditions 

are deteriorated under current management, which we believe 

they are not, had the Herd Management Plan discussed on Page 

8 of the Program Document for the Cerbat/Black Mountain EIS 

been implemented on schedule in 1983, this identified adverse 

impact would net exist. It was not implemented, yet even so, 

the beneficial impact should be identified because the graz- 

ing program resulting from the EIS is part and parcel to 

Alternative 1. (See Pages l, 20, 30, and 157 of Draft RMP) 

-25- 
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XX. Page 127 (Tth Paragraph , 2nO Column) 

''Existing priorities do not . . . declines in 
habitat conditions'' 

Page 128 (~rd Paragraph, 1st Column) 

''Under current management wild horses would be 
allowed to increase or decline on their own'' 

Page 129 (2nd Paragraph, ist Column) 

''Existing rangeland program priorities . . • 
further declines in condition'' 

Pa~e 129 (~th Paragraph, Ist Column) 

''BLM has . . . decline of this species'' 

Pa~e 130 (ist Paragraph, ist Column) 

''Existing rangeland program priorities . . . 
decline in riparian condition'' 

Page i~0 (2nd Paragraph~ 2nd Column) 

''Allowing a population of wild horses to 
remain unchecked would harm the population 
itself '~ 

COMMENT: The above examples clearly identify adverse 

impacts from the viewpoint that current management does 

not include the livestock grazing program implemented 

subsequent to the two grazin~ EIS's. This is of course 

incorrect as the grazing programs so indicated are part and 

parcel to Alternative l, as previously discussed. The fact 

that they have not been fully implemented does not relieve 

the responsibility of the Bureau to identify the current 

or future beneficial impacts of this program as a part of 

Alternative 1. Once this is done, Alternative 1 should 

surface as the preferred Alternative, especially from a 

-26- 

vegetation management standpoint. All renewable resources 

obtain thein Basic needs from vegetation and the Bureau in 

the Kin@nan Resource Area already has an excellent program 

in place to maximize this resource for all resource uses. 

That program im the Livestock Grazing Program outlined in 

the program document for the two EIS's. This fact should 

be recognized in the RMP. 

-27- 
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© 
I0 Lombard Street 
~ i le  410 

California 
941]l 

55-1 

Tdephon~ 
415,35~.06~ 

F~imilc 
415.362,0196 

Paci~c 
Turbine Systems 

March 28,1991 

U- S. Department of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

Attention: Ms. Elaine Marquis 
Area Manager 

Reference: Draft RMP/EIS Comments 
100 MW Hydroelectric Pumped Storage Project 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

The comments provided herein are made in reference to the Kingman Resource 
Area Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 
dated November 1990. 

Pacific Turbine Systems, Inc. represents Citizens Utilities-the local electric utility 
serving Kingman and the majority of the Mohave County area. After extensive 
study, Citizens has concluded that a 100 MW modular hydroelectric pumped 
storage project would best serve the growing electrical needs in this area. Due to 
the project's unique characteristics to beth store energy and regulate load (i.e., the 
project operates analogous to a battery), it will be a valuable energy resm~rce to 
optimize and enhance the electric system in the Mohave County area, thereby 
helping to ensure competitive electric rates for consumers. 

The project utilizes clean hydroelectric technology and is environmentally kind, 
especially when compared with the thermal plant alternatives. Unlike fossil- 
fired (oil/gas/coal) thermal plants, this project has no local air quality impacts 
nor wastes of arty kind. Without the avaiIabillty of pumped storage as a futare 
electric resource, it is likely that one or more thermal plants would be built 
instead, with potentially substantial negative environmental impacts to the local 
area. 

The hydroelectric pmnped storage project will require roughly 140 acres of land . 
to construct an underground powerhouse and two small reservoirs, impounding 

© 

55-21 

Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
March 28, 1991 
Page Two 

roughly 2000 acre-feet of water. The project will operate primarily with 
groundwater. A 230 KV transmission system will also be built to the Hilltop 
Substation in Kingman. The project is scheduled to be completed as early as 
April 1995. 

This project will provide substantial local economic benefits to Kingman and 
Mohave County in the form of jobs and services, expected to total more than 
$40 million during the consb-uc~on phase alone. 

Two project sites have been selected near Kingman in the surrounding 
mountains. These particular sites were sel~ted because of their unique 
topographical characteristics, ideal for a hydroelectric pumped storage project. 
Each site is discussed below. 

Cerbat Site 

The "Cerbat Site" is located in the Cerbat Mountain Range, approximately 15 
miles north of Kingman. This area is widely intermixed with federal (BLM, as 
indicated), state, and private lands in a checkerboard pattern. The project site is 
situated on portions of Sections 28 (BLM), 33, and 34 (BLM), Township 24 North, 
Range 17 West, and portions of Section 3, Township 23 North, Range 17 West. 

This project site is not within a wilderness area, nor a designated Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern, nor an area with any other apparent special or 
sensitive environmental concerns. It is located on the central-northeastern 
corner of the Cerbat Herd Management Area Plan-a  wild horse habitat a rea-  
totaling 83,501 acres, 71% of which is owned by the federal government. This 
proposed project is compatible with, and can effectively mitigate impacts (if any) 
to, the wild horse herd. As an environmental enhancement, this project would 
offer a new critical surface water source for the wild horses (espedally applicable 
to draft RMP/EIS Alternative 2) end other wildlife in the area. 
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Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
March 28,1991 
Page Three 

55 -:5 

5 5 - 2  

This area is shown in the KP, A draft EMP/EIS as a lend retention area and 
within the Cerbat Herd Management Area Plan. We request that the federal 
sections of this land (indicated above) be changed from retention to a designated 
disposal area through exchange. As mitigation, we will offer to purchase land in 
BLM-designated high-resource value acquisition areas, such as wilderness areas, 
for land exchange. We intend to submit a fight-of-way/land exchange 
application to the Kingman BLM office, pursuant to Title 43, CFR, parts 2800 and 
2880. 

We also request that you consider moving the Cerbat HMAP boundary slightly 
westward. Based upon the text in the draft RMP/EIS, page 38, it appears that you 
considered and rejected a similar request, based upon our letter dated January 31, 
1990. Movement of the Cerbat HMAP boundm T should be insignificant, 
especially when all of your RMPIPIS alternatives discuss substantial reductions 
in the herd s/re. Further, much or most of the land in this particular area is not 
federal, therefore, we must question the location, need, and prudence of the 
federal goves,ament to acquire thousands of acras of additional l~a~ds for a herd 
that it will reduce in size, especially considering existing federal lands for this 
specific purpose already exceed 57,000 acres. Again, this project is entirely 
compatible with the wild horse herd if movement of the boundary is not 
possible- 

A 230 KV transmission system will be required from the project site to Hilltop 
Substation (located near Hualapai Mountain Road, southeast of Kingman). The 
transmission route will occur easterly from the project site to Hualapai Valley, 
then turning southerly through Hualapai Valley (west of Long Mountain) to 
Hilltop substation. The southerly portion of this route through Hualapei Valley 
appears to follow the Lake Mead to Kingman proposed water pipeline right-of- 
way, as indicated in your RMP/EIS on page 40 and Map II-6. 

Bureau of Land Management 
Kingmen Resource Area 
March 28,1991 
Page Four 

Hualapai Site 

The "Hualapai Site" is located in the Hualapal Mountain Range, appro)dmately 
10 miles south of Kingman. This area is primarily federal land. The project is 
situated on portions of Sections 8, 9,16,17, 20, and 21, Township 19 North, Range 
16 Wast. 

Compared with the Cecbat Site, this project site requires less transmission and is 
ideslly located in the utility's load center for Mohave County, allowing greater 
operating efficiency. 

This project site is on the northeastern boundary of the Wabayuma Peak 
Wilderness Area. Since part  of this project lies just inside the wilderness 
boundary, we ask your assistance in preparing a license application to be 
submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, including right-of-way 
approval by the Secretary of interior and President Bush. Concurrently, we 
intend to submit a right-of-way application to the Kingman BLM office, pursuant 
to Title 43, CFR, parts 2800 and 2880. 

A 230 KV transmission system will be required from the project site to Hilltop 
Substation. The transmission route will occur westerly from the project site to 
the existing E1 Paso Gas pipeline, then turn northeasterly along the El Paso Gas 
pipeline to Hilltop Substation (located near Hualapai Mountain Road, southwest 
of Kiugman). The northeasterly portiun of this route appears to follow the 
existing utility corridor from Yucca to Kingman, shown in your RMT/E]S on 
page 40 and Map H-6. 

This project site is not within an Area of Critical Environmental Concern nor an 
area with any other apparent special or sensitive environmental concerns. The 
proposed project is compatible with the local environment and can effectively 
mitigate any adverse impacts, including: procuring BLM-designated high- 
resource value acquisition areas, such as private or state lands within wilderness 
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Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
March 28, 1991 
Page Five 

areas (i.e., inholdings); adding private lands, if available, from areas surrourLding 
this wilderness area, providing a net gain in wilderness; pz~ovicling a new critical 
surface water source to enhance the environment for wildlife in the area; and/or  
providing ao~ess and campgrourLd facilities for recreationists, such as 
backpackers, horseback riders, etc. 

Please contact us if you require additional infoz~ation regarding the project sites 
or transmission corridors. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with both comments regarding 
the draft RMP/EIS and future plans regarding the needs of Citizens Utilities to 
provide a competitive and reliable electric system for the people in Kingman and 
the surrounding Mohave County area. 

Sincerely, 

PACIFIC TURBINE SYSTEMS, INC. 

Rick S. Koebbe 
Vice President 

cc Mr. James P. Avery, Citizens Uiilitias 
Mr. Thomas J. Ferry, Citizens Utilities 

?.S.: Pacific Turbine Systems, Inc. has recently changed its name to better reflect 
ts area of business. The new company name is Peak Power Corporation. A 
!ormal announcement will follow in the near future. 
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RUSSSLL 9. 8UTCHSR 
Sogedl~st-abCmllfomlm Ripm~ntalN* 

March 26, 1991 

Mr. Henri R. Bisson RE: KINGMAN RESOURCE AREA 
Phoenix District Manager RMP & EIS DRAFT 
Bureau of Land Management 
2015 W. Deer Valley Road 
Phoenix, AZ 85027 

Dear Henri: 

Thank you for the copy of the Kingman Resource Area 
draft Resource Management Plan & Environmental Impact State- 
ment. National Parks and Conservation Association, a 283,000- 
member nonprofit organization, founded 72 years ago to pro- 
motethe protection of national parks and related public lands, 
appreciates this opportunity to offer co~unents. 

In light of having been involved with the Arizona Strip 
RMP/EIS, I am impressed with the Kingman document. It reflects 
a lot of good work by you and your staff. 

We are especially pleased to see the protective management 
provisions under Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative), regard- 
ing such matters as the improvement and maintenance of T & E 
species habitat, big game habitat (desert bighorn, in particular); 
riparian habitat; cultural resources (including acquisition of 
some 3,300 acres containing important cultural values; 0HV con- 
straints in areas of especially sensitive resources; segments 
of rivers that may be added to the Wild & Scenic Rivers system; 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs); and proposed 
mineral withdrawals for particularly sensitive ACECs or parts 
of ACECs. 

We co--end you on the Alternative 2 proposals for ACECs 
and management prescriptions relating to each ACEC, and we 
strongly urge adoption of this alternative's set of ACNCs. 
All of the areas certainly appear worthy of this protective 
status. We're especially pleased to see the 39,085-acre 
Joshua Tree Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs ACEC, adjacent to Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area, recommended for the special 
protection of this magnificent Joshua Tree area, as well as 
for the protective management of rare cultural values, wildlife 
habitat, and the Grand Wash Cliffs scenery. Likewise, we are 
particularly pleased with the Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural 
ACEC and the Three Rivers Riparian ACEC for the protective 

National Parks and Conservation Association 
Box 67, Cottonwood, Arizona 86326 

(602) 634-5758 

2-NPCA re Kingman rmp/eis 

management of riparian values, T & E species habitat, and 
important cultural resources. 

We suggest one possible addition to the document: a 
new section, under Environmental Consequences, on "Impacts 
to Adjoining Lands," including the adjacent National Park 
Service-administered Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 
This section (as in the Arizona Strip RMP/EIS, Page IV-31-36) 
could cover such matters as ACEC designations, mineral with- 
drawals, public access management, land exchanges/acquisitions/ 
disposals, cultural resource protection, watershed management, 
recreation management, and visual resources protection. Many 
of the proposals can be expected to have a positive impact 
upon adjacent lands, including Lake Mead NRA; others can be ex- 
pected to have some potentially negative impact (such as the 
disposal of public tracts). We strongly urge that it is im- 
portant for BLM to at least succinctly describe those RMP 
management proposals that would be beneficiai to, harmful to, 
or cooperative with the adjacent uses and land management of 
the adjacent area. On top of other obvious reasons, such a 
section is important because it demonstrates that BLM is aware 
of the potential impacts (positive or negative) upon adjacent 
landowners or upon the lands of other land-management agencies. 

Again, Henri, thanks for letting us review this excellent 
document. 

W ~ t  r e g a r d s ,  

RDB/prb RuSsell D?--Butcher 
CO: NPCA headquarters Pacific Southwest Regional Director 
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April I, 1991 

Bill Carter 
Bureau of land ~anagement 
Kin~nan Area Office 
2475 Beverly Ave. 
Kinsman, AZ. 86401 

PR6SCOTT AUDUBON ~0 

Dear ~r. Carter: 

I have written to your office previously, in enthusiastic support 
of the proposal in your Dz~ft R.~°P. to desi~ate the riparian 
A°C.E.C°'s for Burro Creek, Wright Creek and Cott~uwood Creek, 
and the Three Rivers ~Big ~andy, Santa ~ari~ and Bill ~illiame 
RiversJ. I am taking this opportzmity to write to you ae~in in 
support of this proposal, ~ d e r  Alternative ~2 of the Draft R.~..P. 
during your official co~ent period. 

These areas contain such a rich diversity of riparian bird and 
plant species that they deserve the monitoring and proteeticu 
of A.O.E.C. status. I can speak from person~l experience about 
the ~u~ique beauty and ~Teat number of bird species in lower Burro 
Creek, where l've gc~e hiking and bird-watching. 2UZTO Creek 
also has the hiEhest number of Black Hawks in the ~.S~ I was 
sorry that this area wasn't given wilderness s~atus, so it would 
be 6cod to desienate Lower Burro Creek as an A.C.E.C., to allow 
it some protectic~, l've also become familiar with the Bill 
~ill~ams Rive~ th~ouEh researching inform~ti~ for its inclusion 
in the Rild & Scenic Rivers propos~l by the Arizccm Rivers 
Co~litic~, and l've visited the lower porti~u of the river 
bird-watching trips. This river also deserves A.C.E.C. status 
since it enc~passes precious resources for bighorn sheep, over 
100 species of birds, including ~Id Eegles, ~ud many plant and 
fish species. 

l'm afraid there may be some protests expressed from mining interests, 
however A.C.E.C. status i~'t all that restrictive. It merely en- 
sures that special riparian areas are given s~ne measure of protection, 
requires mining companies to file plans of 0pez~tions in designated 
areas, ~ud to conduct their operati~s c~uscientiously. ~ultiple 
~se ~y emphasize minez~l resources in some a~eas, but in other 
areas other qualities are more v~l~ble - such as p~otecting the 
habitat for threatened or endangered species in outstanding lush and 
varied riparian areas. Please do not be dissuaded from the A.C.E.C. 
proposals in Altan~ative 2 of your Dr~ft R.k.P. 

I greatly appreciate your thoroueh evaluation of the Burro Creek, 
~right .~r~ek and uottonwood C~eek ~rea, and Three Rivers riparian 

~ c e r e l J / ,  ~ co: Senator Joh~ ~cCain 
~. ~4~-~ Se~uator Dennis DeO~cini 

~anine Spencer, ~onservatic~ chair Representative Bob ~tump 
Prescott Audubon ~cciety 
1~2 ~az~ Ave. 
Prescott, AZ. 86~0~ 
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~-~"t~Siuthweste #~ E!eRl~udies 
Prescott, AZ g6303 
April 2, 1991 

Bill Carter 
BLM, RingmanArea ~£ice 
2475 Bev~ly Ave. 
Kingmae, AZ 86401 

De, Mr. Cal-ter, 

I ~ ple~ed to le~n that the Kingman BLM office recQmmends A.C.E.C. 
status for the B~ro Creek and WriSt Creek Canyon Com~ex. I have ~pent much 
time On B~row Reek and agree that it is a very ri~ rip~ian ~ea that 
deserves special protectlon. 

Because t~se riparian ~e~ contain habitat for several Threatened and 
Endangered Species, supporting l~ge n~rs o£ Bald ~gles and Black Haw~, 
care shouldbeta~n to preserve these ~eas in a natural state and monitor 
carefully the gr~ing allottments a~ mln£ng interests. Good management is 
~sesntial for t~se import~t stre~s. 

Thank you for recomme~ing A.C.B.C. status for these ~eas; I fully 
support that decision. 

Sincerely, 

Vera M. Walt~s 
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Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
2475 Beverly Ave. 
Kinsman, AZ 86401 

Re: 

Dear Mr. Carter, 

We have Walnut Creek Allotment. 

April 3, 1991 
2130 Aiz~ey Ave. 
Kingnan, AZ 86401 

Kin@nan Resource Area 
Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement Draft 

I waut t o  comment on the above Draft. 

The first part of the Draft appears to recognize the raucherts place on the 
allotment. The purposed Resource Plan indicates the intent to work ~ith the 
rancher without additional undue hs~i~hips to his operation. 

However, further into the Draft, the Environmental Impact Statement comes into 
conflict with livestock grazing on public lands. 

| A third of our allotment is designated wilderness. Our entire allotment is 
~ i ' ' |  | d e s i g n a t e d  to  the desert, t o r t o i  . . . . . .  two and t h r e e  h a b i t a t s  and th  . . . . . .  
v v  • 

| vole habitat. All are listed as endangered species. 

The Evironmentsl Impact Statement~ to give one exanple, makes references such 
as "severely dsmaged by livestock grazIng" in remarks to describe the mexican 
vole habitat. In my opinion this is a statement from a decidedly biased study 
report. Statements like this plant a wrong image in the minds of the public 
towards livestock grazing. The damage we have found in that area of our allot- 
meat is from the Javelina pigs. They are everywhere and they play havoc with 
the riparian areas and other vegetation areas. Yet I found nowhere in the 
~vironmental Impact Statement that addressed this problem. 

If I am understandIng the Draft correctly the environmental intent is precise: 
if it is not compatible with the defined eco-system$ remedy it. 

Livestock does not fall into the compatible category. Some of the auvironmen- 
tal remedies include: fence livestock from riparion (water) areas but leave 
accessible to wild life; fence habitat areas (possibly hundredscf acreas) from 
livestock or require the rancher to keep livestock out of the area. 

These restrictions are of great concern to us. A rancher could not possibly 
fInance a public project of this magnitude. One that required him to either 
keep guard or be forced to fence miles of open areas in order to prevent tres- 
pass of his cattle. 

2 of 2 

Another concern is in the monitoring of range forage: will livestock be given 
p r i o r i t y ? ;  w i l l  c a t t l e  be reduced t o  accommodate inc reased  wild l i f e ? ;  how w i l l  
it be determined who is eating more than their share?; wild life or cattle?. 

At this period in time livestock grazing is being regulated to the lowest prior- 
ity on public lands. 

If the implementation of the Environmental and Resource Management Progrems 
necessitate a reduction in our AUM we will be uuabin to survive in the livestock 
industry. At the present time our total livestock count allowed on our allct- 
maut is about a third of what it was some years back. 

There are many instances where government regulations can harm ranchers and others 
by taking away the value of the land. This value can be taken in sevaral differ- 
ent ways. Increased cost of productien~ limiting financial return or expectation, 
denial of use, limiting access and physically taking or occupying the laud are 
some of the ways~ 

If enacted these programs will be mandated. The enforcement laws granted to 
these progrsms, by our lawmakers, supersede the rights of the grazing permittee° 

I want to go on record as opposing any additional restrictions or changes in 
our present land use policy. 

Sincerely, 

~Jeau Linn 
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L7617(WR-RP) 

April 3, 1991 

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  t h e  I n t e r i o r  

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

WE.STERN REGION 
600 HARRISON STREET, SUITE 600 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94107 

Memorandum 

To: Area Manager, Kingman Resource Area, Bureau of Land Management 
Attention: Gordon Bently 

F rom:  Associate Regional Director, Resource Management and Planning, 
Western Region 

Subject: Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for 
the I~ngman Resource Area, Mohave, Yavapai and Coconino Counties, 
Adzona (DES-90/29) 

The following are the review comments of this office, Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area, Grand Canyon National Park and our Washington Mining and Minerals Division 
on the subject document. Our major areas of concern include actions involving 
mineral activities, off-road vehicle designations, burro management, grazing, 
watersheds, and land disposal adjacent to the parks. 

Burro Management 

1. On page 36, Map 11-4, the map shows a portion of the Black Mountain wild horse 
and burro herd management area coveting Lake Mead NRA lands. We recommend 
that this map be revised so that the herd management area does not include park 
lands as there is no authority for such designation within National Park Service (NPS) 
areas by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). While Lake Mead NRA intends to 
continue working with the Kingman Resource Area and Arizona Game and Fish 
Department for the management of burros within the Black Mountains, there are 
fundamental differences in mandates and objectives concerning burro use between 
the agencies. We will continue to work within the interagency framework to achieve 
mutual goals within those histodc use areas of the Black Mountains, as represented 
by the herd management area map. However, we are opposed to the establishment 
of new populations or herds of burros in areas outside of the historic use area as 
represented by the herd management area map. 

2 

2. We view differently some of the burro impact discussion found on pages 123, 
129, and 146, pertaining to impact levels upon sensitive vegetation species and 
riparian areas. The mandates and objectives referred to in Item 1 above may result 
in differing interpretation of burro impacts within Lake Mead NRA. 

Off Highway Vehicles (OHV) 

1. On page 46, Map 11-7, at the intersection of Township 29 and 30 North, Range 15 
and 16 West, there is a block of land shown unshaded indicating "designation for 
existing roads, trails and washes." We recommend this block of land, adjacent to 
Grand Canyon NP, be identified as "designated roads and trails only." We would 
appreciate knowing how these areas will be designated so that the public will be 
able to differentiate the BLM areas from Grand Canyon NP, where no off-highway 
vehicle travel is permitted. 

2. As discussed at your scoping meeting by our Lake Mead staff, our preference for 
areas adjacent to Lake Mead NRA would be vehicles limited to "designated roads, 
trails, and washes," for consistency with the recreation area's policies. Recent 
discussions indicate that this may not be possible for the length of the recreation 
area boundary. We recommend that at a minimum, a discussion be included within 
the Resources Management Plan document advising the public of the different 
policies for recreation area, and suggesting that they contact the recreation area for 
further information. We also recommend a map within the document showing the 
designated roads within Lake Mead NRA open to vehicles. As we discussed with 
you, such information is digitized and the recreation area staff will be glad to assist 
you in map preparation. In addition, the recreation area would like to work with you 
to develop joint hand-outs and future public education programs concerning OHV 
use. 

Mining Operations 

1. The discussion of potential mineral occurrence and development in the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not clear in that it does not provide 
sufficient information on which to assess potential impacts of mineral development 
on NPS units. The word "potential" is used in the document to mean both potential 
o c c u r r e n c e  and potential mineral developmant. Because it is used interchangeably, 
the reader has no way of knowing the intended meaning. 

2. The EIS contains significant inconsistencies in the description of size and location 
of the planning area. The maps provided with the EIS appear to cover only the 

| wastem half of the Kingman Resource Area. Mineral devaiopmant in this half has the 
6 2 "  I | potential to impact Lake Mead NRA and Grand Canyon NP. While a map of the 

| eastern haif was not provided, it is our understanding that this area is included in the 
planning area. The EIS (p.7) states that all three counties in the planning area 
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"contain a wealth of minerals." Mineral development in the eastern portion of the 
resource a r e a  could impact at least three additional NPS units: Wupatki, Sunset 
Crater, and Walnut Canyon National Monuments, with Wupatki being the most likely. 
These three units are under the jurisdiction of our Southwest Regional Office in 
Santa Fe, New Mexico, and we recommend that office have the opportunity to review 
this document and coordinate with you if any of the three units might be impacted 
by present or future mining operations on public land. 

3. In a conversation with our Mining and Minerals Branch personnel, your staff 
stated that mineral development potential for the unmapped area is low. However, 
page 95 of the EIS states that more than half of the minerals in the resource area 
have high occurrence potential. The following have moderate or high potential: 
copper, gold, iron, lead, manganese, niobium, silver, tungsten, uranium, zinc, fluorite, 
feldspar, lime, salts, silica, and sand/gravel. In addition, over 400,000 acres of 
federal minerals in the Kingman Resource Area are not addressed in the planning 
document (the plan covers 2.18 million acres, yet the resource area contains 2.6 
million acres). The plan does not address this discrepancy, nor state where the 
acres are geographically located. This is pafficulady important in the case of mineral 
development, since possibly five NPS units fall within the planning area and 
potentially could be affected. The plan and EIS do not provide sufficient details to 
assess the potential impacts to these NPS units. 

4. From information provided in the document, both the Lake Mead NRA and Grand 
Canyon NP have the potential to be significantly impacted by mineral development in 
the K]ngman Resource Area. The EIS maps show high development potentials for 
salab|es (e.g., sand and gravai), {easablas (e.g., salt/halite), and Iocatablas (e.g., 
metallic minerals) adjacent to Lake Mead. Ukewise, there is a high potential for the 
development of Iocatablas adjacent to Grand Canyon, There is no specific 
information regarding the development potential near the boundaries of the 
aforementioned three national monuments in the eastem area. We recommend that 
the bonding of operations in or near the viewshed of an NPS unit be mandatory. 
This recommendation can be used as part of your efforts to maintain a cooperative 
relationship and to consult with federal agencies, as committed to in the EIS. Also, 
we request that you noti~ our affected management units and provide them an 
opportunity to review minerai-relsted environmental documents and specific plans of 
operations in the KJngman Resource Area. 

5. The EIS states that the transfer of some public land out of federal ownership will 
occur and that this will impede mineral development of these lands (p.119, 131, 
141). We are not clear as to why this would be the case. We are concemed, 
however, that mineral development on such transferred lands may no longer be 
under the control of the BLM mining or National Environmantai Policy ACt 
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regulations. This is a potential impact on any adjoining NPS units that should be 
discussed. 

Other Specific Comments 

1. On page 38, under Public Lands in Coconino County, the potential impact of 
disposal of these lands on any of the three national monuments previously 
mentioned as being in that a r e a  should be identified. 

2. On Page 41, Map 11-6, Utility Corridors, shows a utility corridor ending at the Lake 
Mead NRA boundary in the Meadview area. Presumably, this reflects the preliminary 
planning for the proposed Tran Am pipeline. Lake Mead NRA has only had 
prelimina~ discussions with Tran Am at this time, and designation of a defined right- 
of-way is premature at this point. We recommend eliminating this corridor from the 
map due to the tentative nature of the planning at this time. We should, however, 
continue to coordinate our right-of-way planning process for this or any other 
corridor potentially crossing from BLM to NPS administersd lands. 

3. On page 42, under Watershed Resources, we sugges t the plan incorporate the 
state of Arizona's water quality standards that address "best management practices." 
These best management practices influence grazing management. 

4. On page 58, Table 11-7, and Page 201, regarding Joshua Tree - Grand Wash Cliffs 
ACEC, we are highly supportive of special designation for this extremely significant 
area. The Joshua tree forest is a designated National Natural Landmark, a 
designation reflective of its scenic beauty and high quality natural resource values. 
We strongly recommend that the entire ACEC be withdrawn from mineral leasing. 
This area should be afforded the highest possible degree of resource protection. 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area is interested in pursuing joint planning for 
educational programs for this area. 

5. On page 68, in Table 11-9, grazing manage~ment activities should include 
compliance with Arizona water quality standards for non.point sources. 

6. On page 122, under From Rangeland Management, mitigation to meet 
requirements of the "best management practices" under Arizona state water quality 
standards should be identified. 

7. On page 133, under Impacts to Watershed Management from Mineral 
Development, drainages that enter a unit of the NPS should be withdrawn or 
otherwise protected from mineral development, 

8. On page 202, under Management Prescriptions (#11), rights-of-way should be 
routed along existing corridors where possible. 
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9. We note the plan identifies five potential wild and scenic rivers. In this regard, we 
recommend you coordinate with the Arizona State Parks Board which is preparing 
an Arizona rivers assessment with the cooperation and assistance of the NPS, in 
order to determine if additional streams in the K3ngman Resource Area should be 
identified. The appropriate contact is Tanna Thomburg, Arizona Streams and 
Wetlands Heritage Program, 800 W. Washington, Suite 415, Phoenix, AZ 85007 
(telephone 602-542-1996). 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this plan and 
environmental statement ~ ~ y  

cc: 
Superintendent, Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
Superintendent, Grand Canyon National Park 
Regional Director, Southwest Region 
Chief, Environmental Quality Division, National Park Service 
Mining and Minerals Branch, National Park Service, Denver, Colorado 
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Kingman Area 
Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. BOX 1150 
Klllr, mAn, ARIZONA 86402-1150 
(602) 7S3-6106 
MS Elaine Marquis, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis, 

We laud the BLM for doing long range planning in the Kingman 
Resource Area. However, we have some grave concerns about the 
implications of the Draft document of the KRA's RMP/EIS. 

These concerns are listed below in a spirit of co-operation and 
are not critical in any way of you or your staff. These comments are 
very general in nature and reflect primarily economic and land value 
concerns, 

I. We know that your office does not dictate 
the format for the RMP/EIS document, but wish 
you to know that it is terrible when it comes 
to an "outsider', trying to make intelligent 
meaning of it's contents. The manner in which 
it jumps around and changes subject matter and 
references numerous other documents makes it 
almost impossible for the public to make earnest 
and honest comments as to it's contents. To say 
the document is confusing is an understatement 
at best. It can only be understood by those on 
the "inside" who have been working with it's 
development since the first beginnings of the 
planning process. 

If. Map inside front cover: We have noticed 
that this area includes a large amount of 
private (Fee Land) and State School Trust Lands, 
where no federal land is involved, other than 
where subsurface mineral estate is concerned. 
We could not find anything in the document where 
it says that the BLM does not intend to attempt 
to impose surface environmental management to 
those properties. If the BLM does not intend 
to fcrce management in these areas, a section 

63" ~ in the Summary under the description of the 
"Planning Area", page ix, should clarify this 
concern on the final of the document, for all 
concerned parties. We are concerned about the 
negative effect that this proposed management 
action could have on Fee Land values, as well 
as the ability of the State Trust to generate 
the maximum revenues possible, if some sort of 
explanation is not spelled out up front. 

III. With the passage of recent Wilderness 
Legislation, the advent of ACES's, riparian 
area management, endangered species designations, 
and a host of other parameters, our concern is 
for the perceived erosion of the "multiple use 
management,, concept of public land management. 
We feel that without the maximum amount of 
"multiple use" as possible( it will greatly impact 
the amount of entrepreneurlal activity on the 
public lands. As you are aware, the "in Lieu" 
taxes paid by the BLM nowhere compare to the 
taxes Fee Land holders pay on a per-acre basis. 
Therefore, the maximum amount of '*multiple use** 
of public lands are necessary to generate revenues 
to offset that difference, and to create commerce 
and jobs within a county that is for the most 
part owned by the federal government. 

IV. We find the document to be very general in 
nature, and hope that the BLM has intentions of 
more specific plans for various management areas 
that will requlre the inputs from all affected 
parties before actual activity begins on the site 
or actual management policy is set for specific 
sites or areas. 

Above we have listed some concerns for your consideration. 
Below we list some recommendations that may assist BLM in the 
mitigation of those concerns: 

(I) Recommend that the KRARMP/EIS more fully 
describe which lands the[ intend to impose 
management on that are wlthin the KRA. This 
description should take place within the summary 
on page ix of the document. 

(2) Recommend that the BLM choose whichever 
management scenario that allows the largest 
amount of "multiple use" of the public lands. 
We feel that alternative I. accomplishes that 
end the best. 

(3) Recommend the BLM use those management 
plans that have the least negative impact upon 
the values of private (fee) land or llmiting any 
otherwise legitimate business that may operate 
in harmony wlth public land management policy. 
We feel that alternative i. accomplishes this best. 

In closing, we wish to thank you at this time for your 
consideration and co-operation with our concerns and recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

Carla M a ~  
President--S" t S .... tary 
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Sue Baughman 
P.O. Box 634 
Dolan Springs, As 86441 
8 April 1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman ResOurce Area Office 
2475 Beverly 
Kinsman, Az 8 401 

In re~ards to your meetin~ in Dolan Springs, As., January 24 

1991. I found your alternative mlans condradicting each occasion- 

~ly with a lot of double talk. You left out sections dealing with 

the cattle growers/wilderness; because it was bein~ address in a- 

nother study. However; by leaving these items they can some times 

be lost in the government shuffle of paperwork and the overall 

picture cannot be seen. 

My main concern is the wild horse herd in the Cerbat Mt range. 

I feel thet this herd should be reduced to 50 head of horses or 

less. ~hus allowing amole feed for the horses, cattle allotment 

and deer population and by maintaining the springs at higher elevation 

will keep the horses from eomin~ down to the lower elevation and 

co mingling with the rancher's cattle. ~ J ~ z ~  

Sue~au4~,hm~n 
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Headquarters West, Ltd.  

849 NORTH 3RD AVENUE 257 JUSTIN DRIVE, STE. C 3275 INA~ROAD 
SUITES PO Box I~0 SUITE 100 

PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85003 coTroNWOOD, AZ 86326 TUCSON, ARIZONA 85741 
({02) 258-1647 (602) 63,;-8110 (602) 742-2.21 [ 

April 9, 1991 

Ms. Elaine F. Marquis, Area Manager 
Kingman Resource Area office 
Bureau of Land Management 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

This letter is in response to the Resource Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement Draft. On November 
28, 1990 the Arizona Wilderness legislation was signed 
by President Bush creating the Upper BUrro Creek wilderness, 
of which a part of the Yolo BLM lease is located in this 
wilderness. The point that I want to make is, the main 
reason why thls area is so pristine and beautiful in its 
natural state as it is now, is the result of good management 
and stewardship of the land. This has been and currently 
is t~nder t he  management of the present rules and-regulatlons 
of the Bureau of Land Management (B.L.M.) in cooperation 
with ranches, who are the ,,true environmentalists,, and 
"stewards" of the land, 

I believe that the exlstingpalicies of the B.L.M. 
together in working with each of the grazing permiftees 
are more than adequate in doing their respective jobs. There 
have been many research reports published in the last few 
years, by various government agencies and land grant 
institutions stating that our public rangelands in the west 
are in their best condition ever in the last 100 years. 
This is backed by sulentific data that has been collected 
and analyzed since the early 1900 s. This is proof and 
evidence that the government agencies (i.e.-BLM) in cooperation 
with the cattlemen are doing a great job in managing our 
public lands. "If it is not broke I why fix it"? is the 
question that ~ ask? 

In reference to ACEC's, Section 103 (a) of Public Law 
94-579 defines Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) 
as areas within public lands where special management 
attention is required to protect and prevent irreparable 
damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values, 
fish and wildlife resources or other natUral systems or 

• 4gncultural Real Estate, Appraisals, Management, Consulting 

Elaine Marquis 
Page 2 

processes, or to protect life and safety from natural 
hazards. The important and key statement is: -to protect 
and prevent irreparable damage". I believe that the 
majority of the ACECts proposed in Alternatives 2 and 3 
do not meet the criteria of this definition. AS I described 
earlier in this letter, I believe that the existing BLM 
policies that are implemented are doing a outstanding and 
efficient Job together with the individual support (both 
financial and physical) of each grazing permittee. I do 
not feel that the ACEC's proposal for riparian and 
wildlife protectio~ certainly is not in da~ger of irreparable 
damage. Multiple use is governed by many rules and 
regulations already in place. Livestock grazing is 
regulated and managed through the AMP program; wildlife 
habitat is managed through the Habitat Management Plans, 
Mining is regulated through mining notices and Mining plans 
of operation, etc. AS you know, any damage to vegetation 
is reparable. A good example of that is the Burro Creek 
Flood that occurred in 1978-79, where all of the vegetation 
was totally removed and obliterated by "Mother Nature'.. 
Presently through careful allotment management planning, 
between the rancher and the BLM, the plant community in 
Burro Creek has been re-established and the riparian area 
is k~own to be one of the most rigorous and beautiful in 
the entire state. In fact, this has been so successful, 
that the rancher, our neighbor, recently just received 
BLM's highest award in riparian management. This is an 
excellent example showing that through good managmen% 
practices, that most damage to vegetation is reparable! 

I believe that the ACEC designations should be limited 
to as the law requires to areas where irreparable damage 
is likely, such as specific cultural areas or localized 
site specific habitat for threatened and endangered species. 

As you are aware, the final decision on this draft 
document is not a simple selection of either Alternative 
l, 2, or 3 from our perspective, there are good and bad 
segments of each alternative. A combination of mangement 
decisions taken from selected parts of each alternative 
will provide the most workable and realistic Resource Management 
Plan to serve as a guide to your agency. As a livestock 
operator on public lands, we do prefer Alternative 1 with 
some portions of Alternatives 2 and 3 combined with it. 
In concluSion, we want to reiterate that the present 
philosophy and policles of the Bureau of Land Management 
together in working with the rancher is working extremely 
well. This relationship and the results of this fins 
re~u~[~i4~hetween the cattle industry and your agency 
needs to be told to the public, your agency can do this 
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Elaine Marquis 
9age 3 

and must do this. What a success story to tell the 
"American people"! ToUr staff and the ranching community 
ire doing a great job in managing our rangelands. This 
is happening every day throughout the west. Tell the publicl 
Ehls is why we have so many beautiful & pristine areas. 
Let's keep it that way. 

We at the Yolo Ranch do want to thank you for the 
~pportunlty to provide imput into thls important document. 
If you have any questions, please contact us, 

sincerely, 

Andy Groseta, Manager 
YOLO R]LNCH 
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April 8, 1991 

Kingman Bureau of Land Management 
2475 Beverly Ave. 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 
Attention: Resource Management Plan 

To Whom It May Concern, 

The following is a redly regarding the current Enviornmental 
Resource plan for Mohave County. 

The Liquinox Company in this letter will be addressing only 
the "Selective Harvesting" of the Yucca Schidigera in the 
county area. 

Beginning in 1954 on private lands, and then starting in 1958 
on Federal Lands, the Liquinox Company has been harvesting 
yuccas for their liquid fertilizer operations. Prior to 1954 
the harvesting and processing was done in California. 

Since moving to Kingman, Arizona in 1954, we have supported 
a minimum of two (2) full time men and sometimes in years 
past up to six (6) full time men, thus investing into the 
local economy up to $65,000.00 per year. Our basis for our 
plant in Kingman is harvesting from the desert. 

When we started in 1954 on private land, we set a rule that 
any plants under three (3) feet tall would not be harvested. 
This was the first conservation rule that had ever been 
considered regarding harvesting plants from the desert. 

Over the years through cooperation and imput from the local 
Bureau of Land Management office, we have arrived at a pro- 
cess of "Selective Harvesting", which we feel has proven to 
keep the yuccas as a renewable resource. 

Prior to the 1970's, we used large trucks and personnel that 
were paid by the ton delivered to our plant. In the 1970's 
when ecology came along, both the Bureau of Land Management 
and the Liquinox Company altered our harvesting process to 
reflect improvements in harvesting. Today we no longer take 

QU'/~ITy LIQUID FERTILIZERS, SINCE 1938  

LIQUINO  
2 2 1  W E S T  M E A T S  A V E N U E  O R A N G E ,  C A L I F O R N I A  9 2 6 6 5 - 3 3 8 E  

P a g e  2 P h o n e  ( 7 1 4 )  6 3 7 - 6 3 0 0  

six hundred {600) tons per year with per tonnage paid personnel. 
We use strictly company men and the tonnage has been decreased 
to fifty {50) tons per year. This has had no noticable impact 
on the desert areas. Using our current method of "Selective 
Harvesting" and our reduced tonnage per year {50 tons) we feel 
that this process is the best harvesting done over the last 
thirty some years in both California and Arizona. An example 
of this process and its results can be shown by our 1982 
Governors Award from the Commission on the Arizona Enviornment 
(copies attached). We feel that this award was well deserved 
in that we have tried very hard to do the least damage and 
maintain the yuccas as a renewable resource. The award 
represents a combination of efforts between the Liquinox Company 
and the local Bureau of Land Management office and it shows 
that a commercial operation and government agency can work 
hand in hand with beneficial results. 

There are some areas that we have cut in the past fifteen (15) 
to twenty (20) years that one could pass by and not know that 
we had been there. Our current program of full time company 
paid employees, reduced log consumption and even recently 
replacing our truck with a lighter weight truck with wider 
tires is an example of Liquinox Company trying to maintain 
the harvesting of y~eca schidigera as a renewable resource. 
We feel that it can be done if done correctly. 

We know that "Selective Harvesting" can be done under proper 
regulation since we have been doing just that for the last 
fifteen (15) years. The Liquinox Company is a concerned 
commercial operation that believes that the yuccnm can be 
harvested on a selective basis and still be a renewable 
resource. 

The areas that we have harvested in have shown an increase 
and betterment of the desert. Only select logs have been 
carefully removed from the area, leaving the lesser logs 
and new off-shoots surviving. Maybe its not the most 
scientific data collected, but it seems to show that our 
selective thinning can keep the yuccas growing. 

Lets keep the desert open for qualified companies that have 
shown that they can do the job, cooperate and show results. 

- ~" Henry C. Garner 

QUALI"I'Y UQUID E'ES'E~LIZ]~I~.S. ~ ISSS 
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Arizona Public  Service Company  
P O BOX ~ . PHOENIX. ARIZONA e5072-3999 

April 9, 1991 

Elaine Marquis, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

This is in response to the Kingman Resource Area RMP update, dated November 
1990. Our utility platmers have reviewed the proposed utility corridor in Alternative 2, 
your proposed alternative. We currently have no plans to construct transmission lines 
outside of these proposed corridors. 

We do have plans to be a participant with the Salt River Project and others in the 
construction of the Mead-to-Phoenix 500kV transmission line. It appears that this Nne wiN 
be within the utility corridors of your proposed altenaative. Enclosed is a copy of our Ten 
Year Plan (see page 5 for the Mead-Phoenix project). Also enclosed is a map showing 
the route for this line. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Kingman Resource Area RMP 
update. 

Sincerely, 

Frank C. Shie s 
Environmental Department 

/in 

Elaine Marquis 
April 9, 1991 
Page 2 

bee: Robe~Cook 
Ralph Berry 
Jim Dugan 
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Cyprus Bagdad Copper CorpomUon Post Office Box 245 

Bagdad, Arizona 86321 
Telephone (602) 633-2241 

April 11, 1991 

Mr. Bill Carter 
U. S. Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

Dear Mr. Carter, 

Attached is the original Transcript of proceedings recorded by Sonia Y. 
Felix, Court Reporter, at the ERA RMP/EIS publio hearing held in 
Bagdad, Arizona on January 23, 1991. This official transcript is 
hereby presented as part of the public comments to be included in the 
BLM Kingman Resource Area's Resource Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

The people of the Bagdad area generally support preservation and 
enhancement of riparian and recreational values in the central Burro 
Creek area. However, we are deeply concerned that unnecessarily 
restrictive management, proposed for this area under the RMP's 
Alternatives 2 and 3, poses a very real threat to our livelyhood and 
the future of our community. Upper Burro Creek is now protected by 
Wilderness, and conservation and enhancement of central Burro Creek can 
best be acheived by a comprehensive program of cooperative management. 

Once again, we wish to thank you for the opportunity to participate in 
the formal public comment process. 

Sincerely, 

CYPRUS BAGDAD COPPER CORPORATION 

Phil M. Blacet 
Environmental coordinator 

cc: H. Cosner 
C. Bromley 
H. Bissen 
file 
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April iO, 1991 

Bureau of Land Management 
Kinsman Area Resource Office 
Elaine Marquis, Director 

Dear Elaine, 

This is to inform you that I am in complete agreement 
with the Mohave Livestock Association in regards to the 
W~ittsn Comments on the DRAFT of Kinsman Resourqe Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. A copy of the 
comments is enclosed. 

I sincerely hope that DRAFT EIS language can be rewltten 
to continue with the multiple use concept and the continued 
cooperation, consultation and oooPdination between the 
ranching co~%tnity and BLM. 

P.O. Box 58 
Peach Springs, Az. 
884~4 
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April 10, 1991 

David B. Wilcoxen 
Urban/Regional  Planning 
University of Illinois 
907 1/2 W. Nevada 
Urbana, Illinois 61801 

Mr. Bill Carter 
Bureau of  Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

Having reviewed the draft Kingman Resource Area Resource Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, I offer the following comments. 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

The Purpose and Need section adequately identifies the issues and 
concerns pertaining to the Kingman Resoume Area. The planning criteria 
established to address these issues are comprehensive and appear to be all 
inclusive. In my opinion, this portion of the DEIS is outstanding. 

PLAN A L T E R N A T I V E S  

Under the section titled Plan Objectives and Guidelines, it is stated that 
"The overall goal of KRA is to provide multiple use and sustained yield 
resource management  of the public lands." Perhaps a more appropriate 
goal (given the extreme sensitivity of the KRA) is to provide multiple use 
and sustained yield in limited areas; thereby preserving a majority ( > 75% 
) of  KRA's cultural and biological resources .for subsequent generations. 

In essence, my question is: What is the rationale for a goal that maximizes 
multiple use (i.e 85% of KRA is open in some form to OHVs) and sustained 
yields over a goal that maximizes the environmental sanctity of the KRA 
while providing for sufficient, yet not excessive, multiple use and 
sustained yields? It would seem that the above "goals" are actually 
potential alternatives. This leads me to my next point. 

72-2  [ 
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A L T E R N A T I V E S  

After reviewing the three alternatives it was quite apparent that they are 
very similar-- in fact, almost identical. For example, of the thirteen 
categories common to all three alternatives (Minerals, Lands, Watershed 
Resources, Vegetative Products, Rangeland Management,  Cultural 
Resources, Recreation Management, Wildlife Management,  Special Status 
Species Management,  Riparian Area Management, Special Management  
Areas, Wild Horse Burro Management, and Support Services), eight of the 
thirteen "Plan Actions" of Alternative 2 are similar and/or identical to the 
"Plan Actions" of Alternative 1 . Moreover, all thirteen of the "Plan 
Actions" of  Alternative 3 are essentially identical and/or similar to the 
"Plan Actions" of Alternative 2. The implications of this structure is a 
negation of the alternatives; in this regard, the DEIS fails to adhere to the 
NEPA requirement of presenting and investigating all possible, viable 
a l t e rna t ives .  

To remedy this situation, I propose a fourth alternative that will favor  and 
enhance,  protection of the natural resomces to the complete exclusion of 
mineral mining, grazing, and OHV use in a significant portion of the KRA 
(i.e. > 75% of the total area above and beyond the ACECs and WSAs). 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS/QUESTIONS FOR A L T E R N A T I V E  1 

1. Given that a soil survey for the southern half of KRA will not be 
completed until 1993, how did the BLM assess the impacts of the three 
alternatives on KRA soil resources? 

2. Given that a vegetation survey (currently being conducted) will not be 
completed until 1993, how did the BLM assess the impacts of the three 
alternatives on KRA's  vegetation resources7 

3. On page 31, under section Off-Highway Vehicles, it states that "a total of  
409,377 acres would be closed to OHV use following designation of 
wilderness by Congress." This amounts to only 16% of the total KRA. 
Clearly rials is inadequate given that two of the BLM's goals arc to 
"Maintain and enhance wildlife habitat to ensure viable populations and 
natural diversity and to Maintain the open space, scenic character, and 
remoteness o f  public lands." Granting OHVs access to 84% of the KRA 
certainly will not achieve these goals. OHVs are extremely noisy, 
disruptive, and destructive in a desert environment, The whining noise of 
a X-Country motorcycle can be heard for miles in a desert environment 
thereby effectively destroying the "remoteness" objective. In addition, it is 
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highly unlikely (given the lack of supervision which will occur in remote 
areas) that individuals engaging in OHV use will restrict themselves to 
"existing roads, trails, and washes." 

4. Please supply more information on the Visual Contrast Rating 
Worksheet and its procedure for completion. 

SPECIFIC  C O M M E N T S / Q U E S T I O N S  FOR A L T E R N A T I V E  2 

1. On page 37 under the section Minerals, it states that a "total of 
2,131,242 acres are open to loeatable mineral exploration and 
development of federal minerals." This is approximately 85% of  the total 
KRA. Mining, (with its heavy equipment and neeessury road network), 
does little to achieve the stated goal of "minimize(ing) long-term impacts to 
the visual quality of sensitive landscape characteristics and or 
accomplishing "special management emphasis in areas with unique 
features or special management needs." I f  it is estimated that over the life 
of the plan roughly 1,700 acres will be disturbed by mining operations, 
why not make this the total number of acres allowed for mining with a 
specified additional urea allowed for site access? 

2. Please further explain what is meant by the statement .on p.38 
"consolidate land ownership for better resource management and to block 
up state lands to maximize revenue nrodueine development ."  

3. Please justify why a 1-2 mile wide corridor is necessary for utility 
ROWs. I f  the ROW ran directly N-S across the longest possible axis, 
(approximately f ive miles east of the town of Kingman), this would be a 
2 x 114 square mile area or 145,920 acres (nearly 6% of the KRA). 

4. On p.42, What criteria were used to establish the four categories used to 
classify grazing allotments? 

5. The objective for Vegetative Products "to meet public demand for 
vegetation resources on public land on a sustained yield basis without 
impairing resources" seems to conflict with a following sentence which 
states "When demand for a product exceeds the supply on a sustained 
yield basis, permitting for harvest would be carried out through a sealed- 
bid procedure." Does this imply that harvesting will continue beyond 
sustained yield limits, effectively impairing the resources? Please elurify. 

6. Under section OHV Designation (p.45), it states that only designated 
wilderness areas would be closed to OHV use. Bearing in mind that these 
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wilderness areas do not officially exist and may not for some time (if  ever), 
the BLM should make extra-ordinary provisions to ensure the preservation 
of both wilderness areas and ACECs. Furthermore, what is the use of 
designating an area as an ACEC if  OHV use will still be permitted? 

7. The illustration on page 45 accurately depicts OHV use. Notice the 
vehicle does not appear to be on an existing road, trail, or wash as he or 
she drives over sensit ive vegetation and habitat. Any desert tortoise 
seeking shaded refuge from the sun's searing heat is likely to perish as 
sensitive cover species are destroyed. 

8. Please provide the definition of a "wash" as employed by the BLM. 

9. Table 11-4 on page 47 appears to contain an error. Under Alternative 2 
OHV Designations With Wilderness: "Limited to existing roads, trails, and 
washes" is repeated twice with separate acreage values. 

10. Please explain the justification for allowing mineral leasing on 
identified lambing grounds and in riparian areas (p.49) and define what 
are the "special stipulations" that would protect these resources. 
Furthermore, how was the f igure of 41,104 acres (1.6% of KRA land) to be 
designated NSO obtained? 

SPECIFIC C O M M E N T S / Q U E S T I O N S  FOR A L T E R N A T I V E  3 

1. Table II-8 "Management Prescriptions for ACEC" illustrates the lack of 
viable alternatives-- fifteen of  the twenty ACECs prescriptions contain the 
phrase "Prescriptions are the same as in Alternative 2." 

2. OHV Designations for Alternative 3 vary little from Alternative 2. In 
the more critical category: amount of acreage "closed" with "wilderness 
designation", both figures are identical. 

3. The following sentence appears under the section titled Riparian Area 
Management (p.78). "Same as Alternative 2, except the ACEC covering 
Wright and Cottonwood Creeks would include only the area immediately 
along the creeks and not the urea further back from the drainages." Please 
specify the distances implied in this sentence. 

4. I find the MapI I - l l  misleading. From the legend it appears that a very 
small area is open to OHV use when in reality all but the designated closed 
area is actually "open"; albeit with limited restrictions. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

1. The text describing the environmental consequences of the proposed 
alternatives again illustrates a lack of variation among the alternatives. 
The environmental impacts of Alternative 2 are the "same or similar" in 
approximately sixty instances. Likewise,  Alternative 3's impacts are the 
"same or similar" to Alternative 2 in approximately 54 cases. 

II 2. The most alarming aspect of this section is the lack of a substantive and 
72-12 1 e x h a u s t i v e  discussion of  the short and long te . . . . .  ironmental impacts to 

| the KRA environment, not the elements of the management plans. 

This concludes my comments and review of the Kingmau Resource Area 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. I hope 
you will address my stated concerns. Please send me a copy of the final 
impact  statement. 

Respectfully,  

David B. Wilcoxen 
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March3/, 1991 

Ms. Elaine Marquis, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Rnsaurce Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

As a permittee on the / ~  ~ - ~ L ¢ ~ 7  allotment in the Kingman 
Resource Area I have some concern~ about the l~raft Resource Management Plan for the 
Kingman Resource Area. 

I find the draft plan lengthy and difficult to understand. I am confused as to what 
impacts the proposals in the draft plan such as ACEC designations, wildlife habitat, 
riparian management, access, water quality, endangered species management, and many 
other of the proposals will have on my ranching operation, if implememed into a final 
plan. 

Could you please summarize any changes which would occur with regards to my 
ranching operation (i.e.; grazing preferences, livestock management, range improvement 
construction and maintenance, access, etc.) if the proposals in the Draft RMP are 
implemented into the Final RAMP. 

Upon receipt of your written response to this letter I plan to send comments on 
the draft plan. 

Thank you for your help in clarifying the impacts these proposals will have on my 
ranching operation. 

Very truly yours, 

cc: Bill Carter 

Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingm~in, 'AZ 86401 

74 

74-1 I 

MOHAVE COUNTY PARKS DEPARIMEIH 
P.O. BOX 390 • 305 OAK STREET • KINGMAN, AR]ZONA 86402-0390 • 753-0739 

April 11. 1991 

Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

RE: Resource Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Carter, 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the BLM planning process on 
the Kingman Resource Management Plan. The Mohave County Parks Department has 
reviewed the plan and has met with members of your staff concerning the plan. 

As discussed with you at our last meeting, the need for regional public park 
facilities in the Mohave Valley is growing tremendously. With all of the 
present and projected population growth in this area, the need for ball fields 
and park and open spaces is great. Mohave County has identified one possible 
site that will help us accommodate this demand, and we request that you set 
this land aside for Recreation and Public Purpose Leasing. The land that we 
identified is T.18N., 21W., Sec. 7 E½, consisti,g of approximately 320 acres. 
It is our understanding that this site has also been identified for other 
public purpose uses which would be compatible with park purposes. It is hoped 
that withi, the next 3 to 5 years, the Mohave County Parks Department will 
have the resources to begin construction on a regional park in the Mohave 
Valley area. 

Once again, thanks for the opportunity to comment on your RMP. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas W. Brady 
Director 7 
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CITIZENS 

UTILITIES 
C I T I Z E N S  U T I L I T I E S  R U R A L  C O M P A N Y ,  I N C .  

P.O. B O X  3609  • K I N G M A N ,  A R I Z O N A  86402-3609  • (602) 757~[051 

April i0, 1991 

Mr. Gordon Bentley 
Bureau of Land Management 
2475 Beverly 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

Re: Response to request for comments 
Kingman Resource Area R.M.P. Update 

Dear Mr. Bentley: 

We would like to add a proposed microwave communication 
site to Appendix 19 of your R.M.P. Update. 

This site will be located near Valentine and will provide 
a microwave link to the Truxton and Valentine area. The 
exact site has not yet been determined but I have enclosed 
a map showing the proposed general area. 

If you have any questions or require additional information" 
in order to add this site to your update, please contact 
our Right-of-Way Dept. at (602) 757-0230. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce Mitchell 
Right-of-Way Supervisor 

~H:vb 

COM 20-02 

Encl. 

CC: Cathy Jensen 

A 8UBSlDIARY OF CITIZENS UTILITIES COMPANY 
ELECTRIC, TELEPHONE, WATER AND GAS SERVICE TO CUSTOMERS IN OVER 500 GOM MUNITIES IN MANY STATES ACROSS THE NATION 

7 ~ - : : =  ~ ' S  : o  _ ~ , 1  - - ' ,  - -  

3O" 

, ,, / U n i m p r o v e d  d i d  . . . . . . . . .  

L ,l-3~.~e ~ A ~ y ~ .  EI=v..  

VALENTINE, ARIZ, 
N352z.e--w11337.5/7,5 

0 
-r 
> 

Fn 

< 



C~ 
r~  
on 

77 
CyprL~ Mi~raIs Company 
91(~ ~ l  Mil]clal Oi~le 
P ~ t  ~ ~ x  3299 

CYPRUS ~ . . . . . . .  
Minerals Company v= {~3)~e-s,e, 

Via Overnight Express Mail 
C. Co~MBmmby 

April ii, 1991 A~meV 

Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 85481 

Comaents to the Draft Resource Management Plan~Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Kingman Resource Area 

Cyprus Bagdad Copper Corporation (Cyprus Bagdad) would like 
to take this opportunity to provide the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) with written comments to the Kingm~n Resource Area (KRA) 
Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP). Transcripts of verbal 
comments given during the January 23, 1991 public hearing held at 
Bagdad, Arizona were previously provided to BLM staff on April 
11, 1991 and are incorporated herein by reference. 

I. G E ~  CO~4E~S 

The Bureau of Land Management has a legal mandate to manage 
lands under its jurisdiction on the basis of multiple use and 
sustained yields, balancing the economic, ecological and social 
interests and concerns affecting such lands. Further, as stated 
at page 7 of the Draft P/~P, the 1872 Mining Law, The Mining and 
Minerals Policy Act of 1970, the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976, Research and Development Act of 1980, and 
the National Materials and Minerals Policy all direct BLM to 
actively encourage and facilitate the development of public land 
mineral resources by private industry to satisfy local and 
national needs and provide for economically and environmentally 
sound exploration, extraction and reclamation. Congress and 
these Acts and Policies promote the multiple use of the public 
lands and recognize that mineral exploration and development is a 
valid beneficial use of the lands and can occur consistently with 
the protection of the environment and other resource uses. 

Cyprus Bagdad is concerned that the RMP's Plan Alternatives 
2 and 3, as presently drafted and proposed, are unsuitable in 
view of BLM's legal mandate, are inconsistent with the stated 
planning criteria set forth in the Draft ~ and are inadequately 
supported by the EIS. More specifically, Cyprus Bagdad is 
concerned with respect to extent of unnecessary and inappropriate 
inclusion for special management and corresponding restrictions 
on multiple use and mineral development in the following areas: 
Burro and Francis Creeks (Cultural and Riparian ACECs, Riparian 

Bill Carter 
April ii, 1991 
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Management and Scenic and Wild River Nomination); Desert Tortoise 
Habitat Boundaries and Categories and ths Poachie Desert Tortoise 
Habitat ACEC; and the Mineral Park and Carrow-Stephens Ranch 
Areas (Cultural ACEC and 8RMAs). Under the proposed Plan 
Alternatives 2 and 3, each of these special management proposals 
have the potential to adversely impact or conflict with Cyprus 
Bagdad's present and future mineral development operations, 
permitting plans and water rights, as well as having 
corresponding economic and social impacts on the the Bagdad 
Co~unityl as well as on the County, State and Federal levels. 

Accordingly, Cyprus Bagdad respectfully requests that BLM 
re-evaluate the Draft RMP and issue a final KRA RMP consistent 
with the comments submitted herein. 

I I .  ISSUES OF GEneRAL APPLICABILITY 

i. THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT'S JURISDICTION TO REGULATE 
STATE OR PRIVATE LAND 

All references to State or private lands within the planning 
jurisdiction of BLM should be removed from the RMP, as the BLM 
lacks jurisdiction over such lands. 

Section 1781(a) of the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 ("FLPMA") directs the BLM to promptly develop 
regulations and management plans for the protection of public 
land areas of critical enviromnental concern. 43 U.S.C.S. S 
1701(a)(ll). The term "public lands" means "any land and 
interest in land owned by the United States within the several 
States and administered by [the BLM]." 43 U.S.C.S. S 1792(e). 
Although courts give the BLM much deference regarding the content 
of RMPs, the BLM's planning jurisdiction is limited to public 
lands. See, Natural Resources Defence Counsel v. Hodel, 624 F. 
Supp. 104--5--(D. Nev. 1988)~ aff'd 819 F.2d 927 (9th Cir. 1987); 
American Motorcyclist Ass'n v. Watt, 534 F. Supp. 923 (C.D. Cal. 
1981), all'd, 714 F.2d 962 (9tb Cir. 1983). 

The Draft RMP appears to assume that State land exchanges 
77-I , will ....... d that management and regulation of activities will 

I extend to State land. See RMP at pages 5, 26, 38, 40, 99-100. 
However, in March of 1990--~ the Arizona Supreme Court ruled that 
State land exchanges are prohibited by Article 10 of the Arizona 
Constitution. Fain Land & Cattle Company v. Hassell, 790 P.2d 
242 (1990). In that case, the Supreme Court stated that the 
statutory framework authorizing the State to exchange State land 
for public or private land violates the constitutional provision 
which requires all sales to be at public auction. Fain Land & 
Cattle Company, 790 P.2d at 248 (1990}. In response to this 
Supreme Court decision, the Arizona legislature proposed a 
constitutional amendment in favor of State land exchanges and 
submitted the amendment to the qualified electors in November of 
1990. A majority of the qualified electors voted against the 
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proposed amendment. Thus, State land exchanges are prohibited by 
Arizona law and should not be incorporated in the RMP. 

2. OTHER ISSUES 

In Appendix 18 on page 214, the RMP erroneously states that 
77--2 the Burro Creek drainage has been contaminated by mine wastes 

along the Creek. There is insufficient data to support the RMP's 
statement that heavy metal contamination "has killed 
invertebrates and fish in the creek and in turn has adversely 
impacted the rest of the food chain, particularly raptors. Such 
pollution also creates hazards for people engaged in water-based 
recreation provided by Burro Creek." Cyprus Bagdad has and will 
continue to conduct its mine operations in a sound environmental 
manner, in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations. 
Cyprus Bagdad requests that this language be removed from the 
RMP, as it is without adequate foundation and is inflammatory and 
inappropriate. 

III. SPECIFIC SPECIAL MANAG~4ENT AREA ISSUES 

i. DESIGNATION OF BURRO CREEK AS A CULTURAL AND RIPARIAN ACEC, 
AND NOMINATION OF BURRO AND FRANCIS CREEKS FOR WILD AND 
SCENIC RIVER DESIGNATION 

A. ACEC Designation and Riparian Habitat Management. 

In designating Burro Creek as an Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern ("ACEC"), the stated goal of the Bureau of 
Land Management is "to protect and enhance riparian, threatened 
and endangered species, and cultural resources, emphasizing total 
ecosystem management." See Appendix 18, page 214. Cyprus Bagdad 
believes that this goal ~ be fully achievable without the Burro 
Creek ACEC designation, with controls presently existing (a 
majority of the land is federally owned and controlled) and by 
use of alternative management practices in conjunction with the 
State of Arizona, private owners of lands within and surrounding 
the proposed ACEC area and with other interested parties, each of 
which have already expressed a willingness to work with the BLM 
in achieving these goals, without requiring the undue and overly 
restrictive conditions which would otherwise be imposed by 
designation as an ACEC. 

AS currently drafted, the Burro Creek Cultural and Riparian 
ACEC would not only prohibit mineral material disposal within the 
full area of the ACEC, but would also require mandatory bonding 
and Plan of Operations for all mineral exploration and 
development activities within the ACEC, as well as "elsewhere", 
and would restrict utility corridors and off-highway vehicular 
traffic in the area. See RMP Table II-5 at page 55, & Appendix 
18 at page 214. Cyprus-Bagdad Copper Company currently disposes 
mineral material, or tailings, on private lands and state leased 
lands adjacent to the proposed ACEC boundaries of the Burro Creek 
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ACEC, but not in any cultural or riparian habitat areas. Future 
railings disposal site plans indicate potential extension into 
the proposed ACEC boundaries, as was shown in the maps previously 
submitted to the ELM, but again not in any cultural or riparian 
habitat areas. The extensive areas proposed for the Burro Creek 
Cultural and Riparian ACEC designation in Alternative 2 and 3 of 
the RMP, and their potential effect outside the actual boundaries 
on permitting and operations, have the potential to severely 
restrict Cyprus Bagdad's operations and continued existence, 
without any corresponding benefit or achievement of the stated 
goals of the designation. 

With respect to the need for designation of the Burro Creek 
ACEC or the Burro and Francis Creek nominations for Wild and 
Scenic River designation, cultural resources and riparian habitat 
protection should not in any way be affected by Cyprus Bagdad's 
operations. Cyprus Bagdad's operations are designed to avoid 
adverse impacts on water quality, avoid alteration of the free- 
flowing nature of creeks, and minimize future shoreline 
developments. If development Of future tailings is of concern, 
Cyprus Bagdad has previously demonstrated willingness and ability 
to effectively stabilize inactive railings ponds. During the 
late 1970's, Cyprus Bagdad voluntarily established a self- 
perpetuating and effective vegetative cover on the Kimberly 
Tailings that has successfully controlled erosion. The 
vegetation growing on the Kimberly Tailings is healthy and 
vigorous to this day. If water quality in Burro Creek and its 
tributaries is of concern, Cyprus Bagdad operates and maintains a 
network of collection ponds, pumpbacks with backup generators, a 
lined flood control basin, ditches, and other controls to prevent 
water discharges into surrounding streams. In other words, the 
tailings ponds and leach system are designed as a closed circuit 
that captures and recycles the water before it exits the 
property. Furthermore, Cyprus Bagdad operates the railings pond 
and leach system in accordance with our National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit and submits monthly 
reports documenting compliance to the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
(ADEQ). 

Cyprus Bagdad agrees that it is important to protect 
sensitive resources and supports the Cliffrose and Black Butte 
ACECs. Cyprus also supports the protection and management of 
riparian habitat areas on Burro Creek, but believes that this 
habitat can be fully protected with existing controls and 
alternative management plans of cooperation. Designation as an 
ACEC and the corresponding restrictions on multiple use of the 
incorporated and surrounding lands unnecessarily conflict with 
Cyprus Bagdad's continued operations and is inconsistent with the 
stated goals and planning criteria set forth in the RMP for the 
ACEC. 
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B. Nomination of Burro Creek and Francis Creek for 
Designation as Wild and Scenic Rivers. 

The Draft RMP has proposed that Francis Creek and Burro 
Creek be nominated for designation as Wild and Scenic Rivers 
pursuant to the Wild and Scenic River Act, 16 U.S.C.S. SS 1271, 
et. seq. The foregoing comments regarding general issues and the 
~rro Creek ACEC have applicability to this proposed nomination 
and are incorporated herein. 

To be eligible for designation as a Wild and Scenic River, 
the "rivers" or segments thereof must be "free-flowing" and 
possess outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, 
geological, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural or other 
similar values. 16 U.S.C.S. S 1286(a). A "free-flowing" river 
is one that is "flowing free of the influence of dams or other 
major man-made alterations .... " See 43 C.F.R. S 8351.0- 
6(b). A "river" is defined as a "flow-f~ body of water . . . 
." (Emphasis added). 16 U.S.C.S. S 1286(a). 

The RMP inaccurately describes the entire Francis Creek and 
Burro Creek as "free-flowing perennial streams with outstanding 
scenic qualities including riparian vegetation, cliffs, and 
largely undeveloped shorelines uncluttered by the activities of 
man." See Appendix 18, page 213. Contrary to this description, 
portions of Francis Creek and Burro Creek are intermittent in 
nature and do not "flow" during certain seasons of the year, and 
thus may not be within the definition of a "river" under the 
Act. 

Additionally, the shorelines are not "largely undeveloped", 
so as to support a Scenic River Area designation. See, 16 
U.S.C.S. S 1273(h)(2). The Cyprus Bagdad mining operat-~ has 
existed for decades, making use of Burro Creek and Francis Creek 
water and conducting mining operations above the shoreline of the 
proposed Wild and Scenic Rivers. The present tailings are fully 
visible from the central segment of Burro Creek, and future 
planned tellings areas will likewise be visible. Moreover, 
Cyprus Bagdad is concerned about its existing utility facilities 
which cross both Burro Creek and Francis Creek. These utilities 
are critical to the Bagdad mine and community, are visible from 
the river, and require access in order to operate, maintain, 
upgrade and potentially replace the existing utility lines. 
These existing lines may also constitute an obstruction to the 
"free-flowing" requirement for designation of a Wild and Scenic 
River. 

Because Francis Creek and Burro Creek do not meet the 
criteria for designation as Wild and Scenic Rivers, Cyprus Bagdad 
requests that the nominations, if any, be limited to an area that 
precludes individuals from viewing the tailings of the Cyprus 
Bagdad mining operation, and which is not impaired by Cyprus' use 
of existing utility corridors. Alternatively, Cyprus Bagdad 
requests that language be inserted in the final RMP that reflects 
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the ineligibility issues identified above, that expressly 
recognizes the utility corridors as necessary and allowable, that 
permits the upgrade of the utility facilities within any Wild and 
Scenic River designation areas for Burro Creek and Francis Creek, 
and that permits mineral development in the areas presently used 
and those planned for the future, both during any study period 
and after any designation. 

3. THE DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT BOUNDARIES AND CATEGORIES/ ACEC 
DESIGNATION REQUIRES FURTHER STUDY 

The Draft RMP states in Appendix 6 at page 169 that "a 
suitable habitat for the desert tortoise is abundant" in the RMP 
study area. Cyprus Bagdad agrees that there is abundant habitat 
in the RMP study area, as well as a potentially large population 

--@'7_~ |of desert tortoise. The suitable habitat and proposed habitat 
| boundaries and categorizations for the desert tortoise, however, 
were arbitrarily drawn. The data collected to determine the 
Poachie Desert Tortoise ACEC and other habitat boundaries and 
categories of the desert tortoise is insufficient to justify the 
proposed habitat boundaries. 

Cyprus Bagdad supports the BLM in management of lands to 
protect the desert tortoise and its habitat, but sound scientific 
data must be used in defining areas essential to the perpetuation 
of this species, in order to ensure balanced and reasonable 
multiple use of public lands. Further studies regarding the 
extent of the desert tortoise population and habitat are 
necessary before establishment of boundaries which arbitrarily 
restrict other compatible and beneficial uses of public lands and 
resources. 

Cyprus Bagdad will offer its cooperation in any studies or 
other efforts of the BLM with respect to the desert tortoise, but 
believes the RMP's proposed boundaries and categories are 
unsuitable, have insufficient support in the EIS and other 
studies, and unduly restrict use of public lands. The Category 
II Desert Tortoise areas shown in the RMP include approximately 
400 acres of Cyprus Bagdad's active tailings area and an 
additional 300 acres previously approved for railings deposition 
under a Plan of Operations issued to Cyprus Bagdad by the Arizona 
State Land Department. An additional 800 acres of State land 
included within Category II Desert Tortoise boundaries are being 
considered for future railings sites. Cyprus Bagdad respectfully 
requests that the boundaries in the Poachie and Bagdad public 
land areas be re-evaluated with respect to conflict resolvabillty 
and amended to non-categorized or Category III, until further 
studies have been completed justifying otherwise, and that 
mitigation procedures be considered. Additionally, the RMP 
should also be amended to exclude private and state lands and 
cover only public lands until further studies are completed. 
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4. MINERAL pARK SRMA AND CARROW-STEPHENS RANCH ACEC AND SRMA 

The RMP has proposed a Special Recreation Management Area 
(SRMA) for the "Mineral Park Historic Mining Area". The proposed 
area for this SRMA is located upon patented fee land owned by 
Cyprus Mineral Park Corporation, and the mine located within in 
this area is in active operation. The mining operations are 
inconsistent with a SRMA area designation and development of same 
would pose a danger to the public. Accordingly, Cyprus urges 
that the Mineral Park Historic Mining Area SRMA be deleted. 

The proposed Carrow-Stephens Ranches ACEC and SRMA 
incorporates lands east of Highway 93 and the Big Sandy River, 
portions of which are fee-owned by Cyprus and the ACEC extends 
over an existing well field and pipeline network owned and used 
by Cyprus Bagdad for its water supply. Access to the wells and 
pipeline for maintenance purposes is conducted off existing roads 
and trails by off-highway vehicles. Table II-5 at page 53 Of the 
RMP indicates that right of ways are to be limited to the area 
west of Highway 93, OHVs will be limited to existing roads and 
trails, and that the BLM will file for water rights on springs 
and for instream flow. While Cyprus Bagdad generally supports 
the Carrow-Stephens Ranches SRMA, to avoid conflict, Cyprus 
Bagdad urges that the Carro~-Btephens Ranches ACEC and SRMA 
boundaries in the final RM~ be confined to the areas west of the 
Big Sandy River, (Cyprus Bagdad is willing to continue management 
practices on its property to achieve substantial consistency with 
protection and preservation of resources), and urges that any 
water rights sought by BLM are limited to the water needed for 
the actual ranch and HRMA, and are consistent with Cyprus 
Bagdad's existing water rights and use. Additionally, Cyprus is 
interested and is willing to discuss land exchanges with BLM in 
order for BLM to obtain a contiguous area of land for its SRMA. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

Cyprus Bagdad appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
KRA Draft RMP. Of the 2.5 million acres in the Kingman Resource 
Area, Cyprus Bagdad will require only 4,600 Acres, which is only 
0.2% of the Kingman Resource Area, for present and future 
operations and tailings ponds over the remaining 35-year mine 
life. Of these 4,600 acres, only 2,400 acres, which is only 0.1% 
of the 2.5 million acres in the KRA, conflict with the Special 
Management Areas and Category II Dese:t Tortoise Management Areas 
proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3. Considering the small 
percentage of the Special Management Areas proposed under 
Alternatives 2 and 3 that conflict with the present and future 
operations and tailings sites, and the importance of these areas 
to the continued operation of Cyprus Bagdad beyond the next i0 
years, Cyprus Bagdad hopes that BLM will reconsider many of the 
Draft RMB's positions to be more consistent with the multiple use 
policy, stated planning criteria and these com~ents. 
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Should you have any questions concerning these comments, please 
do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

CC: Henri R. Bisson 
Elaine F. Marquis 
Distribution List 
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R.M.P. COMMENTS MIKE GROSS AND NORMA GROSS 
RANCHERS OF THE CURTAIN AND MINERAL PARK ALLOTMENTS 

I am going t o  comment on the  a l l o t m e n t s  t h a t s  a f f e c t i n g  
my operat ion then I am going t o  comment on o the r  areas t h a t  
may a f f e c t  the  ranch ing  i n d u s t r y .  

The most c r i t i c a l  a f f e c t  t h a t  would cause me problems 
w i th  my opera t ion  of  t he  Cu r ta i n  and Minera l  Park A l l o t m e n t s  
would be the  Land D isposa ls  or Land Trades. My f a m i l y  had 
some d iscuss ion w i th  the  ELM O f f i c a l s  about these p o s s i b l e  
Land Disposals and Trades. At t h i s  t ime  i t  was j u s t  a 
f e e l i n g  out process. I ' v e  done a l o t  of t h i n k i n g  on t h i s ,  
here are some of  my o p i n i o n s .  F i r s t  of  a l l  I d o n ' t  t h i n k  
t h i s  ought to  be cons ide r  f o r  land d isposa l  or t r a d e .  I 
have many reasons f o r  t h i s .  There i s  so much land  in  the  
d isposal  areas i n  Golden V a l l e y  t h a t  i s n ' t  near f u l l y  
develop. Why shou ld  the  a l l o t m e n t s  be pu t  up f o r  d i sposa ls  
or t rade when the re  i s  so much land  i n  the  d i sposa l  areas 
t h a t  i s n ' t  develop.  There i s  a good b lock  of  land w i th  the  
30 sect ions in  the  Mud Spr ings  A l l o t m e n t  and Cu r ta i n  
A l l o tmen t  t h a t  would g i ve  BLM a good management area. For 
many uses l i k e  ranch ing ,  w i l d l i f e ,  and r e c e a t i o n .  My f a m i l y  
has been ranchers t h a t s  t r y i n g  t o  improve the  ranges w i th  
good management. The p roo f  of t h i s  i s  t h a t  we are the on l y  
ranch in  the  K.R.A. t h a t  i s  p r a c t i c i n g  H o l i s t i c  Resource 
Manangement. ELM and my f a m i l y  has pu t  l o t s  o f  t ime and 
money i n t o  t h i s  p r o j e c t .  I t  would be ashame not  to  see what 
t h i s  k ind of Range Management would do. I f  the  land 
d isposa ls  or t rades  took a f f e c t  we would never know the  
r e s u l t s  t h a t  t h i s  cou ld  have on improv ing  range c o n d i t i o n s  
in  t h i s  area. We are showing s i g n s  of  improv ing  c o n d i t i o n s  
bu t  i t  has been slow due t o  the  d rough t  c o n d i t i o n s  we've 
been face w i th  the  l a s t  f i v e  years.  One major aspect t h a t  
has accure w i th  t h i s  k i nd  of management i s  the  increase i n  
numbers of c a t t l e ,  f rom the  conven t iona l  way of  g r a z i n g .  
A lso the w i l d l i f e  species are on the  increase,  ma in l y  the  
q u a i l .  I had many comments from hun te r s  about the  q u a i l ,  
they said t h a t  t h i s  area has been the  on l y  p lace  wlkh any 
numbers of q u a i l  than any o the r  areas t h a t  they hufxted. 
Th is  may be a good s ign  t h a t  we are doing some good w i th  
t h i s  k ind of range management. 

Th is  i s n ' t  the  on l y  reasons why we went t o  H o l i s t i c  
Resource Management. Something I have seen in  t h i s  k ind of 
Range Management t h a t  I haven ' t  seen in  o ther  Range 
Management System in the K.R.A. is the closeness of people. 
We have a very good management team form up of many interest 
groups. I don't think I would benifit any by going to 
another Land Agency. Since my f a m i l y  and ELM s t a r t e d  t h i s  
p r o j e c t  I would s t i l l  l i k e  to  work w i t h  ELM. Why, my f a m i l y  
and ELM took on t h i s  k ind  of range management i s  t o  improve 
the plant species and water cycle. Also to improve 

p r o f i t a b l e  ~or my f a m i l y  and improve w i l d l i f e  h a b i t i t .  JtJst 
bY improv ing  the  water cyc le  i s  go ing to  b e n f i t  every one in  
Golden Valley, since all of the water come~ from under 
ground r e s e r v o i r .  People a lso  needs open space to get out 
i n .  For g e t t i n g  away from closed i n  develop areas, f o r  
r e c r e a t i o n ,  f o r  f e e l i n g  apar t  of the  land .  These are my 
reasons why the  a l l o t m e n t s  I operate on s h o u l d n ' t  go i n t o  
the  Land Disposal  or Trades in  the  next  20 year R.M.P. . .  

Another  c r i t i c a l  a f f e c t  i s  going t o  be the  w i l d  horses 
i n  t h e  Cerbat Mountains which Minera l  Park A l l o t m e n t  i s  p a r t  
of. Not o n l y  i s  i t  go ing t o  e f f e c t  my o p e r a t i o n  a lso many 
o the r  a l l o t m e n t s .  More so in  the  Mount T i p t o n  A l l o t m e n t .  I 
know t h e r e  i s  go ing t o  be w i l d  horses,  t h a t  I can accept. 
But not  t he  numbers t h a t  i s  p lan  f o r  a t  t h i s  t ime .  My 
unde rs tand ing  t h e r e  i s  p lans  to  manage about 90 t o  110 head 
of  horses. Th i s  i s  way t o  many c o n s i d e r i n g  back in  1973 
when the  Wild Horses and Burros Act  took a f f e c t  i t  was on l y  
14 head. Why a b i g  increase? Our a l l o t m e n t  doesn ' t  get 
inc rease w i t h  c a t t l e  l i k e  t h a t .  I f  any th ing  I fear  a 
decrease i n  c a t t l e  numbers w i th  the  increase i n  horses. 

Another  spec is  i t s  going t o  e f f e c t  i s  t he  Mule Beer 
p o p u l a t i o n .  My o p i n i o n  i s  the Cerbats has p robab ly  the  best  
herd of  Mule Deer than anywhere e lse  in  t he  K . R . A . . .  I am 
net  aga ins t  an increase i n  horses, bu t  t h e r e  go t  to  be an 
unde rs tand ing  numbers t h a t  won ' t  a f f e c t  my opb ra t i on  and 
o the r  a l l o t m e n t s .  I am w i l l i n g  and p robab l y  most o ther  
p e r m i t t s  t h a t  Wild Horses a f f e c t  would s i t  down w i th  the BLM 
and Wild Horse I n t e r e s t  Groups and come t o  an unders tand ing 
numbers and management system. The horses t h a t  are the re  
now a re  not  managed. I have seen many I n -b reed  Horses, and 
many o l d  and s i c k  l o o k i n g  horses. The horses are s t a r t i n g  
t o  roam i n t o  areas t h a t  I haven ' t  seen horses i n  a l l  of  the  
years t h a t  I been i n  the  ranch ing  bus iness.  In  the drought  
pe r iods  I seen horses down on the  f l a t s  l o o k i n g  f o r  feed and 
water .  The numbers t h a t  are t h e r e  now i s  t o  many f o r  what I 
cons ide r  a manageaable numbers. 

There are the  two impor tan t  e f f e c t s  t h a t  w i l l  have an 
impact on my epe ra t i on  on the C u r t a i n  and Minera l  Park 
A l l o t m e n t s ,  t h a t  my f a m i l y  grazes c a t t l e  on. Here are my 
comments on areas t h a t  w i l l  a f f e c t  c a t t l e  g r a z i n g  in  
gene ra l .  

F i r s t  o f  a l l  t he  R.M.P. D r a f t  d o e s n ' t  g i ve  very good 
d e t a i l s  on g r a z i n g  i n  these areas. That I am going to  

I comment on such as; How i s  g r a z i n g  going t o  be handle in  
78--~ c r i t c i a l  areas,  i n  Ripa inan Areas and p laces  where Desert 

T o r t o i s e  H a b i t .  

I am going t o  s t a r t  w i t h  the  AC's and EC'S. My f e e l i n g  
and many o t h e r s  i s  i n  the  R.P.M. D r a f t  n o t h i n g  i s  mention 
about g r a z i n g  i n  these areas. The f e e l i n g  t h a t  I get i s  
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grazing is going to be eliminated from these areas that are 
listed as critcial. With my experince with Holitic 
Management grazing is a major effect for healing these lands 
i~ they are properly manage. It would be a terrible mistake 
not allowing grazing in these areas of critical concerns. I 
am also confuse why these areas are listed as critical. Is 
a l l  our l a n d  a c r i t i c a l  concern? Why l i s t  these  areas i f  
o n l y  proper  management would cu re  t h e  problem to  s t a r t  w i t h .  
I f  t he  E n v i r o n m e n t a l l y  I m p a c t S t a t e m e n t s  i n  our grazing 
r e g u l a t i o n s  where implemented a t  t h e  beg ing ing the re  
wouldn't be problems with the areas that are listed as 
critical. Bottom line is proper management with cattle 
grazing included. 

The Riparian Ar~as is the most talked about wtih every 
Land Agencies and Interest Groups than any other areas. 
This i~ going to be a very tough area to manage with all OG 
the priviate lands involved and the down stream water users. 
But the most effeoted is going t~ be the Livestock 6razors. 
Why, because every Land Agencies and Interest Groups are 
blaming the Livestock Grazing for the deterioration of the 
Riparian Areas. I think there is many other effects first. 
Lets take a look why. The drough is got robe a major 
effect with the amount of rain fall that has acquired in the 
last 5 years got to puta damper on the amount bE water in 
these areas. Flooding also is effected. Lookwhat happen 
to Burro Creek. Look what happen after proper management 
w i t h  l i v e s t o c k  graz ing  done a f t e r w a r d s .  These two e f f e c t s  
i s  u n c o n t r o l l a b l e .  But l i v e s t o c k  s h o u l d n ' t  get  a l l  the 
blame. 

Now, another effect that may be most destructive of all 
and is controllabe is the water users. There are so many 
groups such as cities 5 mining, and farming that wants to 
take control of  these areas only for the water. But the 
~irst thing that happens when people don't see anything 
growing e i t h e r  up stream o r d o w n  stream i s  t h a t  l i v e s t o c k  
g raz ing  i s  t h e  problem. They d o n ' t  t h i n k a b o u t  a l l  the  
water  t h a t s  be ing  pump out  of t h e  ground £o supp ly  a l l  of 
t h e  water  u s e r s .  I t h i n k  s t r i c t e r  managingo~ t he  R ipar ian  
areas i s  go ing  t o  put  a burden on t h e  rancher  w i thou t  he lp  
from our Land Agencies w i t h  Funds. The e x t r a  waters and 
f e n c i n g  t h a t s  going t o  be needed. A lso~ext ra  t ime managing 
t h e  c a t t l e .  The management p l an  a l so  could be a problem " i f  
not  pu t  t o g e t h e r  p r o b e r l y .  I am forlmangement bu t  ~ n l y  i f  
i t  done w i t h  l o t s  of i n p u t  and r e a s i o n i n g .  I t h i n k  a 
separa te  fund should be se t  as ide from our Governmsntta 
h e l p  t he  r a n c h e r s  w i t h  f u n d i n g  ÷or t h e  e x t r a  waters and 
f e n c i n g  and ~er  any o the r  unseen expencesJ When I read 
a r t i c l e s  about  t he  R ipa r ian  Areas and reasons f o r  there 
d e t e r i o r a t i n g  overgraz ing i s  a l w a y s m e n t i o n  as the  main 
cause. I think this is afause statement when many other 
el÷errs can cause deterioration. In my opinion this is 
going to be a tough task for all afTected groups to agree 

on. How to  manage these R i p a r i a n  Areas. Know one has a 
good d e s c r i p t i o n  of an R i p a r i a n  Area. Many t r i e d  and every  
Land Agencies or I n t e r e s t  Groups has there own why of 
desc r i b i ng  a R ipar ian  Areas.  L ives tock  Grazing should be 
inc luded  as a main too l  i n  b r i n g i n g  back theses  R ipar ian  
Areas. Also~ how i s  w i l d l i f e  going t o  be manage i n  these 
areas. "Wildlife are grazers t o o .  There's so many variables 
and quest ion t h a t  needs t o  be s tudy  before anyone can even 
start to managing these areas. 

I think the Desert Tortoise is an effect thats got 
started from interest groups that wants toeliminate 
livestock grazing all together four or five years ago. 
Nothing wasn=t h a r d l y  ment ion about Desert Topr to ises  then 
a l l  of sudden ly  i t  was b rough t  on t he  Na t iona l  scene 
overnight. Some interest groups says this is a good way to 
eliminate livestock grazing. Put it on the Endanger ~pecies 
List. There hasn't been any proven data o n  livestock 
grazing in Desert Tortoise Habitat to make a ~air 
accessement. I don't think livestock grazing has any 
effects on Desert Tortoises. The biggest problem that faces 
Tor to ises  i s  pedators and p o p u l a t i o n  growth. What I read 
about Tortoises is they come out when everything is green 
and flush. In that case there is more than enough forage 
f o r  t o r t o i s e s  and c a t t l e .  People say they d o n ' t  see 
t o r t o i s e s  a l l  t h e  t ime.  How can they  when t o r t o i s e  spends 
90% of i t s  t ime  i n  burrows.  T h i s  i s  not a l f a i r  s ta temen t  
t h a t  t h e r e  a re  not  any t o r t o i s e s .  I t h i n k  i t  w o u i d b ~  a 
mistake to eliminate cattle grazing or cutting numbers. I 
don't believe cattle are overgrazing the Desert Tortoises 
Hab i t a t  t h a t s  being w r i t t e n  i n  every  a r t i c l e  about  the  
Tor to i ses .  C a t t l e  are no t  enemies of the T o r t o i s e s .  
Tor to ises  main enemies a re  pedators and p o p u l a t i o n  g rou th .  
Over a l l ,  on a l l  of my comments, l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g  i s  be ing 
blame f o r  a l l  t h e  problems t h a t  spec ia l  i n t e r e s t  groups a re  
say ing ,  "Why t h e  lands  i s  d e t e r i o r a t i n g . "  T h i s  i s  very 
m is lead ing .  Theres got t o  be a b e t t e r  educa t ion  ~hy 
l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g  i s  ve ry  impor tan t  to  our l a n d s  

Thank you 

Mike Gross 
Rancher i n  t h e  K.R.A. 
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Mustangs & Burros 
April ii, 1991 

Mr. Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Kingman 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 
draft. 

In general observation of the entire plan, I have noticed 
an abyss of negativity in areas related to wild horses and 
burros. This negativity is deceptive and unfounded and leads 
to corrosion of trust and credibility of the BLM. It also 
creates an atmosphere of aversion to the Wild Horse and Burro 
program by employees and other parties who read the plan. 
It also adds fuel to the fire of those who are already species 
prejudice. 

I encourage you to speak objectively about the Wild Horse 
and Burro program as you do your Wildlife program. There is 
no doubt that words create reality. The Wild Horse and Burro 
program is one of the most potentially positive programs that 
the BLM has. 

You have stated that tourism may well become the number 
one industry of Mohave County. I would like to encourage you 
to include wild horses and burros in your recreation plan as 
watchable wildlife. The cost would be minimal with a few road 
signs to notify the public. By December, a book will be published 
showing HMAs and areas where tourists can view wild horses 
and burros. I would be happy to give you the necessary information 
so that Mohave County can be listed in this book. There is 
a growing demand for this, especially, by international travelers. 

SOARD OF 
D ~ O R S  

C Murrdy J0ne$ 
Uch~el L Rubi. 
SeW Ku~haldt 
Oiractor Emeritus 

Velma 8 Johnston 
(Wild Horse/mnke) 
LuR Tulaski 

6912 EAST SWEE~AT6 R AVENU E. SCO;TSD~.E. ^R tZONA ~ 
TELEPHONE: (602) ~1,.02"~ 

Mr. Bill Carter 
Page 2 
4/ii/91 

PLAN ALTERNATIVES: 

Pages 24/25; Wild and Free Roaming Horse and Burro Management 

I "made BLM responsible" has a very negative effect 
7(~--I t ..... that BLM was f .... d to do this. More positive 

wording would be "gives BLM the responsiblity". 

79--Z |"disposal" should be changed to "pl ...... t" 

79--5 | | "H ....... d b ...... hould be maintained at the i .... t 
level needed". This statement is in direct opposition 
to Public Law 92-195! In the IBLA decision 88-678, 
appropriate management level (AML) was defined as 
"the optimum number of wild horses and burros that 
results in a thriving natural ecological balance 
and avoids a deterioration of the range". 

AMLs set in the Black Mountains (400) and Big Sandy 
(135) were established in the Management Framework 
Plan (MFP) and were not established through monitoring 
by determining optimum levels; therefore, those numbers 
are not in accordance with the law. IBLA'S decision, 
88-678, states the following: "An appropriate management 
level established purely for administrative reasons 
because it was the level of wild horse use at a particular 
point in time cannot be sustained under 16 U.S.C.£ 

I 1333 (b)(2) (1982). The statute does not authorize 
the removal of wild horses to achieve an appropriate 

9 A management level which was established for administrative 
-- q'~ reasons rather than in terms of the optimum number 

of animals which results in a thriving natural ecological 
balance and avoids a deterioration of the range." 

ALTERNATIVE I: 

Page 33; Big Game 

79--5 | "i .... t" possibl .... b ..... Z be changed to "optimum". 

Stated in this paragraph is "to mitigate impacts 
to bighorn sheep habitat" when actually quite the 
reverse should be the case. Bighorn sheep numbers 
should be managed to mitigate impacts to wild burro 
habitat. Introduction of Bighorn sheep into burro 
habitat has created serious conflict and disregard 
for Public Law 92-195 which protects wild horses 
and burros. 
Declaration statements by Don Martin, sports writer 
for a local paper, to the National Wild Horse and 
Burro Advisory Board's February '91 meeting clearly 
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Mr. Bill 
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79-6 = 

Carter 

Page 

79-7 I 

79-8 I 

highlighted this conflict. He stated, "In the past 
20 years, over i0,000 burros have been shot". He 
further explained that the deaths of the 54 burros 
in the Black Mountains were done by amateurs because 
professionals would only kill two to three burros 
at one time. The conclusion is that no suspicion 
of foul play would be aroused when smaller numbers 
would be eradicated. 

The law does not imply that "burro numbers will be 
set at a level to protect the natural ecological balance 
of all wildlife species using the land". This unfounded 
statement again appears on page 35 under Wild Horse 
and Burro Management Objectives. Burro numbers must 
be set at optimum levels determined by monitoring. 
The law further define their range as the "amount 
of land necessary to sustain existing herd or herds 
of wild free-roaming horses and burros, which does 
not exceed their known territorial limits, and which 
is devoted principally but not necessarily exclusively 
to their welfare in keeping with the multiple-use 
management concept for public lands". (Principally 
is defined as chiefly; mainly; above all; according 
to Webster's new 20th century dictionary.) 

ISPMB will not support Alternative I 

ALTERNATIVE II: 

59: Wild Horse and Burro Management 

Increased forage resulting from improved habitat 
should be allocated fairly to all wildlife species, 
including wild horses and burros. Public Law 92-195 
states, "Any adjustments in forage allocations on 
any such lands shall take into consideration the 
needs of other wildlife species whlch inhabit such 
lands." Consideration means thoughtful regard for 
others and it does not mean at the expense of the 
party who does the considering. 

In regard to the Cer bat Wild Horse herd, 90 does 
not constitute a viable herd. On page 117, viable 
horse herds are at least 120 animals. 

This Cerbat Herd is unique in its genetic characteristics 
as stated by Dr. Gus Cothran of the Univesity of 
Kentucky. Because of their unique characteristics, 
history, and genetic features, this herd should be 
declared an Area of Critcal Environmental Concern 
(ACEC). More research will be coming from Dr. Cothran. 
This area should have closure to grazing of feral 
horses and burros. 

Mr. Bill Carter 
Page 4 
4/11/91 

79-9 I 
79-10 I 

Deer populations of 875 on Cer bat mountain island are in excess 
according to the Ce~ bat/Black Mt. Grazing EIS. Deer populations 
should be approximately 200. There is no mention about reducing 
deer population, only inference that degradation of the range 
will happen if we wait for monitoring studies (page 138). 
The determination of 14 horses was an administrative decision 
in the MFP and therefore is invalid. The lack of mentioning 
an excess of 675 deer creates a void of trust and credibility 
with the BLM. It also appears that this RMP favors other wildlife 
over wild horses and burros. 

Utilization levels for wild horse and burro use should not be at 30% 2 
unless it is to be used for a specific unique purpose such 
as improving riparian habitat or changing the ecological condition 
status from early to mid or mid to high seral for a particular 
reason. You will need to show what type of criteria determines 
this such as: the amount of ground litter, frequency and composition, 
and diversity so that at the end of the stated time frame, 
you will know whether objectives have been met. If the objectives 
have been met at the time of the evaluation, then it would 
no longer be necessary to reduce grazing pressure from horses. 
The important factors are: having aspecific Objective, monitoring 
at regular intervals to determine if objectives have been met, 
determing where horses graze and numbers and seasons of use, 
and choosing a key area carefully that actually measures the 
impact of the horses on their habitat, and if other wildlife 
species inhabit the area than utilization of forage must also 
be limited to 30% for them, as well as anyother user. 

Although Alternative II is better than Alternative I or 
III, it still is not satisfactory for Wild Horse and Burro 
management and is in opposition to the 1971 law to protect 
wild horses and burros. ISPMB cannot support this Alternative 
unless satisfactory changes are made. 

ALTERNATIVE III= 

Page 78; Wild Horse and Burro Management 

I The Cer bat horses represent a unique heed of wild 
I horses both historically and genetically. The number 

? Q  I I  I set in the MFP for 14 horses does not constitute 
|~'| | I a viable populati ..... is it i ...... d ..... ith 

the 1971 law and the IBLA decision 88-678 as previously 
| stated on page 2. 

ISPMB strongly objects to Alternative Ill 
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Mr. Bill Carter 
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COMMENTS TO TEE EIS: 

Page 106: Rangeland 

While I-C-M categorization appears to favor forage 
production, ISPMB encourages the BLM to look carefully 
at the ecosystem in terms of damage and degradation. 

~ _ l O  ,You have defined 83 grazing allotments, h ...... your 
IG; If.. I charts only show 82. 

Page 117: Cer bat HMA 

We agree that the Cer oat herd must be preserved 
because of their uniqueness. We believe that a viable 
population is 120 animals. Policy has not been approved 
to manipulate population through age and sex ratios. 
This is experimental and not proven. 

I The "to correct overobligation of forage" statement 
"7~., "~ I is in i ....... re- Monitoring h .... t b ....... ied 

~J l out in the Cer bats and therefore this would fall 
I under an administrative decision. 

It is very important that the Cer bat herd be determined 
as an ACEC. 

Page 123: Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Mgm. 

We agree that any concentration of animals in one 
area could degrade watershed conditions; however, 
under good management this will not happen. 

Page 128 Wild Horse and Burro Mgm. 

We agree that dispersed populations Of animals at 
| a light stocking rate will improve habitat. We believe 
l that numbers must be set on Bighorn sheep and monitoring 

f~--l~ l must be done t ........ tilization level ...... t 
#~ lU l for that range. Increased forage production must 

| be shared by all users of the range. 

I The statement, "presence of large introduced, exotic 
| species" is an affront to wild horse and burro advocates. 

V~_I~:~ I It .... jepardi ..... y efforts t ..... lye th .... tinuing 
l controversy between users of public lands. It greatly 
l destroys the credibility of the BLM and erodes any 

trust. 

Again, good management will not allow degradation 
of habitat. 

Mr. Bill Carter 
Page 6 
4/11/91 

Page 129 Wild Horse and Burro Management 

I Concentrations of any animal will have an adverse 
7Q-e  affect on th .... i ...... t onder good .... g .... t 

this will not happen. This statement is totally 
inappropriate. 

Page 130 Cerbat HMA 

I his is a very true statement but needs to be applied 
to all animals using public lands. Boom or bust 

"~(~--| 7 populati .... f any animal will .... te degradation 
l%J l # to the environment. ISPMB demands that the BLM applies 

this philosophy to all wildlife. 

Page138 Wild Horse and Burro Management 

I Again this entire section is unfounded. Numbers 
of horses must be optimum. Monitoring is required "Be% le% 

"~--I~ by law. N .... tion has b ..... de that deer population 
is in excess of 675 animals. Horses are made the 
scapegoat once again. 

Page 140 Cerbat HMA 

I This is an untrue statement. Monitoring is required 
"~t~& ,~% by law. Provisi ........ de within the law that 
t~ w|7 requires the BLM to manage optimum numbers which 

will not result in deterioration of the range... 

Page 145 Wild Horse and Burro Management 

"7(~_~'~ | Eliminating wild h ...... hen historically they have 
l~ &-%J I occupied a range prior to 1971 is against the 1971 law. 

Page 146 Wild Horse and Burro Mgm 

~"B~ Z I' This star .... t is unp ..... b ......... itoring studies 
-- I are lacking to prove it. Overgrazing if caused by 

cattle would not improve if horses were removed. 

SUMMARY: 

ISPMB is greatly concerned by the overall negativity that 
this plan has for wild horses and burros. We cannot support 
such a plan. 
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Mr. Bill Carter 
Page 7 
4/11/91 

SUMMARY: CONT. 

These are our following recommendations which we urge 
you to incorporated into the final RMP: 

i. That the plan be written in accordance with the 1971 
law amended, protecting wild horses and burros. 

2. That the language regarding wild horses and burros 
be written in a positive manner which would reduce 
conflict and improve trust and credibility with the 
BLM. 

3. That boom or bust populations of wildlife be prohibited 
and that utilization levels are enforced for all users. 

4. That wild horses and burros be included in your recreation 
plan as watchable wildlife in areas prescribed by 
the Wild Horse and Burro Specialist. 

5. That increased forage production be allocated fairly. 
Multiple Use precludes~theincrease of forage production 
for one species. 

6. That the Cerbat Wild Horses HMA become an ACEC. 

7. That reduction of deer population in the Cerbat mountain 
island be addressed. 

8. That further clarification of reduction of utilization 
to 30% be addressed. 

9. That statements which are unfounded be removed. 

i0. That the term "exotic species" not be used in reference 
to wild horses and burros. (Current research may 
now prove that horses never disappeared off the American 
continent). 

ii. That closure to livestock 4710.5 be enforced if conditions 
warrant in the Cerbat area. 

Sincerely, 
z 

MS. Karen A. Sussman 
President, ISPMB 

cc! Mr. Les Rosenkrance, State Director 
Mr. Michael Penfold, Assistant to the Director 
Mr. John Boyles, Chief, Wild Horses and Burros 

0 
-r 
> 

nl 
:D 
< 



CO 
OO 
On 

80 

Mohave J ~ h u a  ~ .  • P.O. ~ x  3222 • ~ngman, Arizona 88402 • ( ~  75~2818 

April i0, 1991 

MS. Elaine Marquis, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kin@nan Resource Area 
2475 Beverly 
Kinsman, AZ 86401 

Dear Elaine, 

Thinking how to comment on the Kin~n. an Resource Area Resource 
Management Plan, I reflect upon my experlence with the evolution 
of planning over 27 years with the BLM. As I remember, planning 
in 1963 was on the basis of watershed areas. After that we went 
to describing planning units by physical boundaries (hi~.vays, 
mountain tops, railroads, etc.). I guess this better sulted man-- 
agement needs from a political or ease of access viewpoint. Who 
knows? Then in the late 60's and throughout the 70' s, we were in 
the Unit Resource Analysis and Management Framework Plan phase. 
Then in the 80's and on into the 90, s, the Management Situation 
Analysis and Resource Management Plan phase was implemented. 

I can remember saying to myself and probably others--Are we 
ever going to finish plem_ning?? Of course the answer is no. To 
plan and replan is a necessity for all organizations from the 
family, to government, to the large corporation. It just seems 
the BI/~ has made the process extremely complicated. I always felt 
the old watershed plans made sense and I still do. 

My frustration level since the coming of Management Framework 
plans has been high. Knowing the need for planning is one thing 
but having it drive you nuts is another. So what was bothering 
me. Yes, management of natural resources is complex. Yes, we 
had plenty of valuable data about each resource. Yes, we had 
knowledgeable, professional people to do the ~lanning. Yet, 
when we got to that ''spaghetti'' overlay trylng to mesh all the 
resource needs together into a plan of management, I felt totally 
frustrated. Something is wrong with a system where aehieving the 
final solution is so cambersome. And yet, inter-disciplinary 
sounds so good| That is the question that has been bugging me ~ 
and until recently eluded me. I only knew I was frustrated with 
the process. Planning should be simple and relatively easy, not 
complex and cnmbersome. If anyone questlons the complex and c-~- 
bersome statement, ask any stranger to read virtually any PuMP 
Draft and observe his response. 

Ms. Elaine Marquis 
April i0, 1991 
Page 2 

The inter-disciplinary team approach to planning for any 
ecosystem does not work because this approach fails to deal 
with a basic premiss on which every ecosystem operates. That 
is the fact that the ecosystem is holistic. But don't take my 
word for it. Here is what two respected scientists had to say. 
In 1959 Eugene P. Odam wrote: 

''I am more convinced than ever that the ''ecosystem'' 
or ''whole-before-the-parts'' approach with its func- 
tional emphasis is sound because it avoids several 
st~ubling blocks which can make the presentation of 
ecology either to students or to scientists in other 
fields very difficult. That is to say, the reverse 
approach, which starts with individual environmental 
factors or organi~ns, often bogs down in details of 
description, sampling methodology and taxonomy; such 
details, of course, are vitally important in the 
carrying out of specific investigations, but they 
need not obscure the presentation of principles which 
must be understood by the beginner before he can 
possibly design research of his own or judge critically 
the work of others. ''~ 

''Probably the most important job in conservation for 
the immediate future is to establish the fact in the 
minds of the general public that man is a part of a 
complex environment which must be studied, treated, 
and modified as a whole and not on the basis of 
isolated 'projects. '''2 

In 1941Aldo Leopold wrote: 

''Mechanized man, having rebuilt the landscape, is now 
rebuilding the waters. The sober citizen who would 
never submit his watch or his motor to amateur tamper- 
ings freely submits his lakes to drainings, fillings, 
dredglngs, pollutions, stabilizations, mosquito control, 
algae control, swimmer's itch control, and the planting 
of any fish able to swim. So also with rivers° We con- 
strict them with levees and dams, and then flush them 
with dredgings, ehannelizations and floods and silt of 
bad farming° 

iEugene p. Od~m, Fundamentals of Ecolo~, p. VI. 

21BID, p. 422. 
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''The willingness of the public to accept and pay for 
these contradictory tamperings with the natural order 
arises, I think, from at least three fallacies in 
thcught. First, each of these tamperinge is regarded 
as a separate project because it is carried out by a 
separate bureau or profession, and as expertly exe- 
cuted because its proponents are trained, each in his 
own narrow field. The public does not know that 
bureaus and professions may cancel one another, and 
that expertness may cancel understanding. Second, 
any constructed mechanism is assumed to be superior 
to a natural one. Steel and concrete have wrought 
much good, therefore anything built with them must be 
good. Third, we perceive organic behavior only in 
those organiems which we have built. We know that 
engines and govermments are organimnsl that tempering 
with a part may affect the whole. We do not yet know 
that this is true of soils and water. 

''Thus men too wise to tolerate hasty tinkering with 
our political constitution accept without a qualm %h@ 
most radical amendment to our biotic constitution.'' ~ 

I know these quotes are lengthy, and I apologize, but they necessarily 
illustrate my point. The reverse approach to Hclimm discussed by 
0dam quite accurately describes the Bureau's Planning System. 

Further, his concern for ''the most important job in conserva- 
tion for the immediate future,'' has 32 years later, yet to be 
accomplished. It is not just the general public but a large per- 
centage of the resource management professionals that still do not 
understand that ''man is a part of a complex enviro~ent which must 
be studied, treated, and modified as a whole.'' 

I believe the reason the Bureau is still bogged down in details 
of a complex planning system stems, previously, from a lack of an 
alternative means of analyzing and managing the great complexity of 
the ecosystem, combined with a lack of brcadbased understanding and 
belief in Holiem by Bureau employees. This is totally understand- 
able and perhaps we have not reached the point in our paradigm 
where we can go forward. But we won't know that unless someone 
asks° 

3IBID, p. 422, 423. 

Ms. Elaine Marquis 
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Therefore, through these comments, I am asking the BI/~ in 
Kinsman, Arizona, to step out of their paradigm of ''parts 
before the whole'' management and step forward to show the rest 
of the Bureau and ethers how to plan and manage Holistically. 
This would have been impossible ten years ago or probably five 
years ago, but it is possible today and in fact resource needs 
demand it. It is possible today because The Center for Holistic 
Resource Management has provided the tools necessary to enable 
us to view a complex ecosystem in a manner that focuses on the 
issues at hand without getting bogged down in detail. This is 
accomplished through the use of a Hclistic Resource Management 
Model and an understanding of why management must be Holistic. 
(Read Chapter 4 of Hclistic Resource Management by Allan Savory, 
especially the caption under Plates 1-~.) 

I equate the inter-disciplinary approach to a family driving 
down the road with no destination (no goal) in mind and each mem- 
ber arguing about where they ought to go versus a Helistio approach 
where they all know Grandma's house is the destination (goal) and 
all agree that that is where they are going. They may go slower, 
faster, take a different route than normal, but they eventually 
get to Grandma's house. In other words, you have to know where 
you are going before you can decide how to get there. That illus- 
tration defines a basic flaw in the inter-disciplinary approach 
to resource management planning. Knowledgeable and dedicated re- 
source specialists are asked to engage in three years of planning 
before management decides to let them know where they are going 
with a plan. How much better it will work when the goal is deter- 
mined first and the resource specialists can ccncentrate their 
knowledge and expertise in mapping the best way to get there. 
This, in part, is how Holistic Management differs from conven- 
tional management. 

Of course, it is too late to make this RMp Holistic in nature, 
but what can be done is to modify the end result and introduce 
Hollstlc Management as a planning and action tool to get the job 
done on the ground. For example, the end result of the RMp as it 
stands now will be the implementation of Allotment Management 
Plans, Wildlife Habitat Management Plans, Wild Horse and Burro 
Management Plans, Wilderness Management Plans, etc. Mow much 
better and simpler it would be to have only one Holistic Plan for 
a particular unit of land (whole). 

The Whole I'm suggesting for management as a pilot project is 
the Sacramento Valley W~tershed. The decision in the RMP would be 
to manage this area Holistically. You would be starting from 
scratch regarding planning for this particular Whole. This would 
require a concentrated effort and much commitment and support by 
the BLM for the concept. Also, this would entail the co-ordinatlon 
with City, County, State, Landowners, and all citizens living within 
this area. With the current Community Unity push by the City and 
County, and the fact that Kingman's mayor is right now attending the 
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Introductory Holistic Management Course, this could be an 
opportune time to launch such an initiative. I would not even 
suggest such an endeavor unless the Bureau would be willing to 
enlist the aid of The Center for Holistic Resource Management. 
Getting such a program done right would be a must or not start 
it at all. 

The reason I suggest Sacramento Valley as the place to start 
is because of the rapidly expanding population with associated 
resource problems. Proper management of all the resources in that 
Valley should be important to all and goes back to 0dum's thought 
about the most important job in conservation is to establish the 
need to manage the whole in the minds of the general public. 
What a be~ter place to start than Sacramento Valley. Tackle the 
tough one first. 

Elaine, on a personal note, I sincerely hope you will give 
my suggestion careful consideration. Such a bold move would pay 
dividends to the Bureau, not only in improved resource management, 
but in good public relations, and a realization in the public's 
mind that the BLM is an organization that gets the job done right. 
In all my years with the Bureau, I was always proud to be associated 
with a great organization. Although I do admit in recent times the 
coming of uniforms and the seemly increased preservationist ten- 
dencies of some of the folks had me spooked. 

Holistie Management is the wave of the future, and the sooner 
the BLM gets on trackthe sooner they will be recognized as the 
leader in Natural Resource Management Planning worldwide. 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on this RMP. 

Sincerely, 

 inolundy 

i of 2 Comment Letters/KRA/F~P/1991 
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"The 
Joshua 

Network" 
Mohave Joshua Co. • P.O. Box 3222 • K]ngman, Arizona 86402 • (602) 757-2818 

April ii, 1991 

MS. Elaine Marquis, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kin~an, AZ 86401 

Dear Elaine, 

This is my second comment letter on the ~P. The first, as 
you know, dealt with Holistie Management, the importance of which 
goes way beyond what I may personally feel. I felt that issue 
should stand on its own merit, therefore the separate letter. 

This comment letter will be specific to a few issues I per- 
sor~lly feel should be considered in the final draft of the ~P. 

Range Management 

I realize the grazing program developed as a result of the 
two grazing EIS's were incorporated by reference as a part of 
Alternative l, and I think this is great. We had a long, tough 
fight to get this program going and it was proper not to resur- 
face this issue as a part of the RMP/EIS. 

Since the grazing program is part of Alternative l, it follows 
that the benefits of an implemented grazing program should be docu- 
mented in the Environmental Consequences Chapter. This does not 
appear to be the ease° Rather the adverse impacts of not imple- 
menting the grazing program on schedule were identified. I be- 
lieve the benefits should be added. 

ACEC's (Riparian/TortoiSe/Bighorn Sheep) 

Grazing management is essentially vegetation management and 
therefore the benefits of an implemented livestock grazing pro- 
gram in Alternative 1 will solve the habitat problems which the 
resource specialists evidently feel necessitated proposing 
Riparian, Tortoise, and Bighorn Sheep ACEC's in Alternatives 
2 and 3. 

Ms. Elaine Marquis 
April ii, 1991 
Page 2 

Further, I do not feel a careful reading of the definition 
of ACEC's in the Act or in the regulations support these partic- 
ular designations. I suggest a reasees~ent based on the written 
eritera in BLM files. 

I reso~Lmend the following ACEC's be dropped from consideration: 

Black Mountain 
Wright Creek & Cottonwood 
Cherokee Point 
McCracken 
Poachie 
Burro Creek 
Aubrey Peak 

I concur with the following ACEC'e: 

Western Bajada 
Hualapai Mountain 
Carrew-Stephens Ranches 
Silver Creek 
Black Butte 

Vegetative Products 

I strongly support private woodoutting on public land and ask 
that this use be provided for in the final draft° Woodcutters are 
KRA's single largest constituency with maybe the exception of 
miners. BLM'S longstanding multiple use policy should prevail on 
this issue. 

I appreciate the provision in all Alternatives for small-scale 
negotiated sales of vegetative products, and I support this pro- 
vision being carried forward into the final draft° 

0Hv 

I strongly oppose the designation of the majority of public 
land as limited, to roads, trails, and washes. 

| Such a designation restricts legitimate users of the land; 
| i.e., Rancher can't go get the sick calf, Bunter can't drive cross- 

8~--2 | .... try to pick up his buck, BLM can't dri .... t to inspect section 
| corners, Landowner can't inspect land he bought sight unseen 20 
years ago, etc. 

These types of one-time traversing of the land by vehicles 
harm nothing, and the tracks are quickly obliterated by wind and 
rain (Pictures will follow). 
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I recommend the majority of the public lands be left open 
as they are now. Of course I de not support repeated, indis- 
criminate, OHV use. However, if this becomes a problem, then 
the BLM can act on it as they did near Grasshopper Junction 
several years ago. Use the old adage, ''If it ain't broke, 
don't fix it.'' 

Land Disposal 

I oppose the disposal of public land within any area that 
is proposed for Allotment Management Planning as a part of the 
livestock grazing program. I suggest an analysis of this con- 
straint be considered as the final disposal/retention boundaries 
are decided. 

I specifically oppose any disposal in the Sacramento Valley 
Watershed, North of Old Highway 66. Exceptions would be scattered 
tracks within the solid block of private land. In particular, I 
oppose disposal of the Curtain Allotment where we have worked so 
hard to establish Holistic Management. But most importantly, I 
oppose further disposal in this Watershed because the primary 
importance of managing the public land surrounding the large 
block of private land is for Watershed protection to insure an 
improved water cycle to support ground water supplies for the 
exploding population. The people are not aware of this but the 
professional land managers should be, and it is their responsi- 
bility to look to the future for the benefit of all. 

This matter should be carefully considered in all the other 
watersheds involved in the RMp Area, and I hope final decisions 
on disposal will be carefully considered. Watershed Management 
may be the single most important issue for the future. Now is 
the time to consider how land disposal may effect the BLM's 
ability to manage the water resource. 

Be~orquez Natural Area 

I would like to recommend the final draft contain a proposal 
to designate the area encompassing the old Silver Creek Allotment 
and the two areas reserved for Wildlife which adjoin the allot- 
ment to the south as the Bejorquez Natural Area. 

Albert Bojorquez was one of the early pioneers in the Bullhead 
City area° He was a good friend to the BLM and before his death 
initiated an exchange in which he gave three 40-acres parcels in 
prime Big Horn Habitat in the Black Mountains for about 12~ acres 
on the bahada below. As a part of this proposal, he was going to 
relinquish his grazing privileges for the benefits of the wild- 
llfe and burros. After his death, his widow Marie carried the 
proposal ferward to completion because as she told me, ''Albert 
wanted it that way.'' 

Ms. Elaine Marquis 
April ii, 1991 
Page 4 

Long before the Wild Horse and Burro Act was even thought of, 
Albert was the burro manager for the area. Over the years, he 
achieved population control by gathering over 6,000 burros from 
the area~ Most he sold to Sears & Roebuck for sale in their 
catalog. You might call this the first adoption program. Albert 
was the one who introduced the spotted burro to the Oatman herd. 
I could go on about his contributions to the growth of the Bullhead/ 
Riviera area, etc., but enough for these comments. I have more in 
my notes if you wish to pursue this idea. 

I just think it would be fitting to remember his contributions 
to the local history by recognizing his name for the area he spent 
so many hours, weeks, and years caring for before anyone else took 
notice. I know the regulations provide for several types of des- 
ignations. If Natural Area does not fit, then perhaps another one 
would. I hope you will give this idea serious consideration. 
Thanks much. 

Conclusion 

I believe that once the benefits of an implemented livestock 
grazing program are identified in the document then Alternative 1 
will emerge as the preferred Alternative. Selected portions of 
Alternatives 2 and 3 could be added to make a good plan of manage- 
ment for the public lands. 

If any of my comments need clarification, please feel free to 
contact me. I would be glad to discuss any of these matters at 
any time. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the EMp. 

Sincerely, 

Eln y ~  

2 of 2 Comment Letters/KRA/RMP/1991 
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Bill!~ Carter 
B~eau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Ave. 
Kingpin, AZ~ 86401 

Dear Mr. Carter, 

It is reasonable to assume that the B~ as custodian of vast amounts of 

public lands has ~al~ays rode effort to implement the concept of "Highest and 

Best Use." It follows therefore, that the Kind, an Resource Area in the plan- 

ning of its RMP/EIS for the n~xt 20 years, should continue this appropriate 

phili sophy. 

There was a time when the Highest and Best Use of Public Land was min- 

ing, cattle grazing and about anything else anyone wanted to do to ~ke a dol- 

lar off of it. There was lots of space, plenty of land. "This is America-do 

what you want. No one cares." Well, not anymore. Those of us who have grown 

o~er, ~athhing the changes, have become polarized, even impassioned. I have 

seen the (endless) wilderness vanish at frightening speed, the casual trash- 

ing of those areas acc~ssable to motor vehicles. Constantly, there are the 

hot, sweaty hands of co~uercial developer~, 

Our land must be preserved for use by the greatest number of people. This 

means Tourism, Recreation and Aesthetic Appreciation. How much pleasure was 

ever derived from the mining and cattle grazing on public lands? Furthermore, 

I suspect the financial contribution to the King,an Resource Area from either 

mining or cattle is insignificant. Thor is alot of money in Tourism and Rece~ 

ation though. There are the sellers of camping, hiking and backpacking equip. 

ement. A sk the businesses surrounding the access to Yellowstone and the Grand 

Canyon. So with Tourism, Recreation and Aesthetic Appreceation there is money 

to be made and enjoyment for the people. Surely this is the Highest and Best 

Use now and evern more so as time passes into your 20 year plan. Consider what 

it was like 20 years ago. People certainly care for the wild lands albt more 

now, don't they. Project this changing, more caring attitude into the next 20- 

years. 

Tourism, Recreation and Aesthetic Appreciation car~not oh-exist with min-- 

ing, cattle grazing, wood cutting and anything else that disfigures the land. 

A mining operation is ugly to see and creates noise, water and air polution. 

There is a scar forever on the land. Cattle destroy the natural vegetation. 

They turn riparian areas into excretion covered, fly infested mud holes. The 

mooing of cows is not the preferred serenade in the wilds. A hull wandering 

through a camping area does not eke for relaxation and a sense of well b~ing. 

Wood cutting is simply ~sightly mutilation. 

Therefore, it is absolutely necessary you consider all lands that could 

conceivmb~ be used for Tourism, Recreation and Aesthetic Appreciation as Areas 

Requiring Special Management. 

It is there to see. Please donlt miss the boat. 

Sincerely, 

Hio~4~'~. ~ld 
En~-iron~ental Chair 
Ramparts Chapter 
Sierra Club 
565-3213 
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U N I T E D  STATES E N V I R O N M E N T A L  P R O T E C T I O N  A G E N C Y  

• REGION IX 

75  H a w t h o r n e  Street  
S a n  Francisco,  Ca .  9 ~ 0 5  

~ APR 1991 

Ms. Elaine F. Marquis 
Area Manager, Kingman Resource Area office 
Bureau of Land Management 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear MS. Marquis: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the 
proposed Draft Kimgmam Resouzoe ~T@m Rmao11Eoe Mammgemamt Plmm mud 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). our comments on this DEIS 
are provided pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and EPA's authorities under Section 309 of the Clean Air 
Act. 

The Kingman Resource Area DEIS identifies and analyzes three 
alternatives for managing 2.5 million acres of land in western 
Arizona which are administered by the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM). The alternatives are: Alternative 1 - No Action; 
Alternative 2 - the preferred alternative, which combines 
resource use with some environmental protection; and Alternative 
3, which places smaller areas under special management, adds two 
disposal areas, increases recreation facilities, closes more 
areas to livestock grazing, and reduces wild horse numbers. 

We have classified this DEIS as E0-2 -- Environmental 
Objections, Insufficient Information (see enclosed ',summary of 
Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Action"). EPA believes that the 
preferred alternative would perpetuate land management practices 
which adversely affect water quality, soils, vegetation, riparian 
habitats, and wildlife. According to the DEIS, livestock 
management, mineral development, vegetation harvest, and off- 
highway vehicle use in the planning area have had, and would 
continue to have, detrimental impacts on these resources. 
Changes to the proposed alternative appear necessary to provide 
adequate protection for the environment. We therefore recommend 
that BLM develop enforceable conditions to reduce or eliminate 
various practices' adverse impacts and where this is not feasible 
close additional areas to these activities. 

We believe that this document contains insufficient 
information on which to base decisions regarding the long-term 
use of this planning area. Our rating reflects the need for 
additional information regarding the alternatives' potential 
impacts to the planning area's environmental resources as well as 
mitigation measures necessary to prevent or offset the potential 
impacts. 

Printed on Recycled Poper 
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We recommend that BLM consider preparing a draft 
supplemental EIS to address the needed information. We also 
recommend that BLM seriously consider preparing new grazing EISs 
for the planning area which would allow for needed revisions of 
current grazing practices and allotments. It does not appear 
appropriate to incorporate the existing i0- and 14-year-old 
grazing plans, which have not sufficiently protected water 
qualtiy and riparian habitats, into this Resource Management 
Plan. Our detailed comments are enclosed. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please 
send three copies of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) to this office at the same time it is officially filed 
with our Washington, D.C., office. If you have any questions, 
please contact me at (415) 744-1015, or have your staff contact 
Jeanne Dunn Geselbracht, office of Federal Activities, at (425) 
744-1576. 

Sincerely, 

Z a M. Wieman, Director 
of External Affairs 

Enclosures 

000639 
91--437 

CO: Carol Russell, ADEQ 
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St~9~a/~y OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FO~UP ACTION* 

Environmental ~pact of the Action 

[O--Lack of Objections 
~he EPA review has not identified any potential environmental hupacts requiring 
substantive changes to the proposal. ~he review may have disclosed opportunities for 
application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no ~re than minor 
changes to the proposal. 

EC--Environmental Concerns 

The EPA review has identified environmental ~pacts that should be avoided in order to 
fully protect the environment. £brrective measures may require change~ to the preferred 
alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental ~pact. 
EPA would like to ~ork with the lead agency to reduce these ~pacts. 

EO--Environmental Objections 
The EPA review has identified significant environmental ~acts that must be avoided in 
order to provide adequate protection for the environment. £brrective measures may require 
substantial changes to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other project 
alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to 
work with the lead agency to reduce these h,pacts. 

EU--Environmentally Uns~tis facto~ 
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental ~pacts that are of sufficient ~agni- 
rude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of enviror~nental quality, public 
health or welfare. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these ~pacts. If 
the potential unsatisfacto~ impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this 
proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). 

Adequacy of the Impact Statement 

Category l--Adequate 
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the enviroFm~ntal ~pact(s) of the 
preferred alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or 
action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest 
the addition of clarifying language or information. 

Category 2--Insufficient Information 

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental 
impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA 
reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum 
of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could red%x~e the environmental impacts of 
the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be 
included in the final EIS. 

Cateqory 3--1nadequate 
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant 
environmental ~pacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably 
available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the 
draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environ- 
mental Lmpacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or 
discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft 
stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA 
and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be for~lly revised and made available for public 
comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. on the basis of the ~tential significant 
impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

*From: EPA Manual 1640, "Policy and Procedures for the Review of F~deral ~tions Impacting 
the Enviro~nent." 

Water Ouality 

I. Pursuant to Section 305(b) of the Clean Water Act, the 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) prepared a 
Water Quality Assessment Report for 1990. In addition, ADEQ 
prepared a Nonpoint Source Assessment Report (SAR) in 1988, 
pursuant to Section 319(a) of the Clean Water Act. Arizona's 
SAR, approved by EPA in 1989, provides the following information 
which should be cited in the Affected Environment section of the 
DEIS. 

Over 90 percent of Arizona's waters do not meet 
designated beneficial uses required by state water quality 
standards due to impacts from nonpoint sources. 

The most significant categories of nonpoint sources 
affecting Arizona's waters, by stream miles, are grazing, 
hydrologic/habitat modification, recreation and resource 
extraction. 

$ Waters which are affected in the Kingman Planning Area. 

2. Pursuant to Section 319 Of the Clean Water Act, states have 
the lead role in identifying and controlling nonpoint sources. 
In Arizona, ADEQ has been designated as the lead agency for 
implementation of the Section 319 Nonpoint Sources Program. 
Pursuant to Section 319(b) of the Clean Water Act, ADEQ prepared 
a State Nonpoint Source Management Program (SMP), which was 
approved by EPA on January 4, 1990. Arizona's SMP identifies 
federal programs and activities subject to the Federal 
Consistency review requirements of Sections 319(b)(2)(F) and 
319(k) of the Clean Water Act. These sections require federal 
agencies tc submit specific assistance programs and development 
projects to the lead state nonpoint source agency (ADEQ) for 
review for consistency with Arizona's SMP. 

Specific BLM programs identified in Arizona's SMP include: 
watershed projects; mineral exploration and development; coal, 
oil and gas leasing; off-highway vehicle (OHV) activities; timber 
activities; grazing allotment/grazing management; chemicals/ 
pesticides; area analysis/cumulative impacts; riparian management 
plans; and Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) plans. 

I Further, it is BLM's responsibility to implement sufficient Best 
| Management Practices (BMPs) to enable full protection of 

8 3-- I | beneficial ..... f surfa .... ters, attainment of surface water 
|quality standards, and compliance with the antidegradation 
| provisions of 40 CFR 131.12. 
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We strongly encourage BLM to work closely with ADEQ to 
satisfy BLM,s obligations under the Federal Consistency 
requirements of Section 319 and 40 CFR 131.12. We expect that 
BLMIs development of a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with 
ADEQ would serve to facilitate this process and encourage BLM to 
establish this as a priority. The MOU should contain the 
procedures to be used in resolving conflicts between resource 
development activities and protection of surface water quality. 
Resolution of conflicts should ensure that beneficial uses of 
surface waters would be fully protected, that surface water 
quality standards would be attained, and that there would be no 
further degradation of surface water quality. 

3. According to the DEIS (Table II-13), water quality in 
riparian areas in special management areas, unique waters, and 
scenic rivers would be monitored quarterly or biannually. The 
FEIS should identify the specific parameters that would be 
monitored at the testing sites as well as the appropriate water 
quality criteria or standards. We recommend that parameters to 
be monitored include appropriate parameters based on activities 
in each watershed (e.g., grazing, mining, vegetation harvest). 
At a minimum, these parameters should include natrients, fecal 
coliform, total dissolved solids, and turbidity. In addition, 
waters potentially affected by mining activities should be 
monitored for metals and pH as well. BLM should consult with 
ADEQ in the design of the monitoring program. 

We encourage BLM to also include appropriate bioassessment 
methods, such as the macroinvertebrate assessment method 
developed by the U.S. Forest Service, and any appropriate 
biological monitoring and assessment methods which have been 
developed by EPA pursuant to Section 304(a)(8) of the Water 
Quality Act of 1987. BLM should conduct bioassessments in 
surface waters that are potentially affected by nonpoint sources 
(e.g., Burro Creek). Bioassessments are particularly valuable in 
detecting effects of nonpoint sources of pollution including 
sediment loadings. Data collected should be entered into EPA's 
STORET database, to facilitate sharing data with other water 
quality managing agencies. We recommend that BLM enter 
biological data collected into STORET's BIOS database. 

4. The FEIS should include baseline information regarding 
existing water quality for drainages in the planning area. This 
information is essential in a planning document for the purposes 
of identifying specific problem areas, tracking, and determining 
appropriate mitigation measures. 
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5. The FEIS should include a thorough discussion of the 
mitigation measures that would be implemented if it were 
determined that water quality had been or was being degraded in 
any of the drainages of the planning area. 

Livestock Manauement Issues 

1. According to the DEIS (page 129), rangeland management 
program priorities do not provide for needed revisions of AMPs on 
important areas supporting special status species. Continuation 
of existing grazing programs would result in further decline in 
conditions. It is unclear why BLM proposes to incorporate 10- 
and 14-year-old grazing plans and decisions into this Resource 
Management Plan (RMP), since these environmentally inadequate 
plans would be extended for another twenty years. We believe 
that these existing grazing plans should not be incorporated into 
this Resource Management Plan. We recommend that BLM seriously 
consider preparing new grazing EISs for the planning area which 
would allow for needed revisions of grazing practices and 
allotments. At a minimum, we urge BLM to incorporate into the 
FEIS provisions by which the existing rangeland management plans 
would be revised to protect the resources in the planning area. 

2. We recommend that the FEIS briefly summarize the planning 
area's special livestock management practices currently 
implemented in sensitive watersheds or in watersheds in 
unsatisfactory condition. It is also unclear how, under this 
proposed RMP, AMPs could be revised to accommodate necessary 
allotment revisions based on resource needs of the planning area. 
The FEIS should discuss the parameters and standards that would 
be used to evaluate the need for revisions to AMPs for the 
purpose of protecting special status species, riparian areas, 
watershed resources, and areas of critical environmental concern 
(Acres). 

3. Livestock access to riparian areas has a significant negative 
impact on water quality due to trampling of stream banks and 
consumption of riparian vegetation. In light of the potential 
significant impacts to water quality from grazing in riparian and 
non-riparian areas, we suggest the following measures be 
identified for implementation in the FEIS: 

0 Include special provisions in grazing allotment plans to 
reduce the number of animal units in allotments during 
drought conditions. 

Develop and implement measures to discourage use of 
riparian areas by livestock (e.g., develop upland water 
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supplies; use fencing or Other exclosure methods; implement 
appropriate rest-rotation grazing practices). 

4. According to the DEIS (Appendix 18), BLM would manage 
livestock grazing in several ACECs to achieve goals and 
objectives of the ACECs. The FEIS should discuss the specific 
measures that would be implemented to achieve these goals and 
objectives (e.g., fencing, exclosures). 

5. The upper Bill Williams watershed, the Bill Williams River, 
Wright Creek, and smaller creeks in the Hualapai Mountains have 
the best developed and most extensive riparian deciduous forest 
communities on the planning area and are valuable riparian 
resources (DEIS, page 115). In addition, areas of severe/ 
critical erosion occur on alluvial fans near Wikieup, the Big 
Sandy River Valley, the Burro Creek area, lands adjacent to the 
Santa Maria River/Alamo Lake areas, the Dutch Plat area and small 
areas in the Sacramento, Detrital, and Hualapai Valleys, 
Hackberry, and Truxton. Erosion in these areas has been 
attributed in part to overuse by livestock. We urge BLM to 
consider closing all these outstanding riparian areas and areas 
of severe/crltical erosion to livestock use. At a minimum, we 
recommend that BLM include Management Prescription #ii for the 
Hualapai Mountain Research Natural Area ACEC (DEIS, page 208) in 
other ACEC management prescriptions for ACECs with riparian 
preservation goals (e.g., Wright, Burro, and Cottonwood Creeks, 
and Three Rivers) and consider significantly reducing the animal 
unit months allowed on allotments in all areas of severe/critical 
erosion. 

6. It appears that where public land would be acquired for 
ACECs, forage allocation as outlined on page 43 of the DEIS could 
conflict with the goals and objectives of ACEC plans. The FEIS 
should clarify this apparent discrepancy. 

7. It is unclear from conflicting sections in the DEIS (page 143 
and Table II-8) if Alternative 3 would close Poachie and 
McCracken ACECs while Alternative 2 would only limit grazing 
activities. We recommend that BLM include as a component of the 
preferred alternative greater protection for the desert tortoise 
habitat ACECs. 

Mineral Development Issues 

I. Surface disturbing activities associated with exploration and 
development of energy and minerals have the potential to increase 
soil erosion and loss of soil productivity and to cause declines 
in both groundwater and surface water quality and quantity (DEIS, 

IC t~ ;~n  Re~ur¢~  Ar'~l DEZS 
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page 122). The DEIS discussions of the differences in potential 
| impacts between the three alternatives is extremely vague. The 

8:5--5 | FEIS should include more information on the impacts of mining in 
|the district in the past and foreseeable future. It should 
| specify for the entire planning area: mineral materials 

(including sand and gravel), mining activities, number of cases 
with each activity, and acreages disturbed or affected by each 
mineral material or activity. The FEIS should also provide this 
information for each ACEC, special management area, or riparian 
area within the planning area. The FEIS should also specifically 
evaluate the impacts of mining in these areas and discuss any 
mitigation measures that are necessary to protect water and air 
quality, soil resources, vegetation, and wildlife (including 
special status species). 

2. Drainages such as Burro Creek are contaminated by mining 
waste. The FEIS should discuss the retroactive compliance 

| program for existing mining activities in the planning area. The 
8:5--6 | FEIS should also di ..... in detail the Best Manag .... t Practices 

| and mandatory mining regulations and bonding requirements for the 
I state of Arizona and federally managed lands. 

3. According to the DEIS (page 214), the Burro Creek riparian 
habitat supports the greatest recorded diversity of birds of prey 
anywhere in the United States. In light of the heavy metal 
contamination that has already occurred in the creek, we urge BLM 
to close the Burro Creek ACEC to mineral development. We also 
recommend that BLM close the MaCracken and Poachie Desert 
Tortoise Habitat ACECs to future mineral development. 

Snecial Management Areas 

i. It is unclear why none of the rivers and creeks that are 
being considered for Scenic River designation has not been 
nominated for Wild River designation. The FEIS should 
distinguish between the different qualification criteria for 
Scenic and Wild designations, as well as the degree of protection 
that each designation would afford designated streams. In 
addition, these waters should be considered for Unique Waters 
designation through the State of Arizona standards process. 

2. Approximately 60 percent of the riparian areas surveyed on 
the planning area are in unsatisfactory condition (DEIS, page 
I15). The FEIS should thoroughly discuss how riparian areas 
would be managed. BLM's riparian management plans should he 
consistent with Arizona's new Riparian Habitat Protection Policy 
(Executive Order 91-6: Protection of Riparian Areas, February 14, 
1991). The FEIS should discuss this policy and address the goals 
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and objectives of riparian management on the planning district. 
The FEIS should identify monitoring parameters and methods and 
specific mitigation measures to ensure protection and/or 
enhancement of these areas. 

Vegetation Manaqement 

i. The FEIS should discuss any vegetation management plans that 
are currently used by BLM on the planning area and whether new 
plans, subject to NEPA, will be drafted in the foreseeable 
future. 

2. In light of the outstanding vegetation, fish, and wildlife 
resources in the riparian ACECs and other riparian areas on the 
planning area, we urge BLM te close all riparian areas to 
vegetation harvest. 

3. The FEIS should discuss any pesticide use on the planning 
area with respect to its effect on fish and wildlife, 
particularly special status species, and on water quality. 
Appropriate precautions should be included in the discussion. 
The FEIS should discuss the use of pesticides or herbicides in 
relation to the following topics: cattle dip treatment; fire 
prevention programs; predator control programs; deer repellent 
programs; wood preservative treatment for fences; vegetation 
control near roads and right-of-way corridors; and control of 
disease vectors. 

4. The FEIS should define "large-" and "small-scale" vegetation 
harvests (see DEIS, page 42). The FEIS should clarify whether 
large-scale vegetation harvest plans would be prepared as 
separate NEPA documents and whether small-scale harvests would be 
subject to decisions made in some other comprehensive vegetation 
management plan for the planning area. 

| 5. The FEIS should thoroughly discuss the BMPs that would be 
8 5--9 | impl .... ted by BLM for all vegetation h ..... ts. 

Off-Hiohwav Vehicle Use Issues 

i. We urge BLM to consider closing washes to off-highway vehicle 
(Oh-V) use, particularly in light of the potential damage to 
watersheds, vegetation, and wildlife that would be posed by OHVs. 
In addition, it is uncertain that OHV users would prudently 
distinguish between washes and areas that may be marginal 
riparian areas or springs. We recommend that OHVs be limited to 
existing roads and trails and designated OHV use areas in the 
planning area. 

8S-I0 I 
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2. Given the seasonally wet and dry conditions of Red Lake and 
the important habitat for raptors in washes surrounding Red Lake, 
we urge BLM to consider closing the playa and surrounding area to 
OHV use. The FEIS should discuss whether other areas are 
available for OHV designation, which may be less environmentally 
damaging. 

Lands Actions 

i. The FEIS should discuss the specific impacts to vegetative 
products, water quality, soil resources, wildlife, and other 
resources that would result from land withdrawals, recreation and 
public purpose uses, and right-of-ways under each alternative. 
For example, how many acres of various vegetative products would 
be impacted, or hew many tons of soil could be lost due to 
erosion resulting from these actions? The FEIS should also 
discuss any mitigation necessary to prevent or offset adverse 
impacts. 

2. The FEIS should discuss the purpose and need for the newly 
proposed utility corridors in the planning area. Alternatives to 
these corridors should be assessed, and the potential 
environmental impacts and necessary mitigation measures 
associated with each alternative should be discussed in detail. 

Recreation Issues 

i. According to the DEIS (page 122), intensive recreation 
activities would impact watershed condition by increasing erosion 
and reducing soil productivity. The FEIS should identify the 
potential environmental impacts of each alternative, where they 
would occur, and what mitigation measures would be implemented to 
protect resources from adverse impacts. 

Special Status Species 

i. The FEIS should identify the habitat improvement projects 
such as exclosures and spring developments that would be 
implemented to protect special status species. 
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April 12, 1991 

MS. Blaine F. Marquis 
Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

Re: Kingqman Resource Area, Draft Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department has reviewed the Bureau of 
Land Management's (BLM) Kingman Resource Area Draft Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). We 
have provided comments below by management concern. Specific, page- 
referenced comments, and an errata are attached. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

Contmon to All Alternatives 

The Department believes that the BLM should adopt and identify 
prescription burn policies in the RMP. Our post burn management 
recommendations would include seeding with a mixture of native 
forbs and grasses, and prohibition of grazing within the burn area 
for a minimum of two years after the burn. 

The fire suppression goals listed on page 25 appear too restrictive 
in that all fires would be suppressed by the BLM. If the BLMdoes 
not currently have a comprehensive fire suppression management 
plan, the Department recommends the development of a plan which 
would identify areas where reduced suppression would allow natural 
fires in targeted areas to burn a larger acreage before 
suppression. Additionally, other areas could be managed for no 
suppression. 

The Emergency Fire Rehabilitation procedures may include seeding. 
Our Department recommends a mixture of native forbs and grass 
species for all seeding and reseeding efforts. 

Aa Equa~ Ol~oau~ Agc'n~ 
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WILDLIFE ~h~BITAT M~ANAGEMR~IT 

Alternative 2 

The last paragraph in column 1 on page 33 and Table II-i on page 33 
should mention that the sheep numbers listed as proposed goals in 
1981 were designed to increase bighorn numbers. However, we have 
recently determined that sheep numbers were already above these 
goals in the Black Mountains and on Mount Wilson when the Habitat 
Management Plans (HMP's) were written. 

Movement Corridors 

We support movement corridors for bighorn sheep on Highway 68 at 
Union Pass and on Highway 93 at Mile post 2.4. 

We also support a movement structure on Highway 93 for mule deer at 
Coyote Pass. This should be an underpass or overpass associated 
with the 4-1ane improvement proposal now under consideration. 

WILD HORSE AND BURRO M/%NAGEMENT 

Alternative 2 

Reference the Cerbat Herd Management Area (HMA), the Department 
believes that the maximum management level of 90 horses for the 
Cerbat horse herd should be subject to and contingent upon there 
being no detrimental impacts to wildlife or wildlife habitats as a 
result of this herd management level. Further, the EIS states on 
page 59 that "If the use limits are exceeded after the population 
limit of 90 horses has been reached, livestock and deer numbers 

| would be reduced" (emphasis added). The Department maintains that 
84--~ |the reduction of d .... umbers is not a decisi ...... is it an 

| option that BLM can legally exerci-see and, therefore, should be 
W deleted from the text. 

We support BLM's goal of attaining wild horse and burro "management 
levels" for the Kingman Resource Area (page 117) by October 1992. 
Attainment and maintenance of this goal is imperative for 
maintaining healthy and sound wildlife habitat. We also 
enthusiastically support the Black Mountain HMA population 
attaining maintenance level by the end of FYgl. 

No removals outside of authorized herd management mention of burro 
8 4--2 | ..... i .... tioned in the RMP. We suggest th ........ be mapped 

| and documented, and that an inventory and removal plan be developed 
| with a goal of zero burros by a specified date. 

Page 128 of the EIS states that "The current burro management 
philosophy is a dispersed population at a light stocking rate. 
Such burro management benefits wildlife habitat by resulting in 
increased forage production and availability, better habitat 
quality and condition, and reduced competition." The erroneous 
idea presented here is that burros are beneficial to wildlife, not 
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Ms. Elaine F. Marquis 3 April 12, 1991 

that a managed burro population is less detrimental to wildlife 
than an un-manaaed modulation. This paragraph needs rewording in 
order to more accurately express the merits of wild horse and burro 
management. Additionally, table If-13, page 89, should be modified 
so that burro population estimates are conducted at 3 year 
intervals. 

FUELWOOD MANAGEMENT 

Common to All Alternatives 

Fuelwood cutting can be an effective and economically feasible 
management tool to improve wildlife habitat. The Department 
recommends that the BLMmaintain fuelwood cutting as an option for 
wildlife habitat management. 

RANGEL~d~D MANAGEMENT 

Alternative 2 

The McCracken and Poachie ACECs are in both Alternative 2 and 3. 
Livestock grazing is eliminated from these areas in Alternative 3, 
but not in Alternative 2. Why isn't livestock grazing eliminated 
from these ACECs in Alternative 2? 

Private and State lands are often over-allocated for livestock 
grazing and in poor condition. These lands should not be exposed 
to possible continued deterioration under federal management when 
they are acquired through the land exchange program. It seems only 
prudent that for each newly acquired block of land, BLM should 
determine proper forage allocation, and attempt to predict impacts 
to the environment from its actions, as prescribed by The National 
Environmental Policy Act. We recommend that all newly acquired 
lands should be inventoried and assessed before BLM administered 
land management practices are implemented. 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT 

Common to All Alternatives 

Several of the proposed recreational sites would adversely affect 
wildlife and wildlife habitat. The Department questions the 
specific recreational needs identified in the RMP. We do not agree 
with the sites and types of recreational improvements identified. 

For example, we think the Thimble Butte Campground in section 14 
will be too close to the bighorn sheep ram pasture on Thimble Butte 
and too close to bighorn habitat near Baker Spring. We also think 
this campground would attract people to the prime desert tortoise 
habitat in this area to the possible detriment of the tortoise. 

Also, we reconLmend that the campground at Pine Flat be developed at 
a different site at least 1/2 mile from the flat itself to lessen 
impacts to both Hualapai mountain voles and traditional campers. 

Ms. Elaine F. Marquis 4 April 12, 1991 

I Kingman Regional Park should take into account wildlife needs, such 
c%~ f~_ as t .... three p ...... t wat ..... d ........ t .... idor, to both 
O~ --~ enhance wildlife habitat and to mitigate human impacts to wildlife 

populations from the park itself. 

We believe that the recreation management plan was not a result of 
a thorough and complete assessment of needs and impacts to these 
areas. The Department recommends that the BLM withdraw specific 
recreational management sites and proceed instead with a 
comprehensive recreational management plan based on identified 
demands and needs of user groups, as well as impacts to the 
environment. 

OHV U S E  

Common to All Alternatives 

The Department does recognize that significant impacts to wildlife 
habitat can occur through uncontrolled OHVuse. However, we do not 
oppose OHV use in washes where no damage will occur to existing 

84--7 J vegetation. Weal ......... dthat the public have the option to 
drive off of designated roads and washes to retrieve legally killed 
game animals while hunting. This provision has been included in 
other RMP's, and we feel it should be made a part of the Hingman 
Resource Area RMP. 

~ E A S  OF C R I T I C A L  ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN (ACEC)  

Alternative 2 

The Department is strongly supportive of the ACECs specified in 
Alternative 2, provided that the Department will have an active 
role in development of the management plans for all ACECs in the 
Kingman Resource Area, and that ACEC management plans will be 
coordinated with, consistent with, and will not supersede existing 
HMPs, without concurrence of the Department. 

Wriqht-Cottonwood Creeks Riparian and Cultural ACEC 

I Management prescriptions for wildlife and Threatened and Endangered 
84--8 species (T/E) should include an inventory to determine the presence 

or absence of native fish species. Inventory efforts should be 
coordinated with the Department. 

Cherokee Point Antelope Habitat ACEC 

| Management prescriptions for wildlife (pronghorn) and T/E should 
| include the following: I) an inventory of existing and developed 

QA_~ |wat ......... ; 2) identification of th .......... t p ..... tly 
&B--r ~ | serviced by the availability of permanent water; 3) an inventory of 

| existing fencelines; and 4) the development of a new and badly 
| needed Allotment Management Plan for the Crozier Allotment 
currently operated by the Robinson family. Poor range conditions 
on this allotment have likely contributed to the overall decline of 
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the area,s pronghorn population and below-average pronghorn fawn 
survival. These efforts should be coordinated with a badly needed 
revision of the Cerbat-Music HMP. 

Three Rivers Rinarian ACEC 

Any management efforts in this ACEC should be closely coordinated 
with the Department in regards to those activities which may be 
implemented in or adjacent to the Alamo Lake Wildlife Area. The 
Department (Region IV) is presently in the process of rewriting the 
management plan for this area. Our Department has the primary 
authority for management of wildlife and habitat in this wildlife 
area. 

Slack Mountains ACEC 

Management prescriptions for wildlife (bighorn sheep and tortoise) 
and T/E should address the overall cumulative impacts of mining in 
critical bighorn sheep and desert tortoise habitat in the Black 
Mountains (refer to Minerals Management below). 

MINERALS MANAGEMENT 

The Department strongly reiterates the need for a comprehensive ...... 
minerals management plan that will addressthecumulative impacts 
of mining operations on bighorn sheep habitat in the Black 
Mountains. Piece meal evaluation of mining operations, on a case- 
by-case basis, is resulting in the segregation of critical habitat. 
Considering the importance of movement corridors for genetic 
exchange, management of mineral resources over the entire mountain 
range needs to be evaluated. 

E~%BITAT M~N~GEMENT PLANS 

Common to All Alternatives 

The Department stresses the importance of the HMP process.for 
management and enhancement of wildlife resources. Historically, 
HMPs have been effective vehicles for improving wildlife habitat. 
The Department recommends that this RMP should not supersede or 
change priorities set forth in existing HMPs. 

Overall, the BLM has done a commendable job with the enormous task 
of developing a RMP which will serve the public's myriad of 
interests. The Department believes that Alternative 2, when 
combined with recommendations and concerns referenced in this 
letter, would best serve wildlife and therefore the public. We 
accordingly recommend implementation of Alternative 2, after our 
concerns have been integrated. 

Ms. Elaine F. Marquis 6 April 12, 1991 

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Draft RMP/EIS for 
the Kingman Resource Area. 

Sincerely, 

Duane L. Shroufe, L(~ 
Director 

DLS:KLY:ky 

attachments 

cc: Henry Bisson, Phoenix District Manager, BLM 
Steve Ferrell, Kingman Regional Supervisor, AGFD 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

SPECIFIC PAGE-REFERENCED COMMENTS 

PAGE 

13,22,31, 
50,57,76, 
78,80,85, 
110,119 

8 -io I 

84-11 

25 

3 5  

40 1 84-13 

I 

COMMENTS 

References to Wilderness - Wilderness Designations 
have been finalized and should be updated in the 
RMP. 

Areas Requiring Special Management - "Provide for 
primitive motorized and non-motorized recreation". What 
is primitive motorized recreation ? 

Existing Plans, Decisions, and Objectives -"Insecticides 
are also prescribed to control insects such as 
grasshoppers and crickets." The Department believes the 
BLMmust consider more closely the detrimental impacts to 
wildlife caused by the use of pesticides on public land. 
The Department requests formal notification prior to any 
pesticide applications. 

Column i, Paragraph 2, regarding Title 43 Subpart 
4710.5b, a better explanation is needed te clarify the 
meaning of this paragraph. 

State-listed Species Section - Reference is made to the 
"AGFD October Fish Count", This has been changed to the 
,,AGFD Fall Fish Count" to allow more latitude in 
collecting dates. 

Table II-2 - We question the rationale used in the 
priority ranking of riparian management areas listed in 
the table. Due to the existence of the State Listed 
Colorado roundtail chub Gila robusta Tobusta in Francis 
and Boulder Creeks, we feel these creeks merit a higher 
priority than that given. The Department would greatly 
appreciate being consulted in the development of 
management plans and priorities such as these. We feel 
that the expertise within our Department could enhance 
interagency management of important wildlife resources. 

Communication Site Rights-Of-Way - We question the 
appropriateness of the Cherum Peak site when Windy Point 
already exists as a communication site. We recommend a 
less pristine site, such as Potato Patch or Hayden Peak 
which would likely meet these communication needs. 

Table 11-13 HAZMAT Element, Water Quality Item - It is 
not possible to use a "Visual" technique to measure units 
of "ppm". We suggest a more quantitative technique for 
this monitoring. 

ERR/%TA 

PAGE 

iX 

12 

19 

23 

23 

45 

47 

52 

66 

92 

93 

IG4 

iii 

ATTACHMENT 2 

COMMENTS 

Introduction, paragraph 2 - correct "Federal Land 
Management and Policy Act of 1976 (FLMPA)" to 
"Federal Land Polley and Mamag~emt Act of 1976 
(PLPMA)". 

Planning criteria - correct "beforesurface" to 
"before surface". 

Watershed Resources - correct "FLMPA" to "FLPMA". 

ist line - correct "develop-ments" to 
"developments". 

Column I-HMP list, spelling of #3 Aquarius 

Recreation Management Plan Actions Paragraph 8 - 
Reference to Table II-S should be to Table II-9. 

Plan Actions Section - correct "empha-sizing" to 
"emphasizing". 

Table II-5, Western Bajada/Lands - correct "Acquire 
privae" to "Acquire private". 

Change Agent Mining Law, Alt.2 & Aft. 3 - correct 
"acquiredand" to "acquired end". 

Table II-14 Wildlife Resource Alt. 3 - correct 
"...the sized of special..." to "...the size of 
special..." and ,...eliminated from aCEC 
proposals..." to " ...eliminated from ACEC 
proposals...". 

Table II-14, Special Status Species, Alt. 2 - 
correct "limita-tions" to "limitations". 

Table III-4 Category III- correct ~...because of 
thesoil temperature/moisture regime thesoils..." to 
"...because of the soil temperature/moisture regime 
the soils...". 

ist paragraph, 4th line from the bottom - correct 
"...on the Haulapai Mountains..." to "...on the 
Hualapal Mountains...". 
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Errata eont'd 

Paqe 

113 

126 

134 

C o m m e n t s  

R e m a r k s  C o l u m n  f o r  J a v e l i n a  - c o r r e c t  " T h e  p r e s e n t  
Havelina population..." to "The present Javalina 
population... -. 

Table IV, Mineral Park Area, Alt. 3 - align "Low" 
for Deterioration Type IV with those above for Type 
I-III. 

3rd to last line - correct "Santa Maria (LGRA. to 
',Santa Maria (LGRA)". 
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American ~R~ers 
April II, 1991 

Elaine F .  Marquis 
Area Manager 
Kinguan Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

Re: Draft Kingman Resource Area Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

American Rivers, formerly named the American Rivers 
Conservation Council, is a national, public interest not-for- 
profit corporation with more than 15,000 members nationwide. 
American Rivers is the only national conservation organization 
dedicated exclusively to the preservation of free-flowing rivers. 
In its seventeen-year history, American Rivers has worked 
intensively to protect rivers under the federal Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act and has actively assisted states and local groups with 
their river conservation efforts. 

American Rivers has worked extensively with the Bureau of 
Land Management ('SBLM") since 1987 in its planning efforts for 
the river resources on the public lands. American Rivers has 
assisted the planning staff in Washington to clarify admini- 
strative direction for consideration of potential wild and scenic 
rivers in BLM's resource management planning, and has reviewed 
and commented on numerous BLM plans. American Rivers has filed 
to date five Protests of Resource Management Plans. Each Protest 
alleged, inter alia, that the individual RMP failed to comply 
with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and explicit agency admin- 
istrative requiring that BLM study potential wild and scenic 
rivers and provide interim management prescriptions for those 
rivers found eligible. On June 4, 1990, the Director agreed that 
the subject RMPs ~ failed to comply with the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act and advised the affected State Directors that 
additional planning was required to comply with established 
requirements. 

American Rivers members live near, use and benefit from the 

I The Director's decision resolved American Rivers" four 
Protests then pending. One more RMP has been Protested since 
June, 1990; no decision has yet been made. 

801 PENNSYLVANIA AVE, SE 
SUITE 303 

WASHINGTON, CC 2O0O3 
(ZOZ] ~7 .~00  

Elaine F. Marquis 
April 11, 1991 
Page 2 

resources of the Kingman Resource Area (.KRAI,), including its 
rivers and associated landscapes. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Section 5(d) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 U.S.C. 
section 1271 et seq., requires all federal agencies to consider 
potential national wild, scenic and recreational river areas in 
all planning for the use and development of water and related 
land resources. 16 U.S.C. section 1276(d). The planning 
responsibility imposed by section 5(d) plainly requires the BLM 
to assess the values of potential Wild and ScenJ . c  Rivers during 
the preparation of resource management plans pursuant to the 
FLPMA. Recognizing that responsibility, BLM Manual Section 
1623.41A2d identifies wild and scenic river recommendations as a 
possible determination to be made in such plans. 

To provide further guidance for fulfilling BLM,s planning 
responsibilities for potential wild and scenic rivers, the 
agency's Washington office on July 23, 1987 circulated Instruc- 
tion Memorandum No. 87-615, containing draft guidelines for 
identifying, evaluating, and protecting potential wild and scenic 
rivers on BLM lands. That guidance was promulgated by the 
Director in final form in Instruction Memorandum No. 87-670 and 
the attached Guidelines for Fulfillinq Requirements of the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act (the "Guidelines"), issued September 8, 
1988 and renewed annually. In addition, the Director included a 
"Wild and Scenic River Act Plan Review Procedures Sttmmaryi' 
("Procedures Summary") with his June 4, 1990 Memorandum to State 
Directors concerning the resolution of existing Ameriean Rivers" 
Protests that clarified certain elements of the study process. 

Under the directions established in the Guidelines, planning 
for potential wild and scenic rivers on BLM lands follows a 
relatively straightforward, three-step procedure. Each ELM 
resource management plan is to: 

(1) evaluate the eliqibility of potential wild and scenic 
rivers within its planning area for inclusion in the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System in accordance 
with the criteria set forth in Section l(b) of the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act (i.e., whether the river is free- 
flowing and possesses one Or more "outstandingly 
remarkable" values); 

(2) determine the appropriate classification ("wild," 
"scenic," or "recreational") for rivers found to be 
eligible; 

(3) assess the suitability of such rivers for inclusion in 
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Elaine F. Marquis 
April ii, 1991 
Page 3 

the national rivers system, based upon the public 
values and usesthat would he enhanced or foreclosed by 
such protection, the degree of public, state and local 
interest in designation, and practical concerns 
regarding costs and feasibility of administration. 

Guidelines, Section VIII, at 9-12. 

Until a final decision is reached by the agency and, for 
recommended rivers, by Congress, BLM is tc protect river resource 
values and characteristics through specific management pre- 
scriptions established in specific or programmatic interim man- 
agement plans. Guidelines, Section IV.C., at p. 7; Section IX, 
at p. 20. 

I. comments Concerninq Eliqibility 

American Rivers commends the Kingman planners for their 
determination that segments of 5 rivers are eligible for 
inclusion in the national rivers system. Each of the rivers 
determined to be eligible possess extremely high resource values 
which would qualify them for inclusion in the nationalrivers 
system. 

The commitment and sensitivity of the KRA to river issues is 
very striking. American Rivers is particularly pleased that the 
ERA planners did not limit their analysis merely to those rivers 
listed on the National Rivers Inventory, but instead conducted a 
resource inventory of all rivers within the KRA. Draft at iii. 
A solid foundation now exists from which the KRA planners may 
complete one of the finest rivers study of any BLM resource area. 

The description cf ineligible rivers, Draft at 111-112, is a 
very helpful component of the plan. The Final should specify 
whether other rivers, and which ones, were examined and found 
ineligible. 

American Rivers questions the basis for the determination 
that certain segments are ineligible. The segment of the Santa 
Maria River that was determined ineligible should be reexamined. 
The presence of private or state land is not a factor of 
eligibility; it may be a factor in determining whether a river is 
suitable, but it is irrelevant to a determination cf whether a 
river is free-flowing and possesses one or more outstandingly 
remarkable values. Similarly, lack of resource inventory data 
is not a proper reason tc find a stream ineligible; the planners 
should obtain data necessary to make decisions of how to manage 
the land and its resources. 

American Rivers believes also that the Kingman planners 

Elaine F. Marquis 
April 11, 1991 
Page 4 

misinterpreted BLM guidance concerning study of rivers which flow 
through nixed ownerships. BLM guidance indicates that the 
percentage cf BLM ownership, i.e.. substantial control of 40-50 % 
of the total shoreline and adjacent lands, should be used as a 
guide in identifying seqments for study. Guidelines, section 
VIII.A.I.c. The Guidelines also provide that "joint studies" 
should be followed, to the extent practical, where a river 
identified on ~he NRI touches only a small area of public lands. 
Id. at VIII.C. 

American Rivers believes that the appropriate procedure to 
be followed in situations of mixed ownership is to determine 
whether a stream and its adjacent area possesses outstandingly 
remarkable values. This determination may include the 
identification of particular segments, based upon land ownership, 
changes in river character and the other factors listed in 
Guidelines, section VIII.A.I.o. If a river segment is eligible, 
then it is subject to interim protection pending a determination 
of suitability. 

BLMmay defer suitabiIity studies of'particularstreans, 
particularly in the Case cf a joint study, Guidelines, section 
VIII.B and C, however, the RMP must include decisions on 
eligibility and classification. Id~ 

Thus, in cases such as the Santa Maria River, where BLM 
administers ii miles of a 17 mile long stretch cf river, BLM 
should determine, at minimum, whether the river and lands it 
administers are eligible. BLM may choose to defer the 
suitability study to a joint study, however, the Plan should 
identify which streams may be eligible for the national rivers 
system and it should protect those streams, cr stream segments, 
which do qualify until a decision has been made concerning the 
stream's suitability for federal designation. 

The Final RMP should include descriptions of each river that 
document with greater specificity the particular outstandingly 
remarkable values possessed by each stream. Mere reference to 
ACEC descriptions is an inadequate substitute for descriptions of 
individual streams and their outstandingly remarkable values. 

0nly through full documentation cf the basis for BLM's findings 

2 Although the Guidelines explicitly refer to "Joint 
studies" only in the context of NRI rivers, American Rivers 
believes that the principle of interagency cooperation should not 
he limited to NRl-listed rivers. Rather, the BLM should pursue 
such interagency cooperative agreements whenever a river which 
possesses outstandingly remarkable values is identified. 
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can the public be assured that the agency has in fact given these 
streams the oonsideration mandated by section 5(d) of the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act, and that rivers and streams with potential 
as additions to the national rivers system have not been rejected 
on a superficial examination. 

The fundamental importance of such documentation is plainly 
expressed in the Guidelines: "The ~ record of decision (ROD) 
serves as the release document for river areas, or portions of 
river areas/segments, determined nonsuitable for WSR river 
designation." Section VIII.B.I. 

Moreover, pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), the planning documents must assess the potential 
environmental impacts of any decision not to recommend rivers for 
inclusion in the national rivers system. In California v. Block, 
690 F.2d 793 (gth. Cir. 1982), the United States Court of Appeal 
for the Ninth Circuit held that the Forest Service is required to 
prepare a site-specific EIS when it decides in its planning 
process to release potential wilderness areas for nonwilderness 
uses. BLM decisions not to recommend designation for potential 
wild and scenic rivers, like decisions releasing potential 
wilderness areas, irretrievably commit the resources of such 
rivers and their adjacent lands, and require similar site- 
Specifio environmental analysis. Even where the ELM establishes 
relatively protective prescriptions for a river area in its RMP, 
such as an ACEC, the decision not to recommend Wild and Scenic 
River designation exposes the river to a continued risk of 
hydroelectric development that may degrade or destroy the river's 
free-flowlng character, and to mineral development that may 
impair its outstanding natural values. 

American Rivers' concern with the depth of the planners' 
eligibility analysis is not a mere academic concern. In addition 
to identifying eligible streams, the description of outstandingly 
remarkable values is a central component of any suitability 
study. The heart of the suitability determination is a 
consideration of the characteristics that make a river and its 
corridor a worthy addition to the national rivers system. 
Guidelines, section VIII.A.3. That analysis is crippled if the 
eligibility determination is incomplete. Also, streams not found 
eligible are subject to management activities which may impair or 
even preclude their later inclusion in the national rlvers 
system. 

American Rivers is concerned also that the planning team may 
have adopted a screen, either formally or informally, that 
resulted in the exclusion of streams of relatively small length 
or volume. Congress provided an expansive definition of "river" 
in the Wild and scenic Rivers Act. Se___ee 16 U.S.C. S1286(a) 

, 5-21 
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(-,River t means a flowing body of water or estuary or a section, 
portion, or tributary thereof, including rivers, streams, creeks, 
runs, kills, rills, and small lakes."). The wild and scenic 
rivers system encompasses a wide range of rivers and streams, 
from Alaska's vast Fortymile River system to the North Fork 
Owyhee in oregon to Louislana's Saline Bayou River. The public 
lands pla~ing activities of ELM and the Forest Service are 
leading to the identification of literally hundreds of rivers 
ellglble for the national wild and scenic rivers system. 

II. Classification 

It is impossible to provide detailed comments on particular 
classifications due to the sparse data provided in the plan. 
American Rivers questions, however, whether the planners have 
carefully and appropriatsly elasslfied each of the eligible 
rivers. We have never reviewed a plan which has provided a 
single classlflcatlon for every river mile found eligible. 

III. The Kingman RMP Fails to Establish Detailed Management 
Standards 

In order to protect the resource values and character of its 
potential wild and scenic rivers until a decision is reached 
regardinq their designation, ELM's Guidelines require agency 
planners to establish detailed management presoriptions. The 
Guldelines state: "... the Pd~P must prescribe the protection 
(interim management prescriptions) to be provided for the river 
and adjacent public land area pending the suitability and, when 
necessary, subsequent action by the Congress." Guidelines, 
Section VIII.A.3.a., at p. Ii (emphasis added). 

The Guidelines address in detail the scope of management 
prescriptions that should be adopted: 

Specific management prescriptions for river corridors 
identified from the NRI list, or otherwise identified for 
study, should provide protection in the following ways: 

1. ~ee-flowinq values. The free-flowing characteristics 
of such identified river segments cannot be modified to 
allow stream impoundments, diversions, ohannelization, 
and/or rlp-rapping to the extent the BLM is authorized under 
law. 

2. River values. Outstandingly remarkable values of the 
identified river segment or area must be protected (subject 
to valid existing rights) and, to the extent practicable, 
enhanced. 
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3. Classification Impacts. Management and development of 
the identified river and its corridor cannot be modified, 
subject to valid existing rights, to the degree that its 
eligibility or classification would be affected (i.e., its 
classification cannot be changed from wild to scenic, or 
scenic to recreational). 

;uidelines, IX, B., at 1-20. 

Many of the management prescriptions listed for the relevant 
,CECs within which the rivers are located are adequate to protect 
~ignificant resource values, however, there is no indication that 
he required 1/4 mile corridor is established, nor are there 
;tandards to ensure free-flowing values are maintained and 
:nhanced. 

American Rivers suggests the planners contact the Bishop 
~esource Area in California or the Three Rivers Resource Area in 
,regon. Both of these Resource Areas have included excellent 
~anagement prescriptions in their Draft RM_Ps. 

We trust these comments assist the planning team complete 
Lnd improve the RMP. Please do not hesitate to communicate with 
Ls if you have any questions concerning any of the matters set 
orth above. American Rivers looks forward to working closely 
,ith the Kingman Resource Area. 

~;~. cS J L a ~ e ~ r ~  -- 
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i r~ature.cP Nature Conservancy 
, c o n s e r v a n c y  i 300 5ast University Boule~aTd. Suite lBO. TUcson. Arizona 85705 
• (602) 622-3861 FAX (602) 620-1799 

Bill Carter 
BLM King,an Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

9 April, 1991 

Dear Mr. Carter, 

I am writing on behalf of the ~rizona Nature Conservancy 
with comments on the King]nan Resource Area Draft Management Plan. 
We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on your draft 
Plan. We offer the following comments to ensure that the Plan 
adequately addresses the management of rare and endangered 
species of plants and animals and their habitats, and the 
management of sensitive natural communities. 

Our response to the RMP is organized in two parts; first, 
some general comments about several general issues that we feel 
are important in the plan, and second, page-by-page comments of a 
more specific nature where the text of the RMP could be clarified 
or improved. 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern: 

In general we strongly support the ACECs and their 
management prescriptions as presented in the Preferred 
Alternative (Alt. 2). The Kingman Resource Area (KRA) is 
responsible for a variety of unusual and sensitive wildlife and 
natural community resources that require special management 
attention. Designation of special management areas such as ACECs 
is often the best way to ensure the protection of these high- 
priority natural az~d~. 

Three Rivers ACEC -- The Cottonwood-Willow forest such as that 
found along the Big Sandy, Bill Williams and Santa Maria rivers 
is among the best of the remaining stands of this riparian forest 
type in the southwest, and may be the only viable stands in the 
Bill Williams drainage system. Cottonwood-Willow riparian 
forests have been found to have among the highest breeding bird 
densities of any natural community in North America. The high 
bird densities are the result of numerous nesting sites provided 
by structural heterogeneity of the riparian forest community, 
coupled with the diverse foraging habitats in the associated 
aquatic and adjacent upland communities. 

The resource values of the Alamo Lake area are clearly of 
more than local significance. The Southern Bald Eagle is 
nationally recognized by the Fish and Wildlife Service as an 
endangered species requiring special management attention. Also, 
the Desert Tortoise is a candidate for listing and some 
populations of the tortoise already have been listed. 

We support withdrawal of the riparian zone from mineral 
entry and limiting OHV use to designated roads and trails. One 
of the highest priority management actions here should be 
acquiring instream flow water rights. 

Treating the Three Rivers area as a single ACEC is 
preferable to the treatment suggested in Alternative 3 in which 
Alamo Lake is excluded from the ACEC. Although the best riparian 
habitat is found along the rivers and not at the lake, the 
management of the lake is critical to many resource values that 
the ACEC is intended to protect. For example foraging of Bald 
Eagles on fish in the lake is directly affected by lake 
management, and management of dam releases are critical to stream 
flows on the Bill Williams River below the lake. For this 
reason, it makes sense to include the lake area in the Three 
Rivers ACEC to highlight the need for management coordination 
among the agencies involved in management of Alamo Lake. 

Black Mountains ACEC -- The Cerbat Beard-tongue is a rare plant 
that is known only from north-western Arizona, north-eastern 
California and southern Nevada. This species is presently a 
candidate for listing as threatened or endangered with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. Some known populations in California 
and Nevada have declined due to human activities. Management of 
the Black Mountain population may contribute significantly to the 
decision of whether or not to list this plant. 

In Arizona this plant is known only from the Black Mountains 
in the Ringman Resource Area. This specles was collected in the 
Black Mountains in 1937 and was not seen there again for fifty 
years, leading to speculation that it may have been extirpated. 
However, it was found again in 1989 and it is currently known 
from two locations. 

We strongly recommend closing the canyon bottom habitat of 
this species to saleable mineral extraction, and we support 
restricting OHV use to designated roads and trails. The acreage 
of available habitat is sufficiently restricted that any 
additional disturbance in the canyon bottom areas would 
significantly impact the beard-tongue's population. 

White-marained Beard-tongue ACEC -- The White-margined Beard- 
tongue is a rare plant that is known from only six locations in 
northwestern Arizona, southern Nevada and northeastern 
California. Of the six historically known locations, recent 
surveys have been unable to locate the plant at one site in 
California, leaving just five currently known populations of the 

0 
0 

C 

m 

O 
Z 
> 
Z 
0 
0 
0 
0 
~0 
0 
Z 
> 

0 
Z 



CO 
On 
O~ 

species. Of these, by far the largest is that near Yucca in the 
Kingman Resource Area. The White-margined Beard-tonque is a 
candidate for listing as threatened or endangered by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The proposed ACEC is also good Desert Tortoise habitat that 
supports relatively high densities of tortoises. If the private 
parcels in the area are acquired by BLM, making the area more 
manageable, the area will qualify as Category 1 tortoise habitat. 
The Desert Tortoise is also a candidate for listing by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

This area has mixed ownership, so we recommend that BLM 
acquire land in the area to consolidate management. We recommend 
that the area be closed to mineral entry and OHV use be 
restricted to designated roads and trails. The Yucca population 
is by far the largest known population of this species, so the 
management of this species on the Kingman RA will have a major 
influence on whether this species is considered for listing by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Joshua Tree Forest ACECs -- Joshua Tree vegetation is found in 
Arizona only on the Kingman RA, and some of the stands there 
rival any in the country, including those in JoshuaTree National 
Monument. The Joshua Tree stands in the proposed Grand Wash 
Cliffs ACEC are especially well developed, and are particularly 
scenic, with the back-drop of the Grand Wash Cliffs making the 
area a significant visitor attraction. 

In addition, the McCracken Mountains and Poachie Mountains 
proposed ACECs support an unusual plant community that is 
transitional between Mohave and Sonoran desertscrlib. The species 
assemblages found in these areas are known only from Arizona. 
Several characteristic species found there are among the most 
distinctive dominants of the two desert regions, giving the area 
a very unusual vegetative aspect. These species include columnar 
SagUaro cactus and spidery Ocotillo of the Sonoran Desert, 
combined with Joshua Trees, Bigelow Nolina, and Mohave Yucca of 
the Mohave Desert. 

We support the management prescriptions presented in 
Alternative 2 for the three ACECs that include the Joshua Tree 
natural communities. The management prescriptions proposed 
provide a balanced approach for protection of the unusual 
ecological features of these areas, but without closing them to 
carefully managed commercial uses. 

Burro Creek ACEC -- Burro Creek has been recognized for years as 
one of the most important riparian areas in western Arizona. It 
supports a healthy, diverse native fish fauna and it has the 
greatest number of nesting raptor species known from any 
comparable area in the country, including bald eagles and 
peregrine falcons. 

We support the management prescriptions presented in 
Alternative 2. The two most important management prescriptions 
here are acquisition of instream flow water rights and closure of 
the riparian corridor to mineral entry and mineral materials 
disposal. 

Clay Wills ACEC ---- This site supports Arizona Cliffrose, a plant 
that is found only in Arizona and is known from just a handful of 
populations. It is found only on anunusual rock substrate, 
making it vulnerable to mineral development of its habitat. 

The most important management prescription at this site is 
withdrawal from mineral entry to protect the population of 
cliffrose from further population declines due to loss of 
habitat. 

Hualanai Mountain ACEC -- The high elevation meadows supported 
by springs in this area are home to the Hualapai Mountain Vole, a 
small mammal found only in mountains in the Kingman area. These 
small, specialized habitat sites are critical to the survival of 
this animal, and are VUlnerable to several kinds of impacts, 
including grazing, recreational use, and water diversion. This 
area is one of the most critical management priorities on the 
ERA. 

We support the management prescription in Alternative 2 for 
this area, and we emphasize that it may have the most urgent 
management needs of any area on the KRA. Instream flow water 
rights should be acquired for the springs, fencing should be 
installed and maintained to exclude grazing and recreational 
visitors, and the area should be closed to mineral entry. 

Rinarian Habitat: 

As you correctly recognize in the draft Plan, riparian areas 
are the most significant ecological habitats on the district with 
regard to maintenance of biological diversity of all kinds. One 
of the most effective tools for protecting the plant and animal 
life associated with riparian and wetland areas is acquisition of 
instream flow water rights. Where management actions are 
prioritized for riparian wetland areas (pg. 35), acquisition of 
instream flow water rights should be included as the highest 
priority management action for all perennially flowing streams 
that support native fish or significant wildlife habitat. 

A major threat to riparian areas is mineral extraction 
activities that can cause habitat destruction, erosion, and water 
quality problems. The riparian corridors for all perennial 
streams should be withdrawn from mineral entry and closed to sale 
of mineral materials. 

It would be helpful to include a detailed description of 
riparian area management goals, including criteria used to 
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evaluate different riparian habitat conditions. This is an area 
of considerable discussion end confusion among various agencies 
and individuals, but objective descriptions of ecological goals 
are necessary to provide guidelines for monitoring and evaluation 
of progress toward management goals. An example of the confusion 
that can arise Is the different terms used within the draft Plan 
to describe riparian area goals~ pg. 15 - "good or batter 
ecological status"; pg. 24 - "advanced ecological status"; and 
pg. 34 - "proper functioning condition." Do these terms all mean 
the same thing? 

Page-by-page Comments: 
pg.13, last paragraph -- One of the Hualapal Mountain meadows was 
dropped from consideration for ACEC status due to its inclusion 
in the Wabayuma Peak WSA. A management prescription protecting 
the meadow habitat and the Hualapai Mountain vole that lives 
there should be included in the wilderness management plan. Two 
of the major threats to the site are grazing and recreational 
visitors, neither of which are excluded by wilderness 
designation. 

pg.16, top of page -- In describing your goal of 10% of the RA in 
"early seral stage" it would be helpful to provide a definition 
of seral stage. Generally, ssral stages are described in 
relation to some kind of disturbance. Your goal of a low 
percentage of the RA in an early seral stage could be interpreted 
to restrict the use of prescribed fire (another goal on the same 
page) that might create extensive areas of an "early seral 
stage." 

pg.l?, right column, third paragraph -- OHV events are mentioned 
here as a possibility on the KRA, hut are not discussed elsewhere 
in the Plan under OHVmanagement (i.e. pgs. 31, 45}. In 
California OHV cross-country events have been shown to be very 
destructive, with major damage to watershed condition such as 
soil compaction and erosion. We recommend that OHV events not be 
permitted on the KRA. 

pg.25 -- In your goals for Emergency Fire Rehabilitation, native 
plants should be used wherever possible for revegetation of 
burned areas. 

pg.27 -- The lands indicated for disposal in Alternative 1 (Map 
II-1) include essential habitat for the White-margined Beard- 
tongue near Yucca, east of the Yucca-Lake Alamo Road. These 
lands should be retained and managed to protect this rare plant, 
as described in the ACEC prescription for this area. 

pg.35, right column -- The list of streams for which Instream 
flow rights will be acquired does not include Francis creek, 
Grapevine Spring, and Upper Bull Flat. These significant 
riparian sites should be added to the list. 

pg.43 -- We support the retirement of the Alamo and Chino 
springs allotments. These ephemeral allotments have very low 
value for grazing, but include significant riparian habitat along 
the Big Sandy and Bill Williams rivers that has been damaged by 
improper grazing management in the past. 

pg.49 -- Establishment of wildlife corridors is a good, 
innovative idea, however little information is currently 
available to guide the design of such corridors. We recommend 
that the Plan include a program to monitor wildlife use of 
corridor areas to establish background information for future 
wildlife corridor planning. 

pg.167 sub~nteora is misspelled at top of page, Orohanche is 
misspelled at bottom of page. 

pg.169 reqalis is misspelled in middle of page. 

pg.170 Choeronvcterls is misspelled at top of page. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Plan. 
If we can be of further assistance, please feel free to contact 
us. 

Si~l~erely, 

Public Lands Protection Planner 
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BLM Kingman~Ke-souree Area 
2475 Beverley Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 
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Dear Mr. Carter, 

i a~writing on behalf of the Arizona Nature Conservancy 
with comments on the Kingman Resource Area Draft Management Plan. 
This letter is a supplement to the letter sent earlier to address 
one point that was missed in the earlier letter. 

On page 43 in the first paragraph in the right-hand column, 
you state that when land is acquired from the Stat e of Arizona, 
"forage willbe allocated to livestock at the same grazing 
capacity as had been set by the State prior to exchange." 

We strongly recommend that BLM conduct its own analysis of 
grazing capacity for all newly acquired land and set stocking 
rates accordingly. The State does not have the same 
environmental protection mandates that BLM does, and it is not 
appropriate to assume that stocking rates determined by the State 
will meet the quidelines for sustainability and environmental 
protection that BLMmust follow. Before an allotment plan is 
written and implemented on newly acquired land, the BLM should 
conduct a new grazing suitability and capacity analysis. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Plan. 
If we can be of fttrther assistance, please° feel free to contact 
us. 

Peter L. Warren 
Public Lands Protection Planner 
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~ ~  ARIZO.A R I V E . S  

~ 3  E. Medlock Dr. 
Phoenix ,  Az. 85~1e 

US eLM Kingman Resource Area 
B475 Bever ly  Avenue 
Kingman. AZ 8b~01 

Dear Mr. Ben t ley :  

Th is  l e t t e r  o f f e r s  comments on the d r a f t  Kingman Resource Area 
RMP-EIS, Nov 1990. 

I am pleased t h a t  you have p laced an emphasis on the p r o t e c t i o n  
and r e s t o r a t i o n  o f  r i p a r i a n  areas. In  rev iew ing  the impacts o f  
the va r ious  a l t e r n a t i v e s ~  I recommend A l t e r n a t i v e  Two~ the KRA 
Pre fe r red  A l t e r n a t i v e ~  as the o v e r a l l  best  approach. 

There are a few s p e c i f i c  p roposa ls  f o r  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  to  the  
Pre fe r red  A l t e r n a t i v e  t h a t  I wish to  make. 

A. I recommend t h a t  you c rea te  one or two spec ia l  r i p a r i a n  
r e s t o r a t i o n  zones (SRD2] t h a t  can be compared to  zones t h a t  are 
placed under no spec ia l  management. The purposes o f  such a 
comparison would be 1) to  demonstrate whether i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  to  
r e s t o r e  r i p a r i a n  areas i n  the KRA, 2) to  demonstrate what such a 
res to red  zone would look l i k e ,  and 3) to  generate i n f o r m a t i o n  
t h a t  may be use fu l  i n  p l a n n i n g  f o r  r e s t o r a t i o n  o f  o the r  r i p a r i a n  
areas l i s t e d  in  Appendix 7 (page 192). I recommend you s e l e c t  
the SRDZs to be a comparable as p o s s i b l e  to  "matched c o n t r o l "  
areas not  placed under spec ia l  management. The t h ree  a c t i v i t i e s  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  needing to  be excluded f rom the SRDZ are c a t t l e  
graz ing~ veh i cu l a r  use, and v e g e t a t i v e  c l e a r i n g .  The SRDZ cou ld  
be chosen from among the ACECs proposed under A l t e r n a t i v e  B or 
cou ld  be chosen f rom Appendix 9 and managed a c c o r d i n g l y .  Compar- 
ab le ,  g e o g r a p h i c a l l y  s ~ q u e n t i a l  reaches o f  any o f  the longer  
r i p a r i a n  areas on Appendix 7 a lso  would s u f f i c e  as the SRDZ and 
" c o n t r o l  zones."  SRDZs would r e q u i r e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f e n c i n g  and 
land management. E v a l u a t i o n  o f  the e f f e c t  cou ld  be performed on 
an i n f r e q u e n t  bas is ,  and would no t  r e q u i r e  a g rea t  deal  o f  
resources.  

B. I applaud your Wild and Scenic River  (W&SR) e v a l u a t i o n  o f  the 
I f i v e  streams l i s t e d  i n  Appendix 2B. However, the e n t i r e  l eng th  

R ~  ~ ~ " o f  the  Santa Maria Ri . . . .  hou ld  b . . . . .  idered f o r  W&SR 
e l i g i b i l i t y ;  the areas under s t a t e  c o n t r o l  shou ld  be p lanned f a r  
a c q u i s i t i o n  by t r ade .  I am not  f a m i l i a r  enough w i th  the Big 
Sandy River ta know whether i t  would be v a l u a b l e  to  acqu i re  the 
non-BLM lands through t r a d e .  

f ~  Tw~ 

C. On'mid March t r i p  on the R i l l  W i l l i ams  River I noted t h a t  the 
r i p a r i a n  q u a l i t y  downstream to the area near Reid V a l l e y  was i n  a 
much impacted c o n d i t i o n .  Tamarisk and s a l t  cedar had choked out  
most n a t i v e  t r e e s ,  fences were i n  a s t a t e  o f  d i s r e p a i r ,  c a t t l e  
had h e a v i l y  overgrazed,  and w i l d  bu r ros  and t h e i r  t racks  were a l l  
too common. Beaver appeared to  have been a c t i v e  in  the  pas t .  
Proper management w i l l  r e q u i r e  a m u l t i - d i s c i p l i n a r y ~  m u l t i - a g e n c y  
e f f o r t .  Not to  be over looked i s  the need f o r  a more dependable 
f l o w  o f  water f rom Alamo Dam. A f l o w  more r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  the 
n a t u r a l  reg ime i s  needed. 

D. The management o b j e c t i v e  f o r  the 14 ACECs proposed under 
A l t e r n a t i v e  Two are reasonable .  Perhaps Wright  Creek i n  the  
n o r t h  h a l f ,  and Santa Maria River i n  the south h a l f  cou ld  be 
se lec ted  as the  SRDZs I proposed above. 

E. The A r i zona  R ivers  C o a l i t i o n  r e c e n t l y  produced i t s  proposal  
f o r  W&SR d e s i g n a t i o n s .  F r iends  o f  A r i zona  R ivers ,  a member o f  
the  C o a l i t i o n ,  asks the  BLM-KRA to be cogn izan t  o f  t h i s  proposal  
and to  a c t i v e l y  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  the d iscuss ions  to  be generated 
d u r i n g  the  p o l i t i c a l  and l e g i s l a t i v e  process to f o l l o w .  We ask 
t h a t  RLM work w i th  the C o a l i t i o n  in  s e l e c t i n g  the best  rema in ing  
segments i n  A r i zona  f o r  W&SR d e s i g n a t i o n .  

Thank you f o r  the  o p p o r t u n i t y  to  comment. 

S ince re l y~  

Timothy 3. Flood 0 
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THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY, ARIZONA CHAPTER 
~ O ~ p.O.B.X 41~I 

~ ph~mi% AZ ~8~1337 

-- ~ I~I ~ April 12, 1991 

MS. Elaine F- Marquis 
Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

Dear Ms. Marquis: 

Re: Kingman Resource Area Draft Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

TheArizona Chapter of the Wildlife Society would like to thankthe 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for the opportunity to review and 
comment on the draft Kingman Reso%Irce Management Plan (RMP) and 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Society has been 
extremely active in environmental issues that may bothpotentlally 
impact or protect Arizona's diverse natural wildlife and habitat 
heritage. 

In review of thethree alternatives considered for analysis bythe 
draft RMP/EIS, we are strongly supportive of Alternative 2. We 
believe that Alternative 2 will provide the best tool for guiding 
management of both resources and various multiple uses on public 
lands within the Kingnan Resource Area (KRA). 

In recognizing that the planning process for this draftRMP/EIS was 
issue driven, the following specific comments by issue or 
management concern are offered for your consideration. 

VEGETATIVE PRODUCTS MANAGEMENT 

We are supportive of BLM's direction to inventory and develop 
management plans for fuelwood cutting. Properly designed fuelwood 
cutting can be one tool for creating a mosaic of wildlife habitat 
within dense stands of pinyon-juniper dominated plant communities. 
However, without proper management and enforcement, woodcutting 
areas are often littered and severely degraded by off-highway 
vehicles or other uncontrolled public uses. 

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT 

We are generally supportive of BLMIs direction to develop and 
revise Allotment Management Plans (AMP Is), espeoiallyae needed On 
those allotments to be affected byAreae of Crltical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC) or Special Recreation Management Area (SMA) 
designation. However, we recognize the critical importance of 
properly managed public lands resource area-wide, to wildlife and 
habitat resources, and therefore, would recommend that the BLM 
prioritize it's AMP planning process after consideration is given 
to all grazing allotments within the KRA as based on need or 
condition. 

All state or private lands acquired by BLMthrough exchange should 
CO--| | be subject to the sam .... g ..... gement principl .... pplied to 

| public lands. Often state lands are of poor condition and should 
not be subject to continuation of existing grazing practices. 

Additionally, we are strongly supportive of the change-in-kind of 
livestock action that would prohibit domestic goats or sheep within 
or adjacent to occupied bighorn sheep habitats. The potential 
consequences to bighorn populations, especially in the Black 
Mountains, from various disease vectors are far too great to 
consider otherwise. 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT 

We recognize the BLM0s desire to increase public recreational 
opportunities within theKRA. However, we would reeommend eautio~ 
when identifying sites for permanent or developed campgrounds in 
remote outlying areas. Increased public use can often degrade 
surrounding or existing wildlife and habitat resource values. 
Developed facilities should be carefully planned and policed. We 
would suggest that the BLM develop a more comprehensive 
recreational management plan that would consider the needs and 
impacts of potential recreational sites. 

We strongly support the BLMJs attempt to intensively manage or 
regulate off-highway vehicle (OHV) use within the ERA. More 
control of OHV use will help to protect and enhance wildlife and 
habitat resource values without significantly impeding various non- 
consttmptive or consumptive public uses or access. We recommend 
that the BLM adequately enforce and properly sign or post such 
areas. 

SPECIAL AREA DESIGNATIONS 

We strongly support the BLM's direction to identify and designate 
ACEC's within KRA. These special area designations should help to 
promote public awareness of sensitive or critical wildlife and 
riparian habitats in need of additional protection or enhancement. 
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ACEC designation should not detract from other resource values or 
multiple uses of these areas, but rather to develop and implement 
more intensive management and monitoring of past, present and 
future activities. Management plans for proposed ACEC's should be 
developed and coordinated with other management plans fort he area, 
especially Habitat Management Plans (HMP's). 

WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

We support and encourage the BLM in it's effort to continue with 
the development or revision and implementation of new or existing 
}SMP's within the KRA. We view these documents as the essential and 
driving wildlife habitat management tool for KRA. BLM in Arizona 
currently has one of the most progressive and effective HMP 
programs in the United States. We realize the need for additional 
emphasis on special status or sensitive species and monitoring. 
However, the RMP should not supersede HMP's as the quiding wildlife 
management tool. We recommend that the HMP's be left intact and 
revised or developed to include these additional needs. Any 
additional funding realized from the designation of ACEC's for 
wildlife enhancement or improvements should be directed by approved 
HMP=s. 

RIPARIAN AREA MANAGEMENT 

We strongly support the BLM's efforts to identify, inventory and 
classify riparian-wetland areas within the KRA and the overall RMP 
objective to restore and maintain 75 percent of these areas in 
proper functioning condition by 1997. However, we believe that 
this noble attempt will take a combination of decisive resource or 
multiple-use management actions and additional funding from BLMor 
other sources before it dan be achieved. When the proposed 
Riparian Area Management Plans (RAMP,s) are completed, additional 
funding may be more attainable. 

Additionally, in reference to Governor Rose Mofford's Executive 
Order No. 91-6, dated February 14, 1991, we would encourage the BLM 
to coordinate their riparian management efforts very closely with 
the Arizona Game and Fish Commission (AGFC). The AGFC, per this 
executive order, has been tasked with the job of conducting a 
stptewlde inventory and classification of all riparian areas and to 
coordinate the drafting of a statewide riparian management plan. 

WILD HORSE AND BtTRRO MANAGEMENT 

We strongly support the ELM's direction to reduce excess wild horse 
and burro numbers to management levels in all herd management areas 
by October 1992. A reduction of these animals to management levels 
will result in increased habitat quality and forage availability 
for all species. This should alleviate the overall physiological 
stress often experienced by animals in feral v. wildlife 
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relationships as a result of competition for available habitat. 
This stress can be compounded when other environmental factors 
persist (e.g. prolonged drought), and may result in a number of 
detrimental effects to wildlife populations. 

We recommend the BLM aggressively inventory and monitor wild horse 
and burro numbers in order to arrive at accurate population 
estimates. The lack of adequate population data for these species 
in various herd management areas has often resulted in fewer 
animals removed than allowed by previously set management levels. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

We would recommend that the BLM develop a fire suppression 
management plan that would identify and quide objectives for fire 
suppression, prescription burning, and post-burn management in the 
RMP. Fire can be an extremely effective tool to improve overall 
habitat quality and plant vigor in dense, decadent chaparral 
communities when properly designed and managed. Post-burn 
management should include reseeding with an adequate mixture of 
both palatable and nonpalatable native grasses and forbs compatible 
with existing native plant community. We reco~end against the 
reseeding of exotic species. Exotics are very hardy and readily 
out complete native species, often becoming established in 
undesirable locations such as riparian areas. 

Again, we would like to thank you for the opportunity to review and 
comment on this Draft RMP/EIS. The Arizona Chapter would 
appreciate receiving a final copy of this RMP/EIS when completed. 

Denise L. Baker 
Secretary/Treasurer 
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Mr, Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 88401 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

In response to the draft Kingman Resource Area Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, the Arizona 
Riparian Council. The Council is a non-profit organization whose 
statement of purpose includes the protection and management of 
ripariaD systems. 

The Council strongly supports your identification of 
riparian/wetland as an Issue. Overall, we support the Preferred 
Alternative. but offer the following comments and concerns for your 
consideration. 

i. Riparian habitat condition goals and objectives are weak and 
do not provide sufficient objective criteria upon which to evaluate 
future condition. We strongly recommend that the final plan 
provide clearer guidance on what the terms "optimal riparian 
habitat condition", "good or better ecological status", and 
"properly functioning condition" are intended to mean. Possibly an 
Appendix which provides the public with information on RACE along 
with the numerical scores that would provide a measure as to 
whether the aforementioned objectives have been attained. 

2. We strongly support your Three Rivers, Wright and Cottonwood 
Creeks and Burro Creek ACECs, [n reading the Objectives in 
Appendix 18 we suggest that the word minimum be dropped when 
referring to acquisition of instream flow water rights. The word 
minimum in reference instream flow water rights is no longer 
considered appropriate. We also question the need to file a claim 
after 5 years of monitoring data. One year is generally sufficient 
with a 3 year monitoring period generally required "to prove" up on 
the claim. We recommend that instream claims be filed following 
one year of monitoring data for the Wright and Cottonwood Creek, 
Burro Creek, Three Rivers, and Hualapai Mountains ACEC. 

We also want to commend the Bureau for the strength of their 
management prescriptions within these riparian ACECs, particularly 
the withdrawal of mineral entry from the riparian zones, the 
prohibition of mineral disposal and the restrictions on mineral 
leasing activity and the necessity for posting bonds. 

3. The riparian goals and objectives are centered exclusively on 
the riparian zone with little or no attention to the watershed 
conditions. Enlightened approaches to riparian management 
recognize the close interrelationship between watershed condition 
and riparian habitat conditions. We strongly recommend that the 
Kingman Resource Area provide management guidance which recognizes 
this relationship. 

In summary, we support the preferred alternatives and urge you to 
incorporate the aforementioned points in the final plan. Thank you 
for your time and consideration. 
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The Arizona 
Native Plant 

Society 

August I0, 1991 

Mr. Bill Carter 
BLM - Kingman Resource Ares 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 66461 

B~,, 4 C 0 ,  >,,,, " . , , ,  ..... 
l u , . , , ,  k r ,a , ,u . , ,qTI7  D e a r  M r .  C a r t e r :  

The Arizona Native Plant Society submits the following 
comments in response to your draft Kingman Resource Area Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. Our 
organization is a statewide, non-profit dedicated to a wide variety 
issues related to the plant resources of Arizona. 

In general, we support the proposed preferred alternative, and 
your attention to Issues #2, #3, #4 and #5 and management concerns 
#7, #8 and #10. With respect to these issues we address the 
following specific comments: 

Resource Area ~oals 

Page iS. We recommend that more precise language be included in 
the final plan to better elucidate your goal to restore and 
maintain 75~ of riparian/wetland areas to properly functioning 
condition or good or better ecological status o Properly 
functioning condition and ecological status are jargonistic and 
provide no reasonable standard in a qualitative or quantitative 
sense that will allow the public to determine if properly 
functioning condition and good or better ecological status have 
been attained? 

Page 16. We questions to appropriateness of the guideline that 
only I0% of rangelands he maintained in a early seral stage. This 
guideline may be intended to reduce overgrazing by livestock which 
we strongly support, but may reduce opportunities to implement 
prescribed burning practices. 

Page 16. We strongly support your goal to use prescribed fire, and 
recommend that this goal include watershed restoration as a stated 
purpose for prescribed burning. We also recommend that the plan 
specify some treatment level expressed in total acres, or a 
percentage during the next 10-15 years. 

90q I 

Management Guidance Common to all Alternatives 

Page 25. We recommend that additional language be included to 
provide flexibility in assessing the need to suppress fires in T&E 
species habitat. Some plants species of concern may benefit from 
fire and management guidance should acknowledge the use of fire as 
an appropriate and necessary tool for species habitat management. 

Alternative 2 {Preferred Alternative) 

Page 43. We strongly object to the planned action within rangeland 
management that states that State lands that are acquired will be 
allocated to livestock at the same capacity established by the 
State prior to the exchange. This policy is in direct conflict 
with BLM's responsibility to develop appropriate grazing guidelines 
based upon an environmental analysis. The Arizona Native Plant 
Society believes that if the BLM does not wish to manage these 
lands subject to federal laws and regulations pertaining to grazing 
that they not acquire these lands. We also want to call your 
attention to the fact that if this language is not deleted from the 
final plan, that the Society believes this action to be sufficient 
grounds to consider remedying our concern through the appeals 
process. 

Page 43. We strongly support your retirement of livestock grazing 
on the Silver Creek, Chino Springs and Alamo allotments. 

Areas of Critic~l Environmental Concern 

The Society strongly supports your proposed ACEC 
reco~endations in Alternative 2. We are especially supportive of 
your management prescriptions that call for withdrawing the Clay 
Hills ACEC from mineral entry and leasing, and your restrictive 
minerals management prescriptions for the Black Mountain, White- 
margined Penstemon Reserve, Three Rivers Riparian and Burro Creek 
ACECs. Your analyses detailing the special values of these areas 
are well-done and provide strong support for the designations and 
management prescriptions listed in Alternative 2. 

The Arizona Native Plant Society appreciates the opportunity 
to provide input to the public land management planning process. 

Sincerely, 

William Feldman 
President 
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~ ~ B  - GRAND CANYON CHAPTER 
~ ~  ~ 5 ~  l ! l i  Phoenix. Arizona85004 

~ ~ ~ . T  (602) 253-8633 
April "ll, i~l 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

RE: Resource Management Plan 

To Whom It May Concern: 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on your 

Resource Management Plan. I confess I have not been able 
to study the document in great detail, but I read enough 
to see that you are intending to take some management 
steps that I feel are quite appropriate. Frankly, I'm 
quite excited about some of the possibilities. 

As the founder of the Nohave Wilderness Association, 
and as a member of the Steering Committee of the Arizona 
Wilderness Coalition, I had many opportunities to visit 
several remote locations in the greater Mohave County area 
over the past few years. In the Black Mountains, I 
visited the Warm Springs WSA, the Mount Nutt WSA, the 
Burns Springs/Black Mountains North WSA, Mount Davis, 
M o c k i n g b i r d .  a n d  V a n  D e e m a n .  I h a v e  a d d i t i o n a l l y  v i s i t e d  
t h e  M o u n t  T i p t o n  WSA a n d  o t h e r  p a r t s  o f  t h e  C e r b a t  
Mountains. I am familiar with the Rualapai Mountains and 
especially the Wabayuma Peak area. In the Grandwash 
Cliffs area, I have spent time from the Music Mountain 
a r e a  n o r t h w a r d  t h r o u g h  t h e  G r a n d w a s h  C l i f f s  WSA a s  we l  1 a s  
the areas surroundin~ and including the Grapevine Wash 
WSA. 

As to the latter, I made perhaps two dozen visits. I 
found extensive evidence of prehistoric use (roasting 
pits), as well as a variety of beautiful scenery and the 
tremendous Joshua Tree forest. I helped prepare the 
proposal to create the Ramparts Wilderness Area which was 
s u g g e s t e d  t o  C o n g r e s s .  I am s u r e  a copy o f  t h a t  p r o p o s a l  
was submitted to your office. 

I am familiar with the riparian areas of Peoples 
Canyon, the Santa Maria River, the Bill Williams River, 
the Big Sandy, Burro Creek, Frances Creek, along with the 
surrounding countryside. After reviewing your Draft RIS, 
I made  two t r i p s  t o  t h e  W r i g h t  C r e e k  a r e a  s o u t h  a n d  e a s t  
o f  V a l e n t i n e .  We l o c a t e d  h i s t o r i c  a n d  p r e h i s t o r i c  s i t e s  
i n  g r e a t  a b u n d a n c e .  We w e r e  p r i v i l e g e d  t o  s p o t  t h e  
pronghorn herd (or a part of it) that makes that area its 
home. 

Printed on 100% Recycled Paper 

As you can see, I have extensive background in the 
areas you are responsible for managing. I can make the 
following general comments. These ape a l l  fairly remote 
and w i l d  p l a c e s .  They all h a v e  r e m a r k a b l e  scenery. 
p r e h i s t o r i c  a n d  h i s t o r i c  s i t e s ,  a n d  a b u n d a n t  a n d  v a r i e d  
w i l d l i f e  a n d  p l a n t s .  T h e  b i g h o r n  s h e e p  p o p u l a t i o n  i n  t h e  
B l a c k  M o u n t a i n s  i s  t h r i v i n g ,  a n d  s h o u l d  be  c o n s i d e r e d  a 
n a t i o n a l  t r e a s u r e .  T h e  r a p t o r  p o p u l a t i o n  i n  t h e  A lamo  
Lake Complex is unique in all t h e  world. Even my siting 
o f  a d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e  a t  t h e  s o u t h e a s t  t i p  o f  t h e  Warm 
Springs Wilderness is deserving of mention. 

I laud your proposals to manage these special and 
sensitive areas. They are well deserving of special 
p r o t e c t i o n .  I b e l i e v e  A r e a s  o f  C r i t i c a l  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  
Concern are a necessary and appropriate tool. I believe 
you should follow up on your studies and proposals for 
Wild and Scenic River designations. Wherever you 
encounter riparian habitats, please make special efforts 
t o  p r e s e r v e  t h e s e  a r e a s .  

I l o o k  f o r w a r d  5 0  y o u r  p r o g r e s s  i n  t h e  m a n a g i n g  o f  
o u r  p r e c i o u s  r e s o u r c e s .  P l e a s e  make  n o t e  o f  my new 
a d d r e s s ,  a n d  k e e p  me p o s t e d  o n  a n y  f u r t h e r  d e v e l o p m e n t s .  
T h a n k  y o u ,  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

S t a f f  Lobbyist 

C R F / e r f  
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MOHAVE SPORTSMAN CLUB 

April 8, 1991 

Ela ine F. Marquis 
Area Manager 
Bureau of  Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear Ms. Marqu is :  

The Mohaue Sportsman Club has reviewed the Kingman Resource Area 
Resource Management P lan .  We hope our b r i e f  comments w i l l  ass i s t  
you with a few difficult decisions, 

Our c lub  has 125 members at  t h i s  t ime.  We a lso manage and ma in ta in  
the loca l  r i f l e  range which was o r i g i n a l l y  a BLM R&PP lease. 

Regarding your ACEC proposa ls  we s t r o n g l y  support  >'our e f f o r t s  to  
establish the following ACEC's listed under alternative I11 

Black Mountain 
Western Bajada & Tortoise 
Wright and Cottonwood Creeks Riparian and Cultural 
Cherokee Point Antelope Habitat 
Hualapai Mountain Research Natural Area 
Whlte-Margined Penstemon Research Area 
McCracken Desert Tortoise Habitat 
Poachie Desert Tortoise Habitat 
Aubrey Peak Bighorn Sheep Habitat 
B u r r o  Creek  R i p a r i a n  a n d  C u l t u r a l  
T h r e e  R i v e r s  R i p a r i a n  A r e a  

N o t e !  Many o f  o u r  c l u b  m e m b e r s  a re  s e n i o r  c i t i z e n s .  We w o u l d  l i k e  
t o  keep the  o p t i o n  o f  d r i v i n g  o f f  t he  r o a d  t o  r e t r i e v e  b i g  game 
a n i m a l s  in  t h o s e  ACEC 's  w h e r e  you p l a n  t o  ! i m l t  v e h l c ~ e  a c c e s s ,  

In  r e g a r d  t o  w i l d  h o r s e s  and  b u r r o 5 ,  we do n o t  s u p p o r t  the  i dea  o f  
a w i l d  h o r s e  h e r d  in  t h e  C e r b a t  M o u n t a i n s ,  Lie a l s o  w~sh you w o u l d  
reduce bur ro  numbers in the B:ack Mount&in~ to 400 or less as soon 
as p o s s i b l e .  B u r r o s  s h o u l d  a l s o  be r e m o v e d  in  n ~ t o r i c  b i g h o r n  
sheep h a b i t a t  a l o n g  the  S a n t a  M a r i a  and  B i l l  W i l l i a m s  r i v e r s ,  
A b s e n t  i n  t h i s  RMP i s  a p l a n  t o  h a n d l e  b u r r o s  in  non h e r d  
management  a r e a s .  These  a n i m a l s  s h o u l d  be removed  i m m e d i a t e l y  and 
not a11owed to m u l t i p l y  and i n h a b i t  new areas. 

Thank you fo r  the o p p o r t u n i t y  to comment on t h i s  p l a n ,  

Sincerely, 

Herb S t i p e  
P r e s i d e n t  MSC 
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Box 553 
Wickenburg, Az. 
April 5, 1991 

~5358 

King~mn ResOurce Area 
Mgmtplan 
Em~iormental impact D~pt. . 
Bill Carter, Technical c o o r d i n a t o r  
247~ Baverl~yAve. 
Eingma~, Az. 86201 

Dear Area Manager and assistant@: 

i. No respect, or admission of the Old legzl water riffhts are given on 
the grazing leases tO the rancher. 

2. Closing of roads in the wilder~ess area limits use to people being able to walE 
there e lot of people ~abls to walk-but can ride in motorized vehicles. 
plus a vehicle on the roads do not make that much noise or do d~mag~- you 

can hear the hiway traffic on Hiway 93 better than you can hear a vehicle on 
the roads in the country. 

• = i ' - -  , Q ~ - I  I 3. Failure to sh .... ads orvehicleway .... ps supplied ~ith this draft 
! when and where they exist.. ~ BIG BIG OMISSION~ 

2. There is a strong fee~ng this draft was pr~paredby~ishers and dreamers 
~ith their own wishes and special interest in mind instead of the true 
picture or story of the facts, and NEVER was the weather element menti~ed. 

5. Wateri Who had water even before the time of B.L.M. The renhe~ has 
developed and worked on the waters alone and it has been shared by 
livestock and wildlife and even people when they come along thirsty 
the B .L.M. comes along after the fact and maybe if you have water they 
come up with big ideas or i~auds. MAYBE?? 

9 4--2 | 6~ ~HY do y .... t to ~mke th .... her th ..... pe goat?? and cut the number of 
livestock on the McCraoken- Poncbie turtle habitat.? Cattle don*t eat the 
dam~ things. It hasn,t been proven they eat the same forage, you donlt even 
consider the possible fact that the ~ild pigs in rooting around turn the 
turtles upside down and makes then lunch for crows~ eagles and buzzards, 
Plus the coyote, foxes, lions and bobcats can de=troy them. 

7* Why is the Arrastra Mr. Allotment being used as first the wilderness and 
2nd. the turtle habitat. It sh~u~ be kinds equal- ? 

8. Do the turtle pay a personal property tax?? Does the wilderness pay any 
thing to contribute to your salaries?? 

Respectfully 

Art Rodgers, 
Arras%ra Mt, Allotment 
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@ UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

R~I.I AND WILDLIFE $ERVICI 
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 
3616 W. Thomas~ Suite 6 
PhoentxD Arizona  85019 

April 12, 1991 

~OHANB,~_ 

TO: Area Hanager, Kingman Resource Area, Bureau of Land Management, 
gingman, Arizona 

FROM: Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Phoenix, Arizona 

SUBJECT: Review of Draf t  Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement for Kinoman Resource Area (EC 90/137) 

The Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has reviewed the subject draft Resource 
Management Plan (BMP) and offers the following comments for your 
consideration. 

GENEP~LCOMM~TS 

The draft RMP lays out the management goals for the Kingman Resource Area 
(KRA) that the Bureau of Land Management (Bl~) will use to direct resources 
management over the next 20 years. We note that some of the documents 
adopted as part of the RMP/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are reaching 
the end of their expected life. This adoption has two main effects; i) that 
of extending the effective lives of these documents without providing for 
adequate public comment, and 2) that of inhibiting the exploration of new 
management opportunities and possibilities since the old documents are 
included in their entirety. We recognize that some of these documents remain 
valid and include acceptable management practices, however, we suggest the 
older major EIS's included in the RMP be evaluated for revision at the end 
of their planning cycle, not at the end of the RMP cycle. 

| Although not specifically mentioned under either Minerals, Wildlife, or 
| Recreation sections of the RMPIEIS, safety of both visitors and animals on 
| public lauds is an area  of management interest. In this respect, treatments 96-I  ,t ........ i ..... hel ..... d similar feat .... to protect human health and 
| safety, and cleaning up mining impacts may adversely affect wildlife use of 
| these areas. Any comprehensive plan for these features should take into 
| consideration wildlife impacts. 

| The glossary needs to contain all words and phrases that are used to describe 
96-2 ,dill .... t .... 9 .... t responsibilities. F ...... ple, I .... b le  mi .... is is in 

| the glossary but locatable and saleable minerals are not. What exactly is 
| "mineral material disposal'; as mentioned in Table IT-5? Other examples 
exist. Please revise accordingly. Providing descriptions of terms used in 
early chapters only in later chapters of the document has limited utility. 

96-3 I 

96-4  I 

96-5 I Page 

2 

The Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC's) that are included in 
the preferred alternative target important wildlife habitats and, if 
implemented, should provide for effective management of these resources. 
Were there other ACEC's that were not included? Why are the three cultural 
ACEC's in Alternative 3 not included in Alternative 2? He suggest all 
identified ACEC's be recognized and given special consideration. 

Considering the range of alternatives presented in the draft R~P, for the 
most part there are few major differences between them, with the exception 
of ACEC designations. Perhaps some discussion of why the alternatives are 
so alike would be instructive. Also, while there were biodiverslty and 
recreation alternatives elimlmated from consideration, no mention is made of 
a commodity based alternatlve. Do the planning objectives preclude such an 
alternative? 

SPECIFIC CONNerS 

Page 5; Issue 3. The Weeded Decisions sections should include a re- 
evaluation of not only Habitat Management Plans (HMP's), but any 
decision-making documents or products of such documents that may exist. 
This in especially important for Area Management Plans (AMP's). 
Planning Criteria should also evaluate AMP's. 

Paqe 9; Manaumment Concern 3. Under this concern, segregations, classifi- 
cations, and withdrawals appear to be separate types of protective 
actions. However, in the glossary, segregation is defined as "Any 
action such as a withdrawal .... " If segregation is a distinct 
protection action, this needs to be clarified. Also this concern 
appears to be biased toward getting rid of special-use designations such 
as withdrawal while putting more land under multiple use. We note no 
planning criteria that would evaluate establishing or enlarging current 
or potential withdrawals. This concern should be revised to reflect the 
need to determine what areas should be protected through segregation, 
classification, or withdrawal. Planning criteria should include 
provision for land reviews to establish segregation needs. 

107 Management Concern 7. Should the 13th Planning Criteria read 
"watershed condition" rather than "watershed productivity?" What is 
the management strategy difference, i f  any, between the two terms? The 
issue of threatened and endangered species should be included in the 
opening statement. 
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Page ii; Management Concern q. It would appear to us that the first 
decision needed with regard to acquiring land would be to establish its 
best use, i.e., multiple use or withdrawal for special use. Forage 
allocations should he applicable to all lands and based on established 
criteria. We suggest a Management Concern be added to determine 
appropriate use of acquired land. The Needed Decision statement for 
this concern seems to imply there is no option available to not graze 
newly acquired lands. Is this true? If not, please alter wording to 
"Should forage allocations... ', from "What forage allocations .... " 

Page Ii; Management Concern 10. Again, the assumption is that ephemeral 
grazing on all lands is a given, not an option. We suggest the Needed 
Decision be changed to the following: "Which methods should BI~I use in 
deciding if ephemeral and supplemental licensing of livestock should be 
allowed .... " 

Page 15; Introduction. By incorporating the previous grazing EIS's into the 
RMP, is the BbM extending the operational life of those EIS's? Is this 
an appropriate action given t h e  changes in resource values, threatened 
and endangered species, and riparian priorities that BLM has made since 
the EIS'S were finalized? Row much longer will it be until these 
grazing EIS's can be reevaluated - an additional 20 years? At the next 
RMP revision, will grazing be an integral part? We would prefer to see 
the grazing EIS's re-evaluated at the end of their operational life and 
revised to fit the RMp timeframe for revision. For example, assuming 
a 20-year life, the CerbatlBlack Mountain EIS (1978) would be revised 
in 1998, then revised in 2011 as part of the RMP revision. 

9 6 - 6  I page  . . . . . . .  ,roa Ooals. We suggest inclusion of o specific goal for 
threatened and endangered or special status species. 

Page 17; Mananement Guidance Common to all Alternatives. Other RLM actions 
under the RMP that would require Section 7 consuitations include land 
sales or transfers out of Federal ownership. 

Page 20; Air Resources. Use restrictions should be evaluated and applied 
when appropriate in areas of high airborne dust potential. 

I Paqe 23; Special Status Species Management. We support RIM commitment to 
monitoring the status of and evaluating effects to listed and candidate 

96 ~ 7  ~ species covered by the Endangered Species Act. Please note that the 
1988 Amendments to the Endangered Species Act require Federal agencies 
to monitor category i and 2 species. 

4 

Page 23; Plant Species. We recommend that the BIM develop a ~P for Arizona 
cllffrose in cooperation with the FWS. The Recovery Plan mentioned in 
the RMP is a FWS document and not considered binding to the DIM. We 
believe an aggressive recovery program for Arizona cliffrose could begin 

96--8 without a finalized FWS ....... y plan. In the ab ...... f an HMP, the 
BLM should state in the RMP what the goals of Arizona cllffrose 
management will be. In addition, we believe the RMP should state that 
the HMP for Arizona cliffrose, once developed, will be implemented by 
the BLM. 

96 9 Page 26; Alt .... tire 1 - Public Land Exchange. Th ..... titutional 
amendment needed for State-Federal land exchanges was defeated in 
November 1990. 

96 [0 I PagesO; Ve,etativeProducts. Is th ........... ded seed list for 
-- rehabilitation of commercial woodlots? Are nonnative species used, or 

are'onlynative species allowed? 

Page 31; Recreation Management - Off-Highway Vehicles (OHV). we believe the 
use of washes for CRY travel is incompatible with maintenance of natural 
diversity and wildlife and riparian vegetation management. Drainage 
systems and their associated vegetation and wildlife richness add an 
important element of community and species diversity to desert 
ecosystems. OHV traffic has potentially significant impacts which could 
severely degrade these critical riparian systems. We strongly reco~snd 
that the BbM exclude desert washes from O~V use. 

Page 32; Map~-3. The use of the word "open" for OHV areas on this map is 
misleading. Instead of "open," the word "limited" may more properly 
define the situation. There does not appear to be any areas on the KR~ 
fully "open" to O}P/ use under this alternative. 

I Page 33; Wildlife Habitat Management - Big Game. In determining permitted 
livestock numbers for a specific allotment, which animals have the 

96--~ ~ highest priority and which have the l .... t priority f ..... ilable forage 
- livestock, burros, or game species? This priority needs to be 
addressed in new~MP's as well. What, if any, special management would 
be done for the elk herd in the Hualapai Mo~tains? 

~,~ ,Page 34; Endangered Species. A secti .... the endangered Ari ..... liff .... 
"~2 1 (Purshia subiuteqra) should be included here. We believe addressing ~D 

only the endangered animal species in this section is inappropriate. 
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96-14 I Page 

96-15 I Page 

Paqe 

96-16 I pn'e 
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Pace 34: Rinnrian Area Manauemont. Given that the inventory will not be 
completed until 1991 and there are constraints on implementation in 
documents incorporated into this RMP, can the goal of 75 percent or more 
riparian areas in proper functioning condition by 1997 be met? What is 
meant by "proper functioning condition?" What will the consequence be 
if this condition is not met? 

I Paqe 35; Wild Horse and Burro Manaqement- Plan Actions. For clarlflentlon, 
does the Cerbat RMP allow for 14 horses or is the level higher and is the 
current herd size in excenn of 130 animals? 

37; Minerals - Plan Actions. Is the approximately 400,000 acres not 
available for mineral developmont withdrawn or in land use categories 
preventing use of the mineral resource? Please identify this acreage. 

38; Lands - Land Withdrawals and Classifications. Would all the land 
under PLO 492 be included in the new mineral withdrawal, or would 
portions become open to mineral entry? We recommend all lands 
surrounding Alamo Reservoir be retained in a mineral withdrawal status. 

40; Linear Biahts-of-Way. Are rlghts-of-way designated for a particular 
company and/or function usable by other entities needing rights-of-way 
for other projects? Since the new routes shotrn on Nap TT-6 are mostly 
(except for the span month of Red Lake) replaceable by existing 
corridors, why are new ones necessary? 

42; Watershed Resources. We recommend plans to improve watershed 
conditions stress the use of appropriate native plant species. We 
believe use of nonnntive plants, even if they are established in the 
area, is counter-productive to managing for natural diversity. 

Paqe 43; Bangeland Nanaqement- Plan Actions. We believe rangcland trend 
and utilization studies should be implemented on more than newly 
acquired lands. Recognizing that there are BLM lands with such studies 
ongoing, our concern is to ensure that all sensitive lands be monitored 
if grazing (by livestock or burros and wild horses) is allowed. Why 
should an allotment not have an implemented AMP? 

Concerning new lands and the continuation of grazing, we are concerned 
that the BI24 plan does not allow for a timely resolution of 
grazing/resource issues. Lands being acquired by the Rl~ under this 
plan are likely to have high values for special resources. Maintaining 
livestock pressure at existing (State land) or eomporable (private 
lands) levels for an undetermined period could be counterproductive to 
the intent of the exchange. We believe that a timetable for assessing 

Page 

Paqe 

Paqe 

96-17 I 
96-18 I Paqe 

96-19 I 

9 6 - 2 0  I 
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grazing on the lands should be set with a target date of no more than 
a one or two year post-acquisition period for completion of an AMP. A 
definition of "controlled" would be helpful to understand how the 

permittee and their legal and presumed rights fit into the decision. 
It may also be useful to note that not all newly acquired lands should 
be grazed because of their special values, regardless of whether they 
could be grazed. 

44; Recreation Management - Plan Actions. Is the Pine Flat picnic/ 
campground site on private land that must first be acquired? Bow many 
other sites on the list are not on currently BI2~ owned lands? Note that 
the Bualapai Mountains National Back Country Byway (NBCB) is not yet 
established (as of February 1991). 

45; OHV Desiqnation. Since much of the KRA would be given an OHV 
designation limiting OHV use to existing roads, trails, and washes: we 
would like to see a plan developed to assess hydrologic changes and 
degradation of wash hanks, wash vegetation, and wildlife values of the 
area due to this use. 

49; Wildlife Habitat Management - Special Status Species Management. 
Management of the ACEC for Arizona cliffrose will have to contain a 
special, high-priorlty commitment by the BLN to prevent habitat and 
plant-destroying incidents as we have seen in the past. Priority for 
this ACEC management plan should be very high. Please note the name of 
this ACBC here for reference. 

51-55; Table TT-5. Why is mineral leasing allowed in some new ACEC's 
when there is a mlneral withdrawal also proposed? 

The Black Wountains, Clay Hills, and Whlte-margined Fenstemon Reserve 
ACEC's mention development of n "recovery plan" for the Cerbat beard- 
tongue, Arizona cliffrose, and White-margined penstemon. A recovery 
plan is the tltle of n FWS document. We recommend the RMP refer to 
developing a BNP, which is binding to the BI24, as well as implementlng 
a FNS recovery plan to achieve downlisting and delisting criteria. 

Why is grazing only removed from one of the three desert tortoise 
ACEC's? 

We support mineral withdrawals for all of the ACEC's. As experience 
has shown us, requirements for Mining Plans of Operation (NPO's} do not 
prevent but only modify or manage impacts due to mining. Sometimes, 
these impacts can result in the loss of habitat or individuals of llsted 
threatened or endangered species. For example, habitat and individuals 
of Arizona cllffrose have been lost to mineral exploration several times 
in the past. We believe it in inappropriate to recognize the 
outstanding natural and cultural features of these ACEC's, and only give 
them inadequate protection against mineral entry and destruction of 
habitat. 
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I Page 59; Wild Horse and Burro Management. In the event of conflicts between 
< ~ _ ~  | h . . . . .  d . . . . . .  d l i v e s t o c k  . . . .  f ........ id prefer that deer ! 

and wild horses be of higher priority than livestock in determining herd 
size reductions. 

Page 

9 6 - - 2 2  ~ P a q e  

96-23 ~ Po,e 

96-24  ! Pa"e 

96 -25  I 

96-26 I 

96-27 I Page 
96-28 I Page 

60; Vegetative Products. For an alternative that is termed less 
restrictive, eliminating firewood and yucca harvest seems inconsistent. 

60; Cultural Resources. Why are these ACEC's only considered here and 
not in Alternative 2? We believe all ACEC's should be given special 
consideration/protection regardless of the alternative selected as the 
final action. 

60~ Table TT-8. Why do the three new ACEC's under this alternative have 
restrictions under the Mineral Materials Sales Act and other ACEC's do 
not? 

66-75; Table TT-9 - Mineral Management; Item 3. What is mineral 
material disposal? We request a definition be included in the glossary. 

Lands; Item 3. We would prefer not to see the sale of trespass lands 
to the trespasser as the primary resolution tool for this concern, as 
we believe it does little to discourage future trespass. 

Lands; Item 6. Is there also a new right of way corridor for a 
waterline from Lake Mead to Kingman included in Alternatives 2 and 3? 

Special States Species Manaqement Animal Species. Why are the 
endangered peregrine falcon and Rualapai Mexican vole not mentioned 
under Special Status Species Management? Why is implementation of the 
Desert Tortoise Rangewide Plan (Rangewide Plan) and Arizona 
Implementation Plan only mentioned as part of Alternative i? The FW$ 
is Concerned that this may not fully represent the original intent of 
the Rangewide Plan's function and use. 

84; Table TT-13 - Ranqeland Vegetation. The 5-year interval on trend 
monitoring means that some sites may be surveyed less than four times 
in the 20 year planning horizon of the RMP. Given the ambitious goals 
for watershed improvement, riparian values, and other vegetative 
concerns; can an adequate plan to achieve these goals be implemented 
with such limited monitoring? 

86; Table TT-13 - Wildlife. What monitoring is done on the Hualapai 
Mountains elk herd? Information on plans for this herd are absent from 
this RMP, though mentioned on page 113. 

96-29 I Page 

96-30  I Paqe 
Page 

96-51 I 

96-52  I 

96-55 I 
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91; Table TT-Id - Vegetative Products. The discussion for Alternative 
3 does not mention the elimination of certain product harvests under 
the  RMP. 

104; Watershed Manaqement. Appendix 15 dea ls  with withdrawals,  not 
g raz ing  a l l o t m e n t  c o n d i t i o n .  Would Category I I  watersheds be p r i o r i t y  
ones for  improvement to  e x c e l l e n t  range condi t ion? I t  seems tha t  
c r i t i c a l  e ros ion  a r e a s  inc ludes  some very s e n s i t i v e  h a b i t a t s .  Wil l  
these  a r ea s  be p r i o r i t i e s  for  i n t e n s i v e  management to co r rec t  the 
eros ion problems? 

131; Impacts to Mineral Development. While we agree that the 
consolidation of lands in the KRA would benefit mineral operations, it 
also means that it is easier to lose wildlife habitats and natural 
vegetation communities to mining operations, some of which may not be 
reclaimed. 

Paqe 137~ Impacts From Veqetative Products Harvesting. Mitigation of damage 
to wildlife habitats during harvest does not prevent losses. Hopefully, 
it trades present damage for future recovery. Since not all wildlife 
have the same habitat needs, altering the structure of the habitat 
benefits some species and adversely affects others. 

Page 137; Impacts From Recreation Management. With the limited waterfowl 
habitat on the KRA, we suggest seasonal use provisions be implemented 
to assist in the protection of wetland resources at Red Lake? 

Page 139; Impacts From Recreation Manaqement We are concerned about effects 
of the Pine Flat Campground on the endangered Hualapai vole. Vole 
habitat is within the existing campground and is very subject to 
degradation. Given the extremely limited habitat available for this 
species, development of this site may not be appropriate. 

Page 142; Impacts to Vegetative Products Management. How can the impacts be 
the same as those for Alternative 2 when firewood cutting and yucca 
harvesting, the two primary products, have been eliminated in this 
alternative? 

Page 145; Impacts From Vegetative Products Manaqement. If erosion, loss of 
cover, and nesting habitat losses are potentially significant enough to 
mention here in Alternative 3; they should be more fully discussed in 
Alternatives I and 2. 

I A~pendix i. Please include watershed category for each allotment. Is there 
9 6 - 3 4  a . ~ t ~ i n g  t h a t  can b . . . . . .  p l i shed  f . . . . .  t o d i a l  a l lo tments?  H . . . . .  y 

of these overlap areas where special management or resources have been 
highlighted in the RMP? 
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Appendix 6. The correct spelling of the genus of Broom Rape is Orobanche. 
The Candidate Category II Yuma puma (Fells concolor browni} should be 
included. 

Appendix 18; ACEC Descriptions - Joshua Tree Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs. We 
recommend a management prescription to acquire existing claims in prime 
Joshua tree areas. 

~=_=~ i Western Ba~ada Tortoi .... d Cultural The MohaveB .... t tortoiso is listed 
[ as threatened, not endangered. Consideration should be given to a 

p~csoription to modify AMP's as needed for tortoise management. Newly 
acquired subsurface minerals should be withdrawn. 

I Cherokee Point Antelope Habitat. One of the objectives for this ACEC is to 
provide high quality livestock forage. Is the primary forage user 

0 ~ _ = ~  antelope or livestock? Which of th ..... finals' needs will be given 
priority? The prescriptions indicate antelope do have priority, but the 
objectives seem to confuse the issue. 

I Rualapai Mountains Research Natural Area (RNA). Grazing of introduced 
wildlife, especially elk, may also be affecting the Hualapai vole and 
its habitats. Occupied sites may not currently be in excellent 

0~--'~7 conditi .... d an objective should be to bring th ........ t ..... llent 
condition. At this time, we do not support development of camping 
[acilities at Pine Flat. Given the limited area for camping, keeping 
recreatlonists out of Rualapai vole habitat may be impossible. 

I McCraken Desert Tortoise Habitat and Poachie Desert Tortoise Rabitat. The 
Mohave Desert tortoise is threatened, not endangered. As a Category I 

mining claims and newly acquired mineral rights. 

I Clay Hills RNA. Management prescriptions to eliminate unnecessary roads and 
trials require that MPO's and mandatory bonding for all mining actions 

Ct~--'~ in the existing claims should be included. Due to past probl .... ith 
BbM protective measures [or the cliffrose, special attention to 
enforcement and implementation of stipulations in MPO's should be made. 

¢-~.__A#'% | Appendix 20. P1 .... define "satisfactory" and "unsatisfactory" in the 

~D "t%2 
I 

glossary or in the definitions on page 223. 

In snmmary, the direction of the preferred alternative to protect both 
special resources and fragile d e s e r t  habitats is very positive and 
supportable by the FWS. We particularly support the designation of the 

10 

ACEC's which, when finalized, will provide management emphasis and direction 
appropriate for sensitive species and habitats. Please note that the FWS 
believes specific actions implemented under the RMP will require site- 
specific environmental compliance. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this draft RMP. If 
the FWS can be of further assistance, please contact Ms. Lesley Fitzpatrick 
or me (Telephone: 602/379-4720 or FTS 261-4720}. 

Sam F. Spiller 

cc: Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, D.C. (BFA) 
Director, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Phoenix, AZ 
State Director, Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix, AZ 
District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix, AZ 
Regional Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, Albuquerque, New Mexico 

(FWEIHC) 
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~ THE KEITN COMPANIES - ARIZONA 

,4 D,~,~,,n ,,t N,,~h ~,,n,,=~. ],c 

April 12. 1991 

Bureau of Land Managment 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kinsman, Arizona 86401 
Attention: Mr. Gordon Bentley 

Be: Draft Kinsman Resource Management Plan (aMP) 

Dear Hr. Bentley: 

The Keith Companies represents parties with interests in 
more than 40~000 acres of private land in the north central 
portion of The Kinsman Resource Area. The lands are located 
generally in the Detrital Valley and extending northeast 
into the Lake Mead National Recreation Area. These lands 
would be valuable additions to the federal government's 
holdings. Much of the land has substantial mineral resource 
potential and ~ecreational values, and it would allow BLM to 
"block up" its holdings. 

The purpose of this letter is to comment on the Draft 
Resource Management Plan and to propose amendments to the 
preferred alternative prior to adoption of a final plan. We 
have evaluated BLM's holdings and have identified three 
areas that we feel have good potential for private 
development. We would like to pursue discussions with the 
8LM to trade the lands mentioned above for lands located in 
the following areas: 

I. BULLHEAD C ITY  (Township 19 North, Range 21 West, 
Sections 5,6,7 and 8) These lands are located 
directly adjacent to rapidly growing Bullhead City. 
The City is moving to construct a major highway bypass 
route in the near future which will bring access and 
urban development to this a~ea. The highway ~ill skirt 
the northwest corner of Section 6. The preferred 
alternative RMP designates these lands as an Area of 
Critical Environmental C o n c e r n  (ACEC)  in recognition 
of potential habitat for the Desert Tortoise and for 
the potential o f  finding cultural artifacts. We 
understand that your recent studies indicate that these 
sections ate not in the prime habitat areas (Category 
I) for the tortoise, but are in Category If. Should an 
exchange involving these lands prove successful, we 
would work with the 8LM to incorporate a habitat 
protection plan for the key habitat areas into our 
agreement with the BLM. In addition, We would also 
include the appropriate measures to insure that a 
thorough archaeological investigation is conducted 
prio~ to any development and that necessary provisions 
are made to Protect any significant cultural 
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resources. We request that these four Sections be 
deleted from the ACEC and be included in the list of 
lands proposed for future disposal. 

GOLDEN VALLEY (Township 22 North, Range 18 West) 
Alternative 3 includes most of the BiN's holdings in 
this township on the list of lands proposed proposed 
for future disposal, while the list in Alternative 2 
contains only B sections. Alternative 3 also notes 
that the disposal of these lands would be through 
exchange to the State Land Trust. The State no longer 
has legal authority to exchange land. We request that 
the lands proposed for disposal in Alternative 3 be 
included in your final RMP and be made available for 
exchange toprivate land owners. 

3 .  MOHAVE VALLEY (Township 18 North, Range 21 West) 
Alternative 2 calls for a small area along the western 
edge of this township to be made available for future 
disposal, whereas Alternative 3 lists 13 additional 
sections. Significant development activity is 
currently underway in the Mohave Valley and a great 
deal more is planned, particularly iD light of the Fort 
Mohave Indian Reservation's plans for casino 
development on the Nevada side of the Colorado River 
and their plans for a major wastewater treatment system 
on the Arizona side. We request that the Alternative 3 
list of lands proposed for future disposal be included 
in the final RMP and that they be made available for 
exchange to private land owners. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Resource Management Plan. We look forward to working with 
you to achieve the goals of the final Resource Management 
Plan. 

Sincerely, 

THE KEITH COMPANIES-NORTH COUNTIES, I N C .  
dba THE KEITR COMPANIES-ARIZONA 

R o s s  S m i t h  
Director o f  Planning 
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April 13, 1991 

Bill carter 
B.L.M. Kingman Area office 
2475 Beverly Ave. 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

A few words in support of the Kingman Area B.L.M. draft Resource 
Management Plan, Alternative 2, inclusion of A.C.E.C. designation 
for some of western Arizona's most significant riparian areas. 

In 1987 I was a student in a Desert Biology class at Yavapai 
college. A field trip took us to the Burro Creek area. That 
winter the water was so high that we were unable to continue on 
the back road from near Wikieup to Bagdad, so we were forced to 
stay on the west side of Burro Creek. How fortuitous this turned 
out to be! We stumbled upon a relic Pleistocene plant community 
of saguaro and one-seed juniper in Kaiser Spring Canyon. The 
area was so unusual and intriguing that the Biology Department 
thought it worth a more detailed look. In the fall of 1987, 
Biology of Pleistocene Deserts was offered. This offered 
students a chance to participate in an study of vegetation and 
animals in this unique area of time/space overlap. There did 
appear to be quite a bit of grazing (the washes were especially 
impacted, of course) and a good deal of destruction from feral 
burros. Though there was mining in the area, it did not seem to 
impact this particular area. This area would most likely not 
fall within the proposed "riparian" area as it lies approximately 
one mile west of Burro Creek. There are, reportedly, a few other 
such relics in Arizona. None of them are protected in any way. 

I am aware that several other studies have been done in the Burro 
Creek area. Both Prescott College and the U.S. Forest Service 
have gathered some data on unusual plant associations and 
intrusions in this drainage. 

The Burro Creek and Santa Maria River areas have traditionally 
been a Mecca for birders in Yavapai County. The Prescott Audubon 
chapter sponsors frequent field trips to those riparian areas. A 
wide variety of raptors in these drainages make this area unique 
and, most likely, very important ecologically. The pressure of 
grazing in these fragile ecosystems has become intense. Prom the 
reports of birders and hikers, and from personal observation, 
there have been very few seedling or sapling cottonwoods in the 
Kirkland Creek/Santa Maria River or the Burro Creek systems in 
the past few years. This and the accompanying streambank 
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destruction by cattle gravely jeopardize this fragile area that 
is all that remains of a once thriving riparian community along 
the Bill Williams River Basin in western Arizona. The required 
Plans of Operation from mining interests in A.C.E.C. areas would 
further protect these communities. 

Short of Wilderness status, your A.C.E.C. proposal appears to be 
a hopeful approach to the most rapidly dwindling western 
commodity - riparian habitat. 

Thank you, again, for addressing the importance of preserving 
and, hopefully, restoring these fragile riparian areas by 
recommending them for A.C.E.C. status. 

Sincerely, /" 

Si~ne A. Hurd 
415 W. Gurley St. 
Prescott, AZ 86301 

co: Senator John McCain 
Senator Dennis DeConcini 
Representative Bob Stump 
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Joseph M. Feller 
College of Law 
Arizona State UniuersiCy 
Tempe, AZ 85287-7906 
(602) 965-3964 

April 12, 1991 

Mr. Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Klngman Resource Area office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 

Re: Draft Kingman RMP 

Dear Mr. Carter, 

I have a few comments on the draft Kingman RMp issued in 
November, 1990. I regret that I did not have time to write more 
detailed comments. These comments are my pro~essional opinions 
as an Associate Prefesser of Law and a teacher of enviror~aental, 
natural resources, and public lands law at Arizona State 
University. They do not necessarily represent the views of the 
University or the College of Law. 

i. I strongly support establishment of the Three Rivers 
Riparian ACEC. This extraordinary area, with which I am 
personally familiar, needs and deserves ACEC status. 

ACEC management prescription 19 on page 217 should be 
extended to include livestock grazing. That is, the BLM should 
evaluate whether livestock grazing in the ACEC is compatible with 
the ACEC's goals and objectives, or whether it should be 
eliminated in part or all of the ACEC. 

2. Under the multiple-use mandate of FLPMA, livestock 
grazing should not be permitted in those areas where its 
environmental and economic costs exceed its public benefits. 
Development of an RMp is the appropriate occasion for the BLM to 
evaluatethe costs and benefits of grazing in individual areme to 
determine in which areas it should be continued and in which it 
should be discontinued. ~ 43 U.S.C. SS 1752(c)(1), 1903(b); 43 
C.F.R. S 4100.0-8, BLMManual S 1622.31.A.I. In the draft RMP, 
however, the BLMdoes not perform such evaluations. 

Reliance on determinations made in grazing EIS's that are 
ten years old or older is not satisfactory. The appropriateness 
of grazing in individual areas must be evaluated in light of 
current information, resource values, and public demands. 

99-5 I 

On page 43, the draft RMP states that allotments may be 
reserved for wildlife "as opportunities arise." The BLM should 
not wait for chance opportunities. If there are allotments that 
are more valuable for wildlife than for livestock, they should he 
identified in the RMP and retired from livestock grazing. 

3. The draft RMP also states on page 43 that, on lands 
acquired from the state, the BLMwill adopt the grazing capacity 
set by the state. I believe this provision to be unlawful and an 
abdication of the BLM's responsibility to manage acquired lands 
in accordance with applicable federal statutes and regulations. 

On acquired lands, the BLM should first make an independent 
determination of whether livestock grazing would be in the public 
interest. If it would be, then the BLM should make its own, 
independent determination of the appropriate stocking level. The 
procedure that the draft RMP prescribes in the third paragraph on 
the right-hand column of page 43 would be appropriate. 

The issue of livestock grazing on acquired lands is 
discussed at length in my Protest of a September 11, 1990, 
proposed decision concerning the Santa Maria Ranc h Allotment in 
the Lower GilaResourceArea. I have enclosed a copy of the 
protest and I hereby incorporate it by reference into these 
comments. 

Thank you very much for considering these comments. 

Sincerely yours, / 0 

Joseph M. Feller 
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Robert S. Lynch 
Attorney at Law 

2001 North Third Sheet, Suite 204 
phoenix, Arizona 85004-1472 

(602) 234-5g08 
FAX (602) 257-9542 

April 12, 1991 

Mr. Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingma31, Arizona 86401 

Re: Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 
(RMP/EIS) for Kingman Resource Area 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

The following comments on your draft RMP/EIS are directed 
specifically on the impact of you/ preferred alternative on the 
Cavalliere allotment. However, the principles underlying these 
comments may be applicable generally. 

In your proposed alternative, you propose two areas of critical 
environmental concern (ACEC) that affect the Cavalliere ranch. 
The first is the Hualapai Mountain Research Natural Area ACEC. 
This would be established to provide habitat for the Hualapai 
Mexican vole. The Bureau would designate 3,300 acres of public 
land as an ACEC. In addition it would acquire 1,186 acres of 
private land and 1,004 acres of non-federal sub-surface estates 
(minerals). Your document acknowledges that you view cattle 
grazing in this area as in direct conflict with vole habitat and 
would exclude cattle grazing from the area, including the water 
sot,Ices in the area (Grapevine Spring and Upper Bull Flat). 

The second area is the white-Margined Penstemon Reserve ACEC. For 
this ACES, the Bureau would designate 17,493 acres, acquire 749 
acres of private land without minerals and 15,289 acres of private 
lands with minerals. The Bureau would also acquire 2,114 acres of 
state land including minerals and an undisclosed amount of mineral 
rights underneath federal lands. 

In both instances, a considerable amount of money would be 
required in order to block up the areas in question. Given the 
current financial condition of BLM and the Interior Department and 
the expected budgetary constraints for next year and the ensuing 
years in the near term, it is highly unlikely that funds will be 
available to make the acquisitions in question. The state land in 
question cannot be acquired by exchange because the State of 
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Arizona, by recent court decision, is no longer empowered to make 
land exchanges. The area is highly mineralized and has a long 
history of mining activity. The mineral estates in question are 
likely to be valued by appraisers at significant amounts. The 
private launds in question are not only going to be expensive but 
probably cannot be acquired in the near futureexceptby eminent 
domain, without the money appropriated by Congress, that avenue 
is impossible. 

Additionally, the Penstemon is only a C-2 category plant. Thus, 
drastic efforts concerning its habitat in Arizona are unwarranted. 

The alternatives you display in the draft EIS need to be modified. 
In cases like the two ACEC designations mentioned above, 
cooperative agreements could be negotiated with the ranchers that 
could have considerable beneficial effects for the management 
objectives pointed toward by ACEC designation. This seems a 
prudent alternative to a program that will require the infusion of 
considerable amounts of money for land acquisition and other 
activities when that money just isn't going to be available. The 
cost of improving waters and grazlng control would be 
substantially less and such range improvements would not only 
benefit BLM objectives and the ranches in question but would make 
scarce financial resources go farther. Your final EIS should 
display a fourth alternative that bridges the gap between 
alternatives 1 (existing management) and 2 (preferred alternatlve) 
to designate areas where, recognizing limited available federal 
resources, the reasonable alternative is to negotiate more 
detailed management techniques withthe ranchers in question. 
Recognizing budgetary constraints in an environmental impact 
statement is nothing new. since it is your charge to display all 
"reasonable" alternatives, displaying an alternative that 
recognizes the fiscal difficulty of carrying cut more expensive 
strategies is obviously displaying a reasonable alternative. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important 
document. Please keep me apprised of futmre developments on this 
program and the development of the final EIS. 

Since el , 

RobertS. Lynch 

RSL:psr 
CO: Jerre Cavalliere 

Arizona Cattle Growers Association 
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Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company 
6200 Uptow~ Blvd NE~ Suite 400 
Box 27019 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87125 
505/881-30S0 

April 23, 1991 

Mr. Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Ave. 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

Dear Bill: 

This letter is in response to BLM's request for comments on its Kingman Resource 
Area Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. 

Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company is the owner of some 1,650,399.04 acres of 
property interests in Mnhave, Yavapai, and Yuma Counties. In Mohave County, 
151,782.24 acres of our property is owned in fee. The majority of these lands are 
within the BLM's Kingman Resource Area. A review of the RMP/EIS indicates 
that a substantial amount of Santa Fe Pacific's property has been identified for 
acquisition by BLM. 

Santa Fe Pacific has worked long and hard in past years with the BLM in Arizona, 
particularly in the Kingman Resource Area, with respect to land exchanges. 
Exchanges totalling some 210,000 acres of mineral interests were accomplished in 
October, 1988 involving lands in twelve BLM Wilderness Study Areas, the Shivwits 
Plateau region of the Grand Canyon National Park, the Havasu National Wildlife 
Refuge, and Navajo relocation ranches in Apache County. These exchanges were 
made on an acre-for-acre basis with an attempt being made to exchange Santa Fe 
Pacific into federal mineral interests of similar geologic potential where possible. 
On April 6, at the dedication ceremony for BLM's Arizona Wilderness system, we 
exchanged yet more mineral interests so the Upper Burro Creek Wilderness would 
have no private inholdings. Santa Fe Pacific supported the purpose and need for 
these exchanges and worked diligently with BLM for over six years in order to see 
that they were accomplished. The chief issue which caused this process to stretch 
for such a long time was the difficulty in locating suitable federal mineral interests 
with which to exchange with Santa Fe Pacific. 

A ~ t a  Fe Southern P~c~ti¢ Comport 7 
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As this RMP/EIS calls on Santa Fe Pacific to conduct yet more exchanges with 
BLM, this document must identify the location of the federal mineral estate 
statewide in Arizona which BLM has identified to exchange with our company. 
This EIS will remain deficient until this step is taken. As we are a mining 
company, not a real estate firm, our requirements for exchange will be the same 
as they were in the exchange completed in 1988. Santa Fe Pacific will require to 
be exchanged into unencumbered federal mineral interests of similar resource 
character and mineral potential as that which Santa Fe Pacific would relinquish. 
Further, the federal mineral interests must have surface that is not subdivided or 
it will be unacceptable (the federal surface above our mineral estate which BLM 
has identified for acquisition now has only one owner-the Federal Government). 
Subdivided private surface presents an impossible situation when it is necessary to 
secure access and the proper permissions to conduct mineral exploration or 
development activities, or if we wish to lease our property to third parties. 
Further, Santa Fe Pacific is no longer willing to accept an exchange into scattered, 
unmanageable parcels as we did in Apache, Navajo, and Coconino Counties when 
we exchanged out of some of our solidly blocked mineral interests within a portion 
of the Navajo relocation ranches. 

With proposed acquisitions of private fee lands and mineral interests as massive 
as these proposed by BLM, Santa Fe Pacific believes BLM can no longer be 
constrained in conducting exchanges simply because there may be insufficient 
federal mineral interest to exchange within a resource area or within a district. As 
indicated above, Santa Fe Pacific believes BLM must identify lands on a statewide 
basis. Should BLM determine that insufficient federal/ands are available for 
exchange, then BLM must modify this draft RMP accordingly, and should not 
impose management prescriptions which will simply result in a de facto taking of 
the unacquired private property interests. 

BLM has identified 336,460 acres for acquisition, yet has identified only 83,760 of 
federal interests for disposal. How does BLM intend to conduct exchanges with 
such a large disparity? Santa Fe Pacific believes that this draft RPM[EIS is 
deficient and will remain so until a sufficient acreage of suitable property interests 
is identified for disposal. If such an identification cannot be made, then Santa Fe 
Pacific must support Alternative 1 as the only reasonable alternative. 

We would like to make some specific comments as well as our foregoing comments 
regarding the general deficiency of this document. First, Table 2-5 contains a 
major conflict with respect to the Black Mountains ACE(]. The table indicates 
that the ACE(] has high locatable mineral potential, yet calls for acquiring state 
and private lands and non-federal minerals. Santa Fe Pacific retained its mineral 
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interests in the Black Mountains WSA and did not exchange them in 1988 because 
of the extremely high mineral potential in this area. To identify our lands now for 
acquisition, despite BLM's admitted high mineral potential of this area, is highly 
inconsistent. Simply put, it is as though there is an unwritten policy of removing 
from multiple use those areas which fail BLM's wilderness suitability test but which 
meet some highly subjective scenic or biological yardstick. It is disappointing that 
Santa Fe Pacific's past cooperation could be rewarded in this fashion. 

Next, Table 2-7 identifies some 56,758 acres to be withdrawn from mineral entry, 
much of which is in former WSA's supposedly now returned to multiple use. 
Given the high mineral potential of much of Mohave County, Santa Fe Pacific 
believes that this is far too much land which is proposed for withdrawal from 
potential mineral development. Again, this seems to be merely a mechanism for 
establishing de facto wilderness. 

Enclosed is a just-completed map showing areas of high mineral potential in 
Mohave, La Paz, and Yavapai Counties. Santa Fe Pacific believes all of the areas 
so designated must be returned to multiple use and the private lands or interest 
in these areas be removed from the list of lands which BLM has identified for 
acquisition in this document. 

Finally, Santa Fe Pacific would like to reiterate its support for Alternative 1, as it 
is the alternative which calls for the least impact to our company's private 
property. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

e . . . . . .  

Vice President-Government Affairs 

GB:pt 

Enclosure 
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STATE OF ARIZONA 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  M I N E S  A N D  M I N E R A L  R E S O U R C E S  - -  
Mineral Bui[ding • State Fairgrounds • Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

(602) 255-3791 

April 23, 1991 

Mr. Bill Carter 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area Office 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ g6401 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

The following comments are submitted with the hope that the BLM will 
give serious consideration to the damage to mineral development that is done 
by additional withdrawal of public lands from mineral entry. The recent 
inclusion of I million plus acres, much of which has high mineral potential, 
in the 1990 Wilderness Act was a travesty against multiple use doctrine. New 
withdrawals proposed in the Kingman Resource Area RMP/EIS simply adds to the 
burden. 

To be specific, the following is a l i s t  of some of the comments the 
Arizona Department of Mines and Mineral Resources would like to make. 

I. While i t  may net be intentional, the Kingman Resources Area RMP/£1S 
hides or at least confuses the plan's impact on present and future mineral 
resource development. There should have at least been a tabulation in each of 
the alternatives showing the numbers of acres already withdrawn from mineral 
entry, and how much additional acreage would be withdrawn by the RMP/EIS. 

2. The BLM preferred alternative described in the RMP/EIS would circum- 
vent the will of Congress in the Wilderness Act of 1990. 

3. Most mineral entry withdrawals are unnecessary. Disturbances to 
local envirenmental conditions can and should be handled on a case by case 
basis. Those disturbances can be mitigated. For example, i t  puts an enlight- 
ened perspective on the situation, to learn from you~ Table I I I -2 ,  pag~ 99, 
that historically 864 acres have been disturbed by mining activity within the 
Resource Management Area. Of that, 436 acres have already been reclaimed. 
This compares to the 92,622 acres proposed for withdrawal from mineral entry. 

4. The Arizona Cliffrose (Pursha subintegra) raises an example of 
warped values. Current information indicates that this species prefers to 
plant its feet in a particularly unique and valuable type of lithium-magnesium 
clay. There are a number of long standing mining prospect areas of this clay 
within the proposed withdrawal zone. To prevent the mining of this rare clay 
would be a travesty on property rights. This is especially true when a recla- 
mation plan could be drawn that would allow for the continued presence and 
growth of the Arizona Cliffrose. 

416 W. Congress • Suite 162 • Tucson, Arizona 85701 * (602) 628-6340 

There are other examples of rampant preservation at the expense of 
multiple use. Those listed should be sufficient to support a recommendation 
by the Department of Mines and Mineral Resources that the BLM take another 
look at all of the resources that occur in the Kingman Management Area, and to 
give serious consideration to a plan under which al l  interests would be 
served. 

Y o u r s  truly, 

oi~ct~ \ ) \ 

C) -r  
> 
"13 
-H 
m 

< 



.0 
,.J 
£) 

103 

A R I Z O N A  DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

rl~ SY~INCTO~. ~OVl a~oa 
~%OOl P[[ WOOD. P E.  DI RI!CTOR 

April 26, 199] 

Mr. Bill carter, Technical coordinator 
Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Resource Area 
2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statements for 
Kingman Resource Area. 

Dear Mr. Carter: 

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, (ADEQ) has 
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on Kingman 
Resource Area and has concluded that all alternatives represent 
potentials for unacceptable impacts to both water and land 
resources. The Department is the responsible agency for 
administration and implementation of the Arizona Environmental 
Quality Act and Section 319 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) in the 
State. However, under the provisions of the Nonpoint Source Water 
Quality Management Program, the Department can administratively 
delegate this responsibility through a formalized Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU). Until an MOU is formalized the ADEQ requests 
that the Bureau of Land Management submit to the Department 
specific plans for activities subject to CWA Section 401 (A) 
certifications and/or review prior to implementation. The CWA 
Section 401(A) Program is designed to demonstrate that the proposed 
progzams would not cause or contribute to the violation of State 
Water Quality Standards for surface water or acp/ifers. 

Sincerely,, .a • 

~onald ~. Miller, Ph.D. 
Assistant Director 
office of Water Quality 

RLM:M~:pjh 

The Department of Envlro~enlal Q~lit2 ~ An Eq~l Opport~ily Af]tr~tiv¢ Action ~mployer. 

~ost Off ice  BOX 600 Phoenix,  Ar izona  85001-0600 
Recycled Paper 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 

The BLM is working with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to 
determine the status of Mexican voles in the Music Moun- 
tains by collecting additional inventory data. 

Site-specific actions, such the letter proposes, are ad- 
dressed when activity plans are developed. No site- 
specific action will be approved until National Environ- 
mental Policy Act compliance procedures have been com- 
pleted. 

The presence of gypsum has been identified in Chapter 3 
and on Map 29. 

Monitoring is implemented on acquired lands as funds 
become available. The process for determining a grazing 
capacity for acquired land is outlined in the Range Man- 
agement section of Alternative 2, Chapter II. 

Alternative 1 carries forward corridors designated in the 
management framework plan only. All of the corridors 
identified are included in Alternative 2 and Alternative 3, 

as shown on Map 14. 

In the preferred alternative, Cherum Peak and Mount 
Perkins have been identified; however, due to its proxim- 
ity to the private site on Aubrey Peak just south of Chicken 
Springs Road, Groom Peak has been dropped inAlterna- 

tive 2, 

The section referred to in the draft document has been 
corrected. Wild equids will not be managed "at the lowest 
level needed..." The document now reads; "The herds are 
managed to assure their free-roaming character, health and 
self-sustaining ability" (see page 31). 

"Management Guidance Common to all Alternatives" has 
been changed to read; "Where analysis of monitoring data 
indicates a need for change in the number of grazing 
animals in areas of multiple species use, allocations will be 
determined for each species on a case-by-case basis" (see 

page 31). 

The wording has been changed to reflect the management 
strategy of maintaining a viable population of wild horses 
within the constraints of their habitat in an ecological 
balance. The population level will be defined by the level 
of what the habitat can support. 

This document has been changed on page 88 to read; "If 
proper forage use limits are exceeded when the wild horses 
are at or below the minimum viable population limit, 
livestock numbers would be reduced and the BLM would 

13-5 

13-6 

13-7 

13-8 

13-9 

13-10 

13-11 

13-12 

18-1 

19-1 

recommend to the Arizona Game and Fish Department that 
deer numbers be reduced accordingly. If the wild horse 
population is above the minimum viable level, an equitable 
reduction in grazing allocation among wild horses, wildlife 
and livestock would occur." 

Forage allocations in dual use areas would be prorated 
according to the ratios shown in Table 10. 

Discussions of grazing management practices necessary to 
improve and maintain soil, watershed, vegetation and wild- 
life resources have been added to the Rangeland Manage- 
ment sections of Management Guidance, Alternative 2 
(pages 71 and 72) and the Riparian Management section of 
Alternative 2 (page 86). 

For an analysis of allotment categorization see page 24. 

Categorization of watershed condition by grazing allot- 
ments is a sufficient enough change of action from existing 
management as governed by the Cerbat/Black Mountain 
and Hualapai/Aquarius grazing environmentalimpact state- 
ments to warrant inclusion into the proposed action (Alter- 
native 2). 

The schedule for inventories and monitoring will notchange 
from one alternative to another. Monitor scheduling is a 
function of allotment category. Changes in category can 
occur with variations in the five standard criteria listed on 
page 24. 

The management prescriptions for riparian habitat should 
provide greater protection for these resources. The pro- 
posed management is a significant change from current. 
Table 18 highlights the differences among the impacts for 
each alternative. 

If proper utilization levels are exceeded in the Cerbat Herd 
Management Area, numbers of all ungulates would be 
reduced on an equitable basis. 

Discussions about wild horse and burro habitat manage- 
ment have been expanded on page 87. 

The text has been changed on page 20 to more accurately 
outline BLM policy concerning elimination of abandoned 
mine hazards. 

The BLM manages the public lands under the multiple use 
concept. The various proposals for Upper and Lower Burro 
creeks represent a balanced management approach for the 
r e s o u r c e  a r e a .  
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20-1 

21-1 

22-1 

23-1 

25-1 

25 -2 

26-1 

26-2 

26-3 

26-4 

26-5 

26-6 

26-7 

The proposed off-highway vehicle open area at Red Lake 
has been dropped and a statement made that an open area 
would be proposed in the future if private lands could be 
acquired in the playa (see page 76). 

The cultural section of Chapter I l l  has been expanded to 
provide additional information on the Yavapai tribe (see 
page 172). 

On page 65, sees. 4, 5 and 6 are identified as suitable for 
exchange only with the state. Sees. 7, 8 and 9 areidentified 
as suitable for exchange primarily to the state, but not 
exclusively. The lands requested under Item (1) in T. 22 

N., R. 18 W. have been identified as suitable for exchange 
primarily to the state, but not exclusively, in Alternative 2 
and suitable only for state exchange in Alternative 3. 

Public lands in T. 22 N., R. 18 W. are within a disposal 
area, but not identified as being for state exchange only. 

See Letter L-1 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Chapter Ill, page 99 of the draft Resource Manage- 
ment Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for a discus- 
sion of the Payments in Lieu of Taxes Act funds provided 
to Mohave County. 

Decisions in this document will apply only to punic lands 
administered by the BLM and will not be enforced in any 

way, either directly or implied, on private, state, other 
federal or Indian lands (see page 20 and also Letter L-2 at 
the end of the Response to Comments section). 

Wildlife corridors are shown on Map 20. 

See Letter L-3 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Letter L-3 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

The WesternB ajada was dropped from consideration as an 
area of critical environmental concern in Alternative 2. 

See Letter L-3 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Letter L-3 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

The discussion of desert tortoise on page 54 has been 
expanded to read; "Monitoring data showing a downward 
population trend, an increase in mortality or a downward 
trend in key forage plants would trigger a review of grazing 
management actions in desert tortoise habitat." 

26-8 

26-9 

27-1 

28-1 

28-2 

29-1 

29-2 

29-3 

29-4 

30-1 

31-1 

39-1 

39-2 

39-3 

39-4 

39-5 
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Impacts to Special Status Species from Mineral Develop- 
ment on page 204 has been changed to read; "Long-term 
cumulative impacts could occur on small areas. These 
impacts could be mitigated." 

See Letter L-3 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Letter L-4 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Letter L-5 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Letter L-5 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Letter L-6 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Letter L-6 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

This document was prepared by an interdisciplinary team 
represented by all BLM resource specialists at the resource 
area, district and state office levels. It also reflects the 
ideas and wishes of many of the general public, user 
groups, environmental groups and other agencies. 

See Letter L-6 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Letter L-7 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Letter L-8 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

Initial forage allocation for desert bighorn sheep and other 
ungulates in the Black Mountains would be determined 
based on the ratios shown in Table 10. The terms "opti- 
mum habitat potential" and "optimum numbers" for big- 
horn sheep have been removed. Forage would be managed 
to all ungulates in an equitable fashion. 

Desired plant community descriptions would be devel- 
oped for important wild burro habitat. 

See response 39-1. 

The term "optimum potential" has been defined in the 
glossary. 

Page 182 shows the present population of wild burros in 
the Black Mountains at 890 animals. 
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39-6 

39-7 

39-8 

39-9 

41-1 

43-1 

45-1 

46-1 

47-1 

50-1 

53-1 

53-2 

53-3 

53-4 

This statement has been deleted. 

This statement has been changed to state "activity plans." 

See response 39-1. 

This suggestion has been incorporated on page 55. 

See Letter L-9 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Letter L-10 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Letter L-11 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Letter L-12 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Letter L-13 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

See Letter L-14 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

BLM planning regulations 43 CFR 1610.3-2(a) require 
planning documents to be compatible with state policy and 
plans. The BLM is further mandated by the Federal Clean 
Water Act of 1989, Public Law 101-144 as amended, to 
assist states in controlling non-point source pollution from 
rangelands through the development of Best Management 
Practices. Grazing management procedures fall into the 
category of Best Management Practices and guidance is 
given for range management on pages 24 and 72. 

The Burro Creek Riparian Management Plan and the Bill 
Williams Riparian Management Area Plan were written 

subsequent to the Hualapai/Aquarius Grazing Final Envi- 
ronmental Impact Statement. Both riparian plans conform 
to the grazing environmental impact statement. These 
three documents, incorporated into this document by ref- 
erence, are available for review at the Kingman Resource 
Area office. The question of grazing management in 
riparian areas has been more adequately covered on pages 
72 and 86. 

The reference to state land exchanges has been deleted, see 
page 34. 

The Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990 designated 
nine wilderness areas in the planning area. Alternative 1 

would not designate additional special management areas 
(as defined by the BLM planning regulations). 

53-5 

53-6 

53 -7 

53-8 

53-9 

53-10 

55-1 

55-2 

55-3 

60-1 

62-1 

62 -2 

62-2a 

62-2b 

See response 13-3. 

The disposal area boundary shown on Map 13 has been 
changed to move it out of the herd management area. 

These lands have been proposed for disposal to meet the 
needs of growing communities nearby. Management of 
public lands in checkerboard areas is difficult for the 
public land manager and private landowners. Consolida- 
tion of public landownership in areas containing a higher 
percentage of public lands and higher value natural re- 
sources is in the best interest of the public. 

The discussion of grazing in timber stands has been changed 
on page 71 of this document to read: "Consideration of the 
physiological needs of ponderosa pine and mixed conifer 
stands for regeneration would be incorporated into envi- 
ronmental documents necessary for the approval and de- 
velopment of a coordinated resource management plan." 

Ecological site inventory data have revealed inconsisten- 
cies. The location of true ephemeral rangeland, areas 
containing no more than a minor amount of desirable 
perennial forage, needs to be deemed. Designation of 
ephemeral rang e will be consistent with the Special Ephem- 
eral Rule of 1968. 

A revised eligibility assessment of river segments is shown 
on pages 174 through 176. 

Retention areas are based on resource values and are not 
subject to change. This does not mean the project will not 
be considered. 

The herd management area plan boundary is based on the 
area used by the horses and is not subject to change. 

This type of project in wilderness is strictly prohibited and 

it would take an Act of Congress to change the boundary. 

See Letter I.,-15 at the end of the Response to Comments 
section. 

Management of public resources east of the planning area 
boundary has been addressed on pages 19. 

The Minerals section of Alternative 2 has been revised to 
more clearly identify acreages open to mineral develop- 
ment and acreages closed to development. 

Site-specific environmental analysis and public comment 

are part of all disposal actions. 
Corridors are established in previously disturbed areas 

where future actions may be directed. 
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62-3 

62-4 

63-1 

71-1 

72-1 

72-2 

72-3 

72-4 

72-4a 

72-4b 

72-5 

72-6 

72-7 

72-8 

See response 53-1. 

Table 16 has been revised to read that grazing systems will 
comply with state water quality standards. 

See response 25-2. 

This apparently refers to Section 8 of the Public Range- 
lands Improvement Act of 1978, Public Law 95-514, 
which amends Section 402 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976. Section 8 of Public Law 95-514 
stipulates that development o f allotment management plans 
will be done through consultation, cooperation and coor- 

dination with involved parties; it is discussed on pages 25 

and 71. 

The three complete plans proposed represent a reasonable 
range of alternatives. Other alternatives were considered, 
but the interdisciplinary team did not do a further analysis, 

as stated on page 120. 

This proposed alternative would not comply with the 
intent of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 

1976, which requires the B LM to manage public resources 
on a multiple-use basis. 

A soil survey has been completed for the southern half of 
the Kingman Resource Area (see page 28 of the draft 
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact S tate- 

ment). 

Impacts to vegetation are addressed in terms of losses due 
to surface-disturbing activities, without specifically iden- 
tifying the species being impacted. On pages 71 and 72 of 
this document is a discussion of how grazing systems will 

benefit vegetative conditions. 

Public lands are blocked up to enhance and protect re- 

source values. State lands are blocked up to maximize 

revenue-producing development that supports the state 
schools, etc., as required by state law. 

Corridors are one to two miles wide to allow for expansion 

and required separation between utilities and topography. 

See response 13-7. 

Changes have been made on page 71 to reflect that permits 

would only be issued within limits of sustained use. 

The term "wash" has been deemed in the glossary. 

The proposed stipulations outlined on pages 49 and 204 of 
the draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Im- 
pact Statement would protect bighorn sheep by restricting 

72-9 

72-10 

72-11 

72-12 

74-1 

75-1 

76-1 

77-1 

mineral lease operations from December 1 to May 31, 
during the lambing period. Other restrictions controlling 
road construction, living on-site and reclamation are de- 

signed to reduce interaction between humans and bighorn 
sheep. The information in this document will be used to 

guide the preparation of site-specific stipulations when a 
lease is issued. 

Table II-7 on page 58 of the draft Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement shows the acres of 
no surface occupancy for each area of critical environmen- 
tal concern. The management prescriptions listed for each 

of the areas of critical environmental concern indicate that 

a no surface occupancy stipulation would be applied to 
Hualapai vole and Arizona cliffrose habitats, the Carrow 

and Stephens ranches and one-fourth of a mile on either 

side of important streams (see Appendix 18 of the draft 
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact S tate- 

ment). 

Map II-12 on page 79 of the draft Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement indicates that the 
areas of critical environmental concern for Wright and 

Cottonwood creeks would be one mile wide, as described 
in aliquot parts. 

Limited and closed off-highway-vehicle designations are 
defined on page 277 of the draft Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. The limited desig- 

nation closes the area to cross-country travel. Travel on 
roads and trails under normal conditions is nonimpairing, 
as is travel in navigable washes. The term "navigable 
wash" is defined in the glossary. 

The focus throughout Chapter IV was on the analysis of 
environ_mental impacts of implementing the alternatives. 

No significant environmental impacts occurring from the 
implementation of any of the alternative plans were found. 

Only the NE1/4 of sec. 7, T. 18 N., R. 21 W. has been 
identified for recreation and public purposes; however, 

there are 1,708 acres identified for these actions in Mohave 

Valley. 

As shown in Appendix 12, many of those lands near Yucca 

would only be exchanged for specific lands with much 
higher resource values. 

This site would be considered a single use site and not 
potentially valuable for commercial development; there- 

fore it has not been designated, but may be applied for. 

See response 53-3. 
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77-2 

77-3 

77-4 

77-5 

77-6 

77-7 

78-1 

79-1 

79-2 

The subject statement is based on water quality data and 

U.S. Geological Survey information cited in the following 
reports. 

1. Arizona Department of Health Services, 1984. 

2. BLM Technical Note 352. 

3. Aquatic Inventory of the Upper Bill Williams 
Drainage, Yavapai and Mohave Counties, Arizona, 1979. 

4. Burro Creek Watershed Background Survey and 
Proposed Intensive and Survey Design. Arizona Depart- 

ment of Health Services, March 1982. 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 defines a river as 
"a flowing body of water or estuary or a section, portion or 

tributary thereof, including rivers, streams, runs, kills, rills 
and small lakes." The Act also defines free-flowing as 
"existing or flowing in natural condition without im- 
poundment, diversion, straightening, rip-rapping or other 
modification of the waterway." A river need not have 
perennial flow in order to meet the eligibility criteria. 
Intermittent streams already exist within the National 

Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

See response 53-10. 

Factors relating to ineligibility have been included in the 

revised eligibility assessment on page 176. 

Desert tortoise habitat boundaries and categorizations 
havebeen delineated based on all known information from 

historic records, inventory reports and BLM and Arizona 
Game and Fish Department databases. Map 34 reflects a 

shift of the tortoise boundary to the south of the Cyprus 

Bagdad copper mine tailing piles. 

The proposed special recreation management area around 
the Mineral Park historic mining area has been deleted. 

Grazing is discussed under proposed management pre- 
scriptions for each area of critical environmental concern, 
including those for the protection of riparian values and 
tortoise habitat; these are shown on pages 97 through 111 
and Table 11. Grazing management is also discussed on 
pages 71 and 72. 

The phrase has been changed to read: "... established 
policy regarding management of wild free-roaming horses 

and burros on the public lands." 

This paragraph has been rewritten on page 31. 

79-3 

79-4 

79-5 

79 -6 

79-7 

79 -8 

79 -9 

79-10 

79-11 

79-12 

79-13 

79-14 

79-15 

79-16 

79-17 

79-18 

A change has been made on page 31 to state that wild 
horses and burros will be maintained on public lands to 
assure the herds' free-roaming character, health and self- 
sustaining ability. 

See responses 13-1 and 13-4. 

This statement has been rewritten to read: "Desert bighorn 
sheep and other ungulates in the Black Mountains and 
Mount Wilson would be managed at a level which would 
ensure the continued existence of all ungulate species." 

The following sentence has been added: "Monitoring data 

would continue to be collected and numbers of animals 
adjusted according to condition of key forage species" 

(see page 56). 

See response 39-1. 

The discussion of wild horse numbers in the Cerbat Moun- 
tain Herd Management Area has been greatly expanded in 
two paragraphs on page 87 (also, see response 13-4). 

See response 79-8. 

See response 13-4. 

This alternative has been revised as shown on page 120. 

Changes have been made to Map 32 to include several 
allotments which had been missed in the draft. 

This statement has been deleted on page 182. 

This statement has been changed to read: "Implementation 

o f the herd management area plans included in the Current 

Management Alternative would result in a dispersed popu- 
lation at a light stocking rate. This, and the implementation 

of the wild horse management provisions of the Current 
Management Alternative, would achieve a thriving natural 
ecological balance in wild horse, burro and wildlife popu- 
lations which the BLM considers to be a significant ben- 
efit". 

This statement has been removed from the discussion on 

page 203. 

On page 205, this statement has been replaced with: "Wild 
horses and burros managed within an ecological balance 

should have no impact on special status species." 

This discussion has been revised as shown on page 206. 

This discussion has been revised on page 217. 
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79-19 

79-20 

79-21 

81-1 

81-2 

81-3 

83-1 

83-2 

83-3 

83-4 

83 -5 

83-6 

83-7 

The text has been changed on page 220 to remove the 
statement considered to be inaccurate. 

The BLM's Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Pro- 

gram Guidance, January 1983, IIC 5b (1)(a) and (b) states: 
"Decisions to remove wild horses and burros from herd 

areas may be appropriate if horse or burro management is 
found to be incompatible with planned uses of the area... 

Removal may also be appropriate from herd areas too 
small to support populations of acceptable effective size... 
Although wild horses and burros may be totally removed 
from herd areas, the areas retain their status as herd areas." 

The text has been changed on page 228 to state: "Same as 
under Alternative 2." 

The benefits accruing to existing grazing management 
have been described in a more positive light under Alter- 

native I of Chapter IV to reflect this comment. 

Based on this comment, changes have been made on page 

79 to provide for authorized permit holders to travel off 
roads, trails and washes to fulfill their permits. 

The area encompassing the old Silver Creek Allotment is 
being proposed as the Bojorquez Wild Burro Range in the 
Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Management 
section under Alternative 2 in Chapter 11. 

See response 53-1. 

Baseline water quality data found in the Kingman Re- 

source Area office files are incorporated into this docu- 

ment by reference in the Management Situation Analysis. 

Response 77-2 lists some reports containing water quality 

data. Water quality is not significantly impacted by any of 

the alternatives in the Resource Management Plan/Envi- 
ronmental Impact Statement. 

See response 6-1. 

Tables 14 and 16 have been revised to show the proposed 
elimination of livestock grazing on the McCracken and 

Poachie areas of critical environmental concern under 
Alternative 3. 

See response 6-1. Also, potential impacts were analyzed 
and no significant impacts were identified. 

Guidance for preparation of Best Management Practices is 
given for minerals management on pages 20. 

See responses 53-10, 85-2 and 85-3. 

83-8 

83 -9 

83-9a 

83-9b 

83-10 

84-1 

84-2 

84-3 

84-4 

84-5 

84-6 

84-7 

84-8 

84-9 

84-10 

The slxetch of Burro Creek between Francis and Boulder 
creeks (mostly within wilderness) has been designated a 
unique water by the state of Arizona. The Big Sandy, Santa 

Maria and Bill Williams rivers have been evaluated and 
were found to not meet water quality standards necessary 
for designation. 

See response 62-3. 

Before any actions occur on public lands, a site-specific 
environmental analysis must be completed addressing 
impacts of specific projects and may require mitigation to 

protect resources. 

Purpose and need for corridors are discussed in Chapter 1. 

Site-specific environmental analysis is done on each project. 

See response 6-1. 

Page 88 now reads that the BLM would "recommend" to 
the Arizona Game and Fish Department that deer numbers 
be reduced. 

Based on the comment, changes have been made on page 
31 to state that wild horses or burros in areas outside of 
designated herd management areas will be removed as 
soon as possible after consulting with the landowner. 

Table 17 has been changed to show population census of 
burros at three-year intervals. 

The facilities proposed for the Thimble Butte area have 

been changed to a wilderness trailhead and day use area 

(see Table 8). 

Pine Flat has been dropped from consideration. 

A wildlife corridor has been included on Coyote Pass. The 

suggestions for specific wildlife habitat improvement 

projects will be considered when an activity plan is devel- 
oped in cooperation with the city of Kingman, Mohave 
County and the Arizona Game and Fish Department. 

See response 81-2. 

Page 30 has been changed to add: "As additional wildlife 
information is gathered, existing habitat management plans 
would be updated or revised." 

See response 6-1. 

The terms have been changed to "semiprimitive motorized 
and nonmotorized recreation" and are defined in the glos- 
sary. 
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84-11 See response 6-1. 

84-12 The change from an "October Fish Count" to a "Fall Fish 
Count" has been made on page 54. 

84-13 See response 12-1. 

84-14 A sampling technique will be used to determine parts per 

million (ppm) of contamination in water (see Table 17). 

85-1 See response 53-10. 

85-2 Interim guidance to protect river segments is discussed on 
pages 42, 44 and 48 through 51. 

85-3 The one-quarter-mile corridor and standards to ensure 
free-flowing values are discussed on pages 42, 44 and 48 
through 51. 

86-1 Seral stage is defined in the glossary. 

86-2 The process used to determine a grazing capacity for 
acquired land is outlined on page 72. 

87-1 See response 53-10. 

88-1 See response 86-2. 

88-2 The discussion of emergency fire rehabilitation has been 
revised to state that burned areas would be seeded with 
approved native and naturalized seed mixtures (see page 
32). 

90-1 See response 86-2. 

94-1 The North and South planning area maps in map pockets 
1 and2 in the backofthe draft Resource Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement are the most detailed 
maps available to the BLM. 

94-2 Elimination of grazing was not proposed in the Preferred 

Alternative, nor is it made a part of the Proposed Plan. 

96-1 See response 6-1. 

96-2 Mineral terms are defined in the glossary. 

96-3 The three cultural areas of critical environmental concern 

shown in Alternative 3 were included as part of the larger 
acreages for the Black Mountains, Wright-Cottonwood 
creeks and Burro Creek areas of critical environmental 
concern under Alternative 2. 

96-4 Segregation, classification and withdrawal are defined in 
the glossary. 

96-5 

96-6 

96-7 

96-8 

96-9 

96-10 

96-11 

96-12 

96-13 

96-14 

96-15 

96-16 

96-17 

96-18 

Watershed productivity has been changed to watershed 
condition in the second to last planning criteria of Manage- 
ment Concern 7 on page 11. 

A new resource area goal dealing with threatened and 
endangered species has been added on page 18. 

Category 1 and 2 species have been added to Management 

Guidance on page 29 and to Table 17. 

The recovery plan, when f'malized, will be incorporated 
into a habitat management plan, which wiU then be imple- 
mented (see page 30). 

See response 53-3. 

The discussion of seeding cutover areas on page 39 has 
been changed to clarify that native and naturalized plant 

species will be used. 

See response 79-4. 

A discussion of Arizona cliffrose has been added to the 
Special Status Species Management section of Alternative 

1 on page 53. 

The current situation is a draft Cerbat Herd Management 
Area Plan which proposed 90 horses, a grazing environ- 
mental impact statement which proposed 14 horses and 
approximately 130 horses actually using the area in 1990. 

The acres of publicly owned minerals open to various 
minerals actions or closed to activity are more accurately 
discussed on page 60. 

All federal minerals proposed for release from withdrawal 
by Public Land Order 492 would be proposed for with- 
drawal when the area is returned to full management of the 

natural resources by the BLM. 

Plans to improve watershed conditions would stress the 
use of appropriate native and naturalized plant species (see 

page 70). 

The name of the Clay Hills Area of Critical Environmental 

Concern has been added to page 85. 

Mineral leasing in riparian areas of critical environmental 

concern refers to a no surface occupancy stipulation for oil 
and gas, potassium, sodium, phosphates, etc., while with- 
drawal for mineral entry refers to locatable minerals such 

as gold, silverl Copper, lead, etc. Extraction of leasable 
minerals can occur without damage to protected resources, 
because of the no surface occupancy stipulations. 
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96-19 

96-20 

96-21 

96-22 

96-23 

96-24 

96-25 

96-26 

96-27 

96-28 

An area of critical environmental concern plan will be 
developed for the areas containing the Cerbat beard- 
tongue, white margined penstemon and Arizona cliffrose. 
Management prescription for these three species will be 
incorporated in these plans. For Arizona cliffrose, the 
specific provisions in the draft recovery plan will be 
incorporated in the area of critical environmental concern 
plan (see page 110 and Table 11). 

In the Western Bajada region, the Resource Management 
Plan is formalizing a long-term existing action to close the 
area to livestock grazing. 

S e e r e ~ o ~ e s l 3 - 1  and134.  

See response 96-3. 

Table 14 has been changed to remove the language con- 
ceming the Mineral Materials Sales Act in the lands 
column. The proper language existed in the minerals 
column for the Cottonwood Mountains and Black Butte 
areas of critical environmental concern. This language has 
also been added to the minerals column of the Silver Creek 
Area of Critical Environmental Concern, 

The term "mineral material disposal" is defined in the 
glossary. 

The corridor for the Lake Mead to Kingman water pipeline 
has been added to Table 16. 

The Special Status Species section of Alternative2 directs 
the reader to the Special Management Areas section of 
Alternative 2 for a discussion of how management pre- 
scriptions in specific areas of critical environmental con- 
tern would protect the peregrine falcon and Hualapai 
Mexican vole. Actions in Alternative I are brought for- 
ward in Alternative 2 by the statement: "This alternative 
is the same as under Alternative I with the additional ..." 
Table 16 has been updated to include a discussion of 
changes affecting the Hualapai Mexican vole, bald eagle 
and peregrine falcon. 

Changes in vegetation occur very slowly in arid regions. 
Monitoring more frequently than at five-year intervals has 
been shown to provide little additional information. Trend 
in riparian areas is monitored on a yearly basis (see Table 
17). 

A discussion has been added to page 83, stating that the 
BLM would work with the Arizona Game and Fish De- 

partment and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to incor- 
porate new information on ell~ management into the exist- 
ing habitat management plan in the Hualapai Mountains. 

96-29 

96-30 

96-31 

96-32 

96-33 

96-34 

96-35 

96-36 

96-37 

96-38 

96-39 

9640 

97-1 

Table 18 has been changed to include the impacts of 
eliminating firewood cutting and yucca harvest. 

The citation in Chapter HI has been changed to Appendix 
1% The discussion of watershed categorization in the 
Watershed section of Alternative 2 on page 70 has been 
changed to state: "Highest priority would be given to 
Category I V allotments, followed by allotments in cat- 
egory II," 

Seere~onse84~ .  

The discussion of the Impacts to Local Economy has been 
eliminated in Chapter IV and replaced by Impacts to 
Socioeconomic Factors. Impacts to Vegetative Products 
Management from the elimination of f~rewood cutting and 
yucca harvest are discussed on page 223. 

Impacts of vegetative harvest on wildlife habitat have been 
more thoroughly discussed in Alternative I on page 202. 
The discussion for Alternative 2 on page 215 has been 
further clarified. 

A discussion of Category C allotments in areas of critical 
environmental concern is shown in the Rangeland Man- 
agement section of Alternative 2 on page 72, 

The word "threatened'Y has been substituted for "endan- 
gered" in the relevance statement for the Western Bajada 
Area of Critical Environmental Concern. 

The Cherokee Point Area of Critical Environmental Con- 
cern has been dropped from consideration in Alternative 2 

and moved toAIternative3. Areaofcritieal environmental 
concernobjectives have been clarified inAlternative3 (see 
Table 14). 

The BLM will monitor the impacts of elk, deer and 
livestock gazing on vole habitat as stated on pages 102 
and 103 (see also comment 84-5). 

The word "threatened" has been substituted for "endan- 
gered" in the relevance statement for the McCracken and 
Poachie areas of critical environmental concern. 

Mining plans of operations and mandatory bonding have 
been added to the management prescriptions for the Clay 
Hills Area of Critical Environmental Concern. 

The terms "satisfactory" and "unsatisfactory" referring to 
watershed condition have been defined in the glossary. 

See response 22-1. 
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99-1 

99-2 

Livestock management is discussed in Management Pre- 
scription 13 of page 217 of the draft Resource Manage- 
ment Plan/Envlronmental Impact Statement. The state- 
ment that livestock would be managed to achieve goals 
and objectives of the area of critical environmental con- 
tern means grazing must be compatible with the unique 
values found in the area. 

Grazing as an appropriate use in riparian areas was evalu- 
ated in the grazing environmental impact statements. They 
are brought forward into the Resource Management Plan 
and incorporated by reference, an appropriate tiering tech- 

nique. 

99-3 See response 86-2. 

I00-1 See response 13-3. 

100-2 See response 71-t. 

g 

L 

100-3 The alternative suggested is not necessary as any specific 
action analyzed in the Resource Management Plan/Envi- 
ronmental Impact Statement alternatives can be selected 
for the proposed plan by the deeisionmaker. 

101-1 BLM land use plans must identify lands "suitable" for 
acquisition based on natural resource values and manage- 
ability with adjacent public lands before an exchange can 
take place. This does not mean that the lands must be 
acquired. Private landowners must be willing parties to 
any proposed exchange. 

102-1 

f ,.---~ 

Existing withdrawals are discussed under Land With- 

drawals and Classifications on page 38 of the draft Re- 
source Management Plan/Environmental Impact State- 

ment and in Table I under Wilderness Management of this 
document. Mineral withdrawals in the proposed alterna- 
five are shown in Table 12 and discussed in the Minerals 

section on page 60 of this document. 

k 
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THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAG~ENT 

DRAFT RESOURCE MANAG~EBT PLAN/ 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

fo r  The 

KINGMAN RESOURCE 

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 

ORIGINAL 

Public h e a r i n g  
January 15, 1991 

7:00 p.m. 

Haricopa Board o f  Superv isors  
Auditorium 

205 West Jefferson 
Phoenix, Arizona 
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BE IT REM~mERED that heretofore on the 15th day 

of January, 1991, commencing at 7:i0 p.m., at the Maricopa 

Board of Supervisors Auditorium, 205 West 3efEerson, Phoenix, 

Arizona, abe Public Hearing on abe BUreau of Land Kanagement 

Kingman Draft Resource Management Plan/Envlronmental Impact 

Statement was h e l d ,  

Mr. Ray A. Brady, Hearing officer, and 

Ms. Elaine Marquis presided. 

(Whereupon, the following proceedings ensus~.) 

SOUTh~ST REPORTING 

3 
MR. BRADy: Ladies and gentlemen, this 

public bearing will now oo~e to o~der. My name Is Ray Brady, 

Burea~ Of Land Management District Manager in Safford 

District here in Ari=ona, I#ve been requested to assist with 

Thi s  h e a r i n g  This  even ing,  

T o n i g h t ' s  h s a r i z ~  i s  b e r g  conducted trader 

t h t  authority of the Federal Land Policy Management Act and 

In accordance  With esta~ l imhed Lan~ IL~lag~aent p rocedu re s .  

T h I i  f o r s a l  pUblic hearing i8 being h e l d  t o  o b t a i n  commen~ 

on the draft Ringman resource area resource management plan 

and abe env i r onmen ta l  impact  8 t a t ~ s n t  prepared by the  BIlq,s 

Kingnan resource area, Phoonlx district. Rmleaaa o f  the 

draft ~sourco Ranagement plan and t h e  environmental impact 

stnt~ent ~rke The b e g i n n i n g  of  a 90-day ¢o~n~ent period 

which ends  on March 8th ,  1991. 

Publla notice Of t h e  hearlnq This evening 

In Phoenix and on Thursday evenIBg in Kingman has been 

advex~ised in The l o c a l  usdia. Reties was else published in 

t h e  Federal Register. Additional info~wal public meetings 

will be held J~ Bullhead city, Bagdad and Doles Springs. 

Written co~ents on This draft resource sanagement plan and 

environmental impect statement can be provided to ELM In 

addition to any oral 8tateaents that will be provided at this 

oral hearing this evening. 

The official court Reporter who is seated 
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4 
on my r i g h t  i s  Hel inda  Bongstad.  She w i l l .  p r e p a r e  a ve rba t im  

t r a n s c r i p t  of  e v e r y t h i ~  Tha t  i8  s a i d  Th i s  even ing .  I f  you 

wish t o  o b t a i n  a Copy Of t h e  c ~ a p l e t e  t r a n s c r i p t ,  you should 

make your  own a r rangements  w i th  The r e p o r t e r  a f t e r  t h e  

h e a r i n g  t h i s  even ing .  

The purpose  Of t h i s  h e a r i n g  c e n t e r s  on two 

i s s u e s :  f i r s t ,  e r e  t h e  proposed eotionm as  d e p i c t e d  i n  t h e  

d r a f t  r e sou rce  ~ a g e m e n t  p l a n  s u i t a b l e ;  second,  i s  t h e  d r a f t  

env i ronmenta l  Impact  e t a t e u e n t  adequa te .  Your comments on 

e i t h e r  i s s u e  v i i 1  be a p p r e c i a t e d .  Although abe d r a f t  p l an  

i n c l u d e s  a p r e f e r r e d  a I t e r n a t i v e r  abe f i n a l  p l an  w i l l  

c e n s i d e r  a l l  pUbl ic  c e m e n t s  Tha t  a r e  r e c e i v e d .  

Nova for a few words about procedure, I 

hope ~ost of you have signed The attendance sheet as you came 

into the room. If you have not done so, I would like you to 

sign it before you leave. Also, i f  yOU would llke to make a 

statement this evening, we would like to have a record of 

that on abe attendance sheet. This hearing is not a debate, 

a trial, or a question and answer meetlngt it is an a d v i s o r y  

hearing, end all interested parties lay prsgsnt statements or 

provide other information pertinent to the draft plan. 

There will he no cress-examinations from 

abe audience, but if anyone fails to understand any statement 

from any speaker, you may dlreot a clarifying question to me 

and I will determine it it is pertlnant. This may seem 

SOUTHWEST REPORTING 
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overly formal, but it is intended to give everyone a fair and 

reasonable opportunity t o  present his o r  her views. 

When I hays finished wl th  my opening 

statuent, I will call on a Bureau of Land Management 

representatlvs to say a few vordm about BEM'S proposed 

action. That presentation should take about flve minutes. 

Then I will Call upon individuals who have indicated that 

t hey  wish t o  Imke  a statezent this evening. 

In vlev of the limited number of people 

that we have this ~venlng, if you could llmlt your statements 

to about ten minutes, that would he appropriate. If you 

cannot express all of y o u r  o~entB in that length of time, 

you way submit further cossets in writing. Any written 

ethteanents submitted this evening will be included i n  the 

official transcrlpt end vlll be considered on the same basis 

as any oral comments. 

You lay also submit follow-up written 

cossets until }(arch 8th, and these will also be considered 

fully, wrlttsn co~=ents should be addressed to the BI/~ 

Office, Klngman Resource Area, 2475 Beverly Avenue, Kinsmen, 

Arizona, and t he  zip is 86401. 

NOW, I would like to introduce Elaine 

Marquis, who is the BLM Kinsman area manager, for a few 

c~ents. Elaine. 

MS. MARQUIS: Thank you, Mr. Brady. The 

S 
preferred alternative is alternative number 2, and it 

represents a continued use in management of the natural 

resottrcss on publlo land in accordance with our multiple-use 

wandatso And this includes uses such as minlng, grazing, 

rscreatlon, land p e r l l t s ,  and leases such SO rights-of-ways, 

coaaunlcation sites, and a va r i e t y  o f  l and  uses .  But this 

alternative is belanced with a variety o£ m e a s u r e s  that will 

provide additional protection for the environment also. 

We have identified 14 areas o f  critical 

envlronmental conce rn ,  which cove rs  an approximation o f  about 

405,050 acres, which protects critlcal habitats and 

resources. There are approximately 56,000 acres of wlthdra~ 

fr~ mineral Injury and another 355,000 acres withdrawn from 

mineral disposal. We have identified five rivers or streams 

as suitable f o r  analysis f o r  a while in scenic river 

designation. We have deslqnated ten wildlife ~ovement 

corridors to insure against the formation of wildlife habitat 

islands o r  isolation areas, and with the passage of the 

Arlzons Wilderness Act, i t  further protects about 3 5 0 , 0 0 0  

ac res  of land in the r esou rce  area with the designation of 

nine wilderness areas. 

Along with the u s e s  that are identified In 

our c~rrsnt management alternative, which is alternative one, 

we identify a few addltlonsl or modified uses i n  our 

preferred alternative. One of them is recreation. With the 
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? 
increase in population i n  Mohave county, we have an increased 

desire o r  impact, I should say, o n  recreation u s e s .  on one 

of them we have identified s~e trails for hiking and biking. 

There  are campgrounds, beth primitive and concessions, 

interpretive sites, t h ree  back-country byways, seven special 

recreation management areas. And we would establish, or the 

plan would establish a Kinsman regional pork, which is a 

Joint Venture to the clty, the county, and the Belg. 

There I s  also an additional 84,000 acres 

identified on the third alternative for dispOsal, land 

disposal through exchange recreation and publlc purpose or 

sale. our preferred methcxl Is identified as exchange of 

r e c r e a t i o n  a n d  p u b l i c  p u r p o s e .  T h e  r e s o u r c e  a r e a  p l a n  a l s o  

designates the off-hlghwsy use for the whole resource area. 

It identifies two areas. It's completely open, covering 

about 5700 acres. The designation o f  wilderness, actually 

closes 350,000 acres t o  vehicular use in all. We have n o t  

identified any additional acreage closed b e y o n d  what Is 

designated by wilderness. So that leaves about 2.1 million 

acres designated as limited. And we have designated a 

limitation to existing roads, trails, a n d  washes. In some of 

our critical tortoise habitat areas we have actually 

identified certain washes as closed to vehicles else. 

And t h i s  iS m o r e  o r  less Just a synopsis 

and a brief highlight of our preferred alternative. 

SOUTHWEST REPORTING 
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8 
A l t e r n a t i v e  3 a l s o  i d e n t i f i e s  m o s t  O f  t h o s e  u s e s  a n d  i t e m s  

t h a t  I h a v e  J u s t  s p o k e n  o f ,  b e t  w e  h a v e  s d i f f e r e n t  d e g r e e  o f  

i den t i f y i ng  each one o f  these. 8o v l t h  that ,  I ' l l  tu rn  i t  

back to  y o u .  

XR. BRADY: ' l ' b c nk  y o u ,  K S .  l ~ ' a r q u l s .  We 

w o u l d  n o w  l i k e  t o  p r o c e e d  w i t h  t h e  p u b l i c  b e a r i n g .  As  I c a l l  

y o u r  name, I w o u l d  l i k e  y o u  t o  c o m e  t o  t h e  m i c r o p h o n e  s o  t h a t  

t he  o f f i c i a l  r epo r t e r  can hea r  you be t t e r .  We wou ld  a l so  

l i k e  t o  r e q u e s t  t h a t  y o u  s p e l l  y o u r  s a l e  f o r  t h e  R e p o r t e r .  

P l e a s e  s t a t s  y o u r  n a m e  a n d  w h e t h e r  y o u  a r e  r e p r e s e n t i n g  a n y  

g r o u p .  

The first person who has indicated s desire 

to make a statement t h i s  evening is Mr. Scott Lewis. Could 

Mr. Lewis come to the microphone, please? 

MR. LEWIS: Thank you, Mr. Brady. My name 

Is ScOtt Lewis, S C O T T L E W I 5. I am the environmental 

coordinator for the cypress Bagdad Copper Corporation located 

in Bagdad, Arizona. My purpose for attending this first 

public meeting is informational in nature, to hear the BLM'B 

p r o p o s a l s .  

I do have one question, however. Earlier 

today we bad proposed a recording o f  t he  Bagdad meeting also. 

I would llke to know if the decision has been rendered on 

that recording of that meeting on the Incluslcn in the public 

r e c o r d .  
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MR. BRADY: WoUld you llke to respond to 

that, Elaine? 

MS. MARQUIS: Scott, my understanding is 

that you had desired to provide a recorder -- 

MR. LEWIS: Y e s .  That was the intent. 

MS. MARQUIS: -- at your expense. 

MR. LEW~8| Ye~, at our expense. 

MS. NARQUIB: We did not s e e  any reason why 

that couldn't oc~r. We were trying to decide this day as to 

the format. If a recorder would he there, did you want that 

recording submitted to BIJ4 for us to incorporate into the 

d ~ e n t ?  

MR. ~XSt Yes, sir. That is our 

inteNtlon, yes. 

MS. P~IRQUIS: We will work out the details 

on how to for~ that meeting on the phone lines. So there is 

no problem with t h a t .  

MR. LEWIS: Will there be a need then for 

public notice too? 

}(8. MARQUIS: We are looking into that. 

MR. LEWIS: Okay. 

MS. ~L%R~UIS: I don't ~hink SO, but we will 

certainly look into it. 

MR. LE~IB: Okay. 

MR. ~T: c o u l d  you  s t a t e  f o r  t h e  r e c o r d  

SOUTHWEST REPORTING 

STATE OF ARIZONA ) 
) SS. 

COUNTY OF Y~R~COPA ) 

BE IT RE~MBERED that heretofore, on the 25th day 

of JanUary, 1991, at the time and place aforesaid, the 

foregoing proceedings were stenographically recorded by me or 

under my direction into the 10 foregoing pages of printed 

matter, and that the same contain a full, true and accurate 

transcription of said proceedings all to tDe best of my skill 

and ability. 

DATED at Phoenix, Arizona, this 3oth day of 

January, 1991. 

"~ . . . . . . .  ~so;;sJ; 
Notary Public 
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the date that meeting in Bagdad will take place? 

MR. LEWIS: Yeah. wednesday, Sanuary 23rd, 

1991, at 7:O0 p.m. in Bagdad, Arizona. I will reserve 

further comment until either t h e  flagman or Bagdad =eetlngs. 

Thank you, Mr. Brady and Miss Marquis, 

MR. BRADYx Thank you, Mr. Lewis. 

Are there any other individuals that would 

like to make a statement this evening? 

(PaUSe.) 

Bill carter, do we have anyone else 

indicated on the sign-ln sheet who would wish to make a 

statement? 

MR. CARTER: No. 

MR. BRAD¥: I see no other individuals that 

have indicated a willlngnese to make statements this evening. 

I would like to make an announcement that there will be 

another hearing in Kingman on Thursday evening at 7:so p.m. 

to hear additional statements on the draft resource 

management pl~n and environmental impact statement. 

There being no other people wishing to 

testify, I hereby close the hearing. Anyone wishing to ask 

questions of the BLN people that are here this evening are 

welcome to do ao, and I thank you for your attend&nee this 

evening. Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon, hearing concluded at 7:25 p.m.) 
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CONSU LTATION AND COORDINATION 

B ORIGINAL 

TAKEN ON THURSDAY, dANUARY 17, 1991 

AT 400  GRANDVIEW 

KINGHANr ARIZONA 

AT 7106 P*N .  

REPORTED BYI dANICE MINER, COURT REPORTER 

Associated Reporting of Mohave CounD' 
~o ~x ,an6 

t~2,e~s,366 

APPEARANCES= 

HEARING OFFICER= 

B .L .M .  REPRESENTATIVE= 

WITNESSES 

FRANK HUNT 

ELNO 0 .  ROUNOY 

ROBERT HARRISON 

MIKE GROSS 

RAY A .  BRADY, DISTRICT MANAGER 

ELAINE F .  MARQUIS e AREA MANAGER 

Assoc a ed Repot ing of Mohave County 
~ o  ~ x  1 2 s 6  

, ~ z J  e e ~ l ~ e a  

r - -  

MR. BRADY= LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, THIS PUBLIC 

HEARING WILL N0W COME TO ORDER. I AM RAY BRADYs B .L .M .  

DISTRICT MANAGERr WITH THE EAFPORD DISTRICT IN  ARIZONA.  I 

HAVE BEEN REQUESTED TO ASSIST IN THIS HEARING TMIE EVENING* 

TONIGHT=S HEARING IS BEING CONDUCTED UNDER THE 

AUTHORITY OF THE FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT AND 

IN ACCORDANCE WITH ESTABLISHED B .L .H .  PROCEDURES. 

THIS FORMAL PUBLIC HEARING IS BEING HELD TO OBTA: 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT KINGMAN RESOURCE AREA RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT PREPAREI 

BY THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEHENTIE NINGMAN RESOURCE AREAr 

PHOENIX D ISTRICT .  

RELEASE OF THE DRAFT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AN£ 

E . I .B .  HARKS THE BEGINNING OF A 90 -0AT  COMMENT PERIOD WHICH 

ENDS ON MARCH 8THr 1991 .  

PUBLIC NOTICE OF THE HEARING THIS EVENING IN 

NINGMAN HAS BEEN ADVERTISED IN THE LOCAL MEDIA .  NOTICE WAS 

ALSO PUBLISHED IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER. ADDIT IONAL INFORMAL 

PUBLIC MEETINGS WILL BE HELD IN  BULLHEAD CITYo BAGDABt AND 

DOLAN SPRINGS. 

WRITTEN CBHHENTS ON THE DRAFT RESOURCE MANAGEHENT 

PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT CAN BE PROVIDED TO 

B*L .H .  IN  ADDIT ION TO ANY ORAL STATEMENTS THAT YOU WILL 

PROVIDE THIS EVENING* 

THE OFF IC IAL  REPORTERr WHO IS SEATED ON MY RIGHTr 

Associated Reporting of  Mohave County 
p o  ~ x  , 2 ~ 6  

~ E  .AVASU C,T~ ~ Z O N A  8 6 4 0 3  

I S  JANICE MINER.  SHE WILL PREPARE A VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT OF 

EVERYTHING 1HAT IS SAID THIS EVENING, IF  YOU WISH TO OBTAI~ 

A PERSONAL COPY OF THE COMPLETE TRANECRIPTr YOU SHOULD MAKE 

TOUR OWN ARRANGEHENTS WITH THE REPORTER AFTER THE HEARING. 

THE PURPOSE OF THE HEARING CENTERS ON TWO ISSUES.  

F IRST ,  ARE THE PROPOSED ACTIONS AS DEPICTED IN  THE DRAFT 

RESOURCE MAMAGEHENT PLAN EUITABLEE SECONDs IS THE DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ADEQUATE? 

YOUR EOMMENT5 ON EITHER ISSUE WILL BE APPRECIATED. 

ALTHOUGH THE DRAFT PLAN INCLUDES A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE,  

THE FINAL PLAN WILL CONSIDER ALL PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED. 

NONr FOR A FEW WORDS ABOUT PROCEDURE. I THINK 

EVERYONE HAS SIGNED IN THE ATTENDANCE SHEET AS YOU ENTERED 

THE ROOM. IF  YOUiVE NOT DONE SOt I WOULD L IKE  ANYONE WHO 

DID NOT DO THIS TO SIGN THESE SHEETS OR THE ONE OUT BY THE 

FRONT DOOR. 

THIS HEARING IS NOT A DEBATEr A TRIAL  OR A 

QUEBTION AND ANSWER MEETING. IT I5  AN ADVISORY HEARING AND 

ALL INTEREETEO PERSONS MAT PRESENT STATEMENTS OR PROVIDE 

OTHER INFORMATION PERTINENT TO THE DRAFT PLAN.  

THERE WILL BE NO CROSS-EXAMINATION FROM THE 

AUDIENCE~ BUT IF  ANYONE FAILS  TO UNDERSTAND THE STATEMENT OF 

ANY SPEAKERr IF  YOU COULD DIRECT THE CLARIFYING QUESTION TO 

MEt THEN I WILL DETERHINE WHETHER IT 'S  A PERTINENT QUESTION 

TO BE REEOLVED. 

Associated Reporting of  Mohave.Countv 
o o  ~ x  1 2 ~ 5  

~ z  .*vAsu ~ Y  *~zo~A e e 4 o 3  
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C H A P T E R  V 

THIS MAY SEEM OVERLY FORMAL, BUT IT IS INTENDED TO i 

GIVE EVERYONE A FAIR AND REASONABLE OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT 

HIS OR HER VIEWS, 

WHEN I FINISH MAKING MY OPENING STATEMENT~ I HILL 

CALL UPON A BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT REPRESENTATIVE TO SAY 

A FEW WORDS ABOUT THE PROPOSED ACTION. THAT PRESENTATION 

SHOULD TAKE ABOUT FIVE HINUTES. THEN I WILL CALL UPON 

INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE INDICATED THEY WISH TO MAKE A STATEMEN' 

THIS EVENING. 

IN VIEM OF THE NUMBER OF PEOPLE THAT NE HAVE HERE 

THIS EVENING~ I WOULD REQUEST THAT YOU LIHIT YOUR TIME TO 

ABOUT FIVE MINUTES. IF YOU CANNOT EXPRESS ALL OF YOUR 

COMMENTS IN THAT LENGTH OF TIME, YOU MAT SUBMIT FURTHER 

COHMENTS IN WRITING. 

ANY WRITTEN STATEMENTS SUBMITTED THIS EVENING WILl 

BE INCLUDED IN THE TRANSCRIPT AND WILL BE CONSIDERED ON THE 

BARE BASIS AS ANY ORAL COMMENTS PROVIDED. YOU HAy ALSO i 

J SUBMIT FOLLOW-UP WRITTEN COMHENTS UNTIL MARCH 8TH AND THESE 

AL50 WILL BE CONSIDERED FULLY° 

ANY WRITTEN COHHENTS SHOULD BE ADDRESSED TO THE 

KINGMAN,B*L'M' KINGMANARIZoNARESOURCEE6401. AREA OFFICEr 2475 BEVERLY AVENUE~ 

NOW~ I WOULD LIKE TO INTRODUCE ELAINE HARQUISr THE 

~INGMAN RESOURCE AREA MANAGER, FOR A FEW COHMENTB. 

MS* MARQUIS= THANK YOUr RAY. I~D LIKE TO 

Associated Reporting of Mohave County 

kAK~ HAV~U C&~y ARNZO~ ~ 4 ~ 3  

TAKE A FEW HOHENTS TO TALK ABOUT OUR PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

THAT NE HAVE IN THE DRAFT DOCUHENT THAT ] THINK MOST OF YOU 

PROBABLY HAVE SEEN BY NOW. 

THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE ACTUALLY REPRESENTS A 

COMBINATION OF CURRENT USES THAT ARE GOING ON ON PUBLIC 

LANDS RIGHT NON THAT REFLECT MULTIPLE USE ON PUBLIC LAND AN[ 

ADDS TO IT A FEW ADDITIONAL MEASURES THAT PROVIDE SOME 

ADDITIONAL PROTECTION TO THE ENVIRONMENT. 

HHAT I tD LIKE TO DO 1S dUST CAP FOR YOU A REAL 

QUICK SUHHARY ON SOME OF THESE MEASURES THAT HELVE ADDED TO 

THE CURRENT MANAGEHENT IN THIS RESOURCE AREA. 

WE'VE IDENTIFIED 14 AREAS OF CRITICAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS THAT ARE LISTED AS A.C.E.C. I$  THAT DE 

ADD ADDITIONAL PROTECTION TO SOME CRITICAL RESOURCES THAT Wf 

HAVE. 

NE HAVE TAKEN ABOUT BEr0OO ACRES PROPOSED AS 

CLOSED TO MINERAL ENTRY, MOST OF IT IS IN THE BOTTOM5 OF 

RIPARIAN AREAS, TO PROTECT THE RIPARIAN ZONE AND OTHER 

CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTS. 

WE'VE ALSO PROPOSED ABOUT 355,000 ACRES AS CLOSED 

TO MINERAL MATERIAL DISPOSAL. AT THE SAME TIHE, TRYING TO 

ENSURE THAT THERE ARE MATERIAL SITES OF SAND AND GRAVEL 

PRIMARILY AVAILABLE TO THE COMMUNITIES AND THE NEEDS AROUND 

THE RESOURCE AREA~ AND AT THE SAME T[ME~ TRYING TO PROTECT 

SOHE OF THE CRITICAL HABITATS, ESPECIALLY SOME OF THE DESERT 
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TORTOISE AND RIPARIAN HABITATS THAT WE HAVE. 

HELVE IDENTIFIED FIVE RIVERS AND STREAMS AS 

ELIGIBLE TD BE STUDIED FOR WILD AND SCENIC RIVER 

DESIGNATIONS. WE HAVE ALSO DESIGNATED TEN WILDLIFE MOVEHEN1 

CORRIDORS TO TRY TO ENSURE THAT ANY ACTIONS THAT WE TAKE OR 

THE PUBLIC REQUIRES OR REQUESTS FROH US IN THE FUTURE DOES 

NOT ACTUALLY FORM AR ISOLATED OR ISLAND HABITAT FOR WILDLIFE 

BUT THAT WE HAVE CONTINUAL MOVEHENT THAT IS SO GREATLY 

NEEDED. 

THE PASSAGE OF THE ARIZONA WILDERNESS ACT IN 

NOVEMBER ACTUALLY FURTHER PROTECTS ABOUT 350r0B0 ACRES IN 

THE RESOURCE AREA WITH THE DESIGNATION OF NINE WILDERNESS 

AREAS. 

NOWt IN ADDITION WITH THESE PROTECTION HEASURES, 

WE CONTINUE WITH ALMOST ALL AS IT IS--THE CURRENT HANAGEHENT 

AS IT IS WITH SOHE ADDED USES TO THE pUBLIC LAND OR 

HODIFICATION TO THESE USES° 

NOW# THE CURRENT MANAGEMENT IS REFLECTED IN THE 

DOCUMENT AS ALTERNATIVE ONE; AND TO THIS CURRENT HANAGEHENT 

WEIVE ADDED SOME RECREATIONAL MEASURES. MOHAVE COUNTY HAS 

GROWN TRENENDOUSLV IN THE LAST FEW YEARS, THEREIS A 

DEFINITE INCREASE IN RECREATIONAL USE BY THE INHABITANTS OF 

MOHAVE COUNTY AND NEIGHBORING CALIFORNIA AND LAB VEGAS IN 

PARTICULAR. 

WEIVE IDENTIFIED SOME DAY USE AREASa SOME 
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CAHPGROUNDSr BOTH PRIHATIVE AND HORE DBVOLPED WITH 

CONCESSIONS. NE~VE IDENTIFIED TRAIL HEADS AND SOME TRAILS 

FOR HIKINGr BIKING, AND EQUESTRIAN USE. 

WE HAVE INTERPRETIVE BITES WHERE WE HAVE 5OHE VERY 

NATURAL AND--I IH L05T FOR WORDS--NATURAL AND PROBABLY VERY 

RAREe I GUESSI FEATURES IN THIS COUNTY THAT COULD BE USED 

FOR INTERPRETIVE SITES AND FOR VISITORS TO VISIT. 

HE HAVE THREE BACK COUNTRY BYMAYSs WHICH MOST OF 

YOU KNOW ABOUT ALREADYr AND WE HAVE ALSO IDENTIFIED SEVEN 

SPECIAL RECREATION HANAGEMENT AREASI AND THESE ARE dUST 

AREAS THAT HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED TO MANAGE FOR RECREATIONAL 

USES; AND IT ALSO EXHIBITS-- ALTERNATIVE TNU ACTUALLY 

ESTABLISHES THE KINGHAN REGIONAL PARK THAT WEIVE TALKED 

ABOUT BEFORE WHICH IS A JOINT VENTURE BETWEEN THE CITYe THE 

COUNTYr AND B.L.M. TO GET A REGIONAL PARK IN THE VICINITY OF 

GOLDEN VALLEY AND KINGMAN FOR THE USE BY CITIZENS IN THIS 

AREA, 

THEREI$ AN ADDITIONAL B4r000 ACRES IDENTIFIED AS 

SUITABLE FOR DISPOSALS THROUGH LAND EXHANGES~ RECREATIUNAL 

AND PUBLIC PURPOSES FOR THE COMHUNITIES FOR BALE. THE 

DOCUMENT DOES STATE THAT THE PREFERRED METHOD 15 EXCHANGE OF 

RECREATIONAL AND PUBLIC USE. 

0HE OTHER ITEM I WANT TO HENTION IS THE--THE 

DOCUHENT DOES DESIGNATE OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE USE FOR THE 

NHOLE RESOURCE AREAs AND WE DESIGNATED THE WHOLE RESOURCE 
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AREA AE EITHER OPEN, CLOSED OR L IMITED TO OFF-HIGHWAY 

VEHICLE USE. 

WE HAVE TWO AREAL IDENTIF IED  A5 CUHPLETELY OPEN. 

THAT MEANS CRUSG COUNTRY USE AND THE NILDERNEBB ACT DID 

ELDER ABOUT 350 ACRES TO ANY VEHICLE USE AND DID NOT 

IDENTIFY ANYTHING IN ADDITION TO THIS AS CLOSED TO VEHICLE 

USE. 

THE REST OF THE RESOURCE AREA ABOUT 2 .1  M ILL ION 

ACRES, IS IDENT IF IED  AS L IMITED AND THAT IS L IM ITED TO 

ROADS, TRA ILS ,  EXISTING ROADS, TRA ILS ,  WASHES, WHATEVER. 

THERE ARE A FEW WASHES THAT WE DID SPECIFY AS 

CLOSED AND THIS 15 IN THE CRIT ICAL  DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT 

AREAL WHERE THE TORTOISES ARE USING THE HABHEE~ BUT OTHER 

THAN THAT~ IT 'S  COMPLETELY OPEN. 

THIS I 5  A qUICK HIGHLIGHT.  [T=S VERY, VERY QUICK 

AND I DON'T WANT TO TAKE UP YOUR T IME,  GO WITH THAT, IF  

YOU'RE READY TO PROCEED. 

HR.  BRADY= THANK YOU VERY MUCH, ELA INE .  

WE WOULD NOW L IKE  TO PROCEED WITH THE PUBLIC 

HEARING. AS I CALL YOUR WAHL, [ WOULD L IKE  YOU TO COME TO 

THE MICROPHONE SO THAT THE OFF IC IAL  REPORTER AND OTHER 

MEMBERS OF THE AUDIENCE CAN HEAR YDU THIS EVENING. 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND WE MAY ASK YDU TO SPELt 

THE NAME FOR THE COURT REPORTER AND WHETHER OR NOT YOU ARE 

REPRESENTING SOME GROUP. 
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THE FIRST PERSON WHO'S INDICATED A DESIRE TO MAKE 

A STATEMENT THiS EVENING IS MR. FRANK HUNT. 

FRANK, COULD YOU COME TO THE MICROPHONE, PLEAEE. 

MR. HUNT= DO YOU WANT ME TO STAND AND 

ADDRESS YOU? 

MR. BRADY= YOU CAN FACE THE AUDIENCE. 

THATIB F INE .  WHEREVER YOU FEEL COMFORTABLE. 

MR. HUNT= I AM NOT COMFORTABLE. 

MY NAME IS--EXCUSE HE. MY NAME IS PRANK HUNT, 

I 'M REPRESENTING THE MOHAVE LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION, I HAVE 

LETTER I WOULD L IKE  TO READ, 

"TO THE B ,L ,Mo l  WE APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO 

COMMENT AND GIVE INPUT INTO THIS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING IS ONE OF THE HOST IMPORTANT AND, ALONG 

WITH M IN ING,  IS ONE OF THE EARLIEST COMMERCIAL USES OF THE 

PUBLIC LAND. 

=INTERMINGLED LAND AND CONSULTATION AND 

COOPERATION PER F .L .P .H .A .  IS IMPORTANT TO THE LIVESTOCK 

GRAZING TO PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT, IMPORTANT TO THE 

LIVELIHOOD QF THE IND IV IDUAL  RANCHER AND THE INDUSTRY 

CONTRIBUTED S IGNIF ICANTLY TO THE LOCAL ECONOMY* 

WTHE GRAZING ANIMAL PERFDRMB A V ITAL  FUNCTION IN 

MAINTAINING A HEALTHY RANGELAND ENVIRONMENT. HEALTHY 

RANGELAND5 EQUAL HEALTHY WATERSHEDS AND THIS ISSUE CONCERNE 

ALL OF US. LOCAL DECISIONS ON WATER ISSUER ARE CONTINUALLY 
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IN THE HEADLINES.  

"THESE HATTERS WERE BROUGHT OUT IN  THE 

CERBAT/BLACK MOUNTAIN AND NUALAPAI-AQUARIUS ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENTS WRITTEN FOR THE PUBLIC LANDS IN  THE 

KINGMAN RESOURCE AREA IN THE LATE fTOt$ AND EARLY 'BOLE.  

"ADMITTEDLY,  THERE NAB SOME BUMPY RANCH ROAD 

TRAVERSED AT HIGH SPEED DURING THE DEVELDPHENT OF THESE TWO 

DOCUMENTS, BUT SUBSEQUENT TO THEIR COMPLETION, THE ROAD 

SEEMS TO HAVE EMOOTHEO OUT AND A COOPERATIVE SP IR IT  BETWEEN 

RANCHER AND PUBLIC LAND MANAGERS HAS PREVAILED.  

"WE IN THE LIVESTOCK INDUSTRY, AS REPRESENTED BY 

MEMBERS OF THE MOHAVE LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION,  WOULD L IKE  TO 

SEE THIS COOPERATION CONTINUE THROUGH THE 199015  AND INTO 

THE 21BT CENTURY. 

"ALTHOUGH THE TWO LIVESTOCK GRAZING E . I .S .  

DOCUMENTS AND THE LIVESTOCK GRAZING PROGR~J~ DEVELOPED PROM 

THEM HAVE BEEN INCORPORATED INTO THE NEW RESOURCE MANAGEMEN" 

PLAN BY REFERENCE, WE ARE CONCERNED THAT HANY ACTIONS 

PROPOSED IN THE DRAFT R .M .P .  WOULD ADVERSELY AFFECT 

IND IV IDUAL  GRAZING PERMITTERS AND PERHAPS CHANGE THE 

COOPERATIVE SITUATION TO AN ADVERSARIAL ONE. WE WOULD L IKE  

TO PREVENT THIS BY ADDREBSING OUR CONCERNS NOW AND HOPEFULL~ 

AFFECT THE OUTCOME OF THE F INAL  R*M.P . /E . i .S .  

"TH IS  STATEMENT--THIS ORAL STATEMENT WILL 

5UMMARIZE SOME OF OUR CONCERNS. HOWEVER, DETAILED WRITTEN 
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COMMENTB WILL BE SUBMITTED PRIOR TO THE MARCH BTHr 1991 

DEADLINE.  

"OUR FIRET CONCERN IS THAT LIVESTOCK GRAZING WAG 

NOT CONSIDERED AN ISSUE IN THE R .M .F°  ALTHOUGH THIS IS 

EXPLAINED ON PAGE l s  IT  iB D IFF ICULT  TO UNDERSTAND SINCE 

GRAZING IS REFERRED TO AND CUSSED AND DISCUSSED THROUGHOUT 

THE DOCUMENT. 

"BECAUSE IT WAS NOT CONSIDERED AN ISSUE,  WE ASSUHE 

THiS WAS THE REASON THAT BETWEEN NOVEMBER 1988  THROUGH MARCH 

1990 REPRESENTATIVES OF THE R .H*P*  TEAM MET WITH 15 

DIFFERENT iNTEREST GROUPS BUT NOT THE HOHAVE LIVESTOCK,  AND 

THE HA IL ING OF THIS DRAFT WENT TD 57 INTEREST GROUPS PLUS 

ALMOST 600  OTHERS BUT NOT THE NOHAVE LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION* 

" IF  IT  IS DETERHIHED THAT ALL PERMITTERS WERE NOT 

SENT A COPY, THEN IT  NEEDS TO BE INSERTED HERE. BELIEVE US, 

WE ARE INTERESTED AND RESPECTIVELY REQUEST TO BE PUT DN THE 

MAIL ING L IST .  WE ALSO REQUEST A PERSONAL MEETING WITH THE 

R .M .P .  5TAFF PRIOR TO MARCH 8TH SO WE CAN PRESENT AND 

DISCUSS OUR WRITTEN CUMMENT5. 

"THE SECOND CONCERN REGARDS THE GRAZING 

PERMITTERS I RIGHT TO GRAZE THE PUBLIC LAND. ALTHOUGH THESE 

RIGHTS ARE GIVEN BY LAW AND BY VESTED INTEREST IN WATER 

RIGHT5# LIVESTOCK GRAZING IN THE DOCUMENT SEEMS BLURRED WHEN 

COMPARED TO THE WIDE VARIETY OF PUBLIC LAND USES CONSIDERED 

"PERHAPS THIS 15 BECAUSE GRAZING WAS NOT 
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CONSIDERED AN ISSUEr BUT IT DOES NOT ESCAPE THE FACT THAT 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING IS THE MOST WIDESPREAD USE OF THE LAND ANI 

ALONG KITH MINING IS ONE WHICH HAS THE HOST VESTED INTEREST 

AS REPREEEHTATIVES OF THE LIVESTOCK INDUSTRY IN MOHAVE 

COUHTY~ WE SIMPLY ASK THAT OUR VOICE BE HEARD. 

"FURTHER CONCERNS REGARD THE EXCLUSIONARY TRENDS 

IN THE DOCUMENT REGARDING AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONCERN~ RIPARIAN AREAS~ AND SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES. 

IT APPEARS THE WAY SOME OF THESE SECTIONS ARE 

WORDED THAT LIVESTOCK GRAZING COULD BE ELIMINATED OR 

SEVERELY RESTRICTED IN SUCH A MANNER THAT WOULD BE CONTRARY 

TO THE APPROVED LIVESTOCK GRAZING PROGRAM DEVELOPED AS A 

RESULT OF THE TWO E . I , S , ~ S ,  THESE CONCERNS HILL BE 

DEVELOPED FURTHER IN OUR WRITTEN COI~HENTS. 

"AGAIN~ WE APPRECIATE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO COHMENT 

AND RESPECTIVELY REQUEST THAT OUR CONCERNS BE ADDRESSED AND 

THAT THE FINAL DOCUMENT REFLECT THE CHANGES NECESSARY TO ; 

ASSURE CONTINUED COOPERATION AND COORDINATION BETWEEN THE 

BUREAU OF LAND HANAGEMENT AND THE LIVESTOCK INDUSTRY. 

SPECIFIC WRITTEN COMMENTS WILL FOLLOW." ! 

MR. BRADY= OKAY. THANK YOU VERY HUCH~ 

FRANK. APPRECIATE IT. 

THE NEXT INDIVIDUAL THAT HAS INDICATED AN INTEREST 

TO MAKE A STATEMENT [E ELNO ROUNOY. 

IF YOU COULD SPELL YOUR NAHE. 
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MR. ROUNOY: E-L-N-O. 

THE COURT REPORTER¢ AND WHAT 'B YOUR LAST 

NAME? 

MR. ROUNDYI ROUNDY r R-O-U-N-D-Y. I ' L L - - I ' L L  

HAVE A COPY-- YOU CAN HAVE ONE WHEN I GET DONE HERE. I 

USUALLY DON'T LIKE TO READ STUFFs BBT BEINGS ITIS KIND OF 

INTO THE RECORD, THAT IS WHAT I IM GOING TO DO. 

"AS I THOUGHT ABOUT THIS MEETING YESTERDAY• I 

NABNIT REALLY SURE WHETHER I EVEN WANTED TO COME. MY 

SPIRITS WERE DAMPENED ST THE BREAKOUT OF WAR IN THE MIDDLE 

EAST AND I dUST DIDNJT FEEL THAT A PUBLIC MEETING WAS WHERE 

I WANTED TO BE. 

NTHEN LAST NIGHT AS I WATCHED T.V . •  I VIEHEO A MAP 

OF IRAQ SHOWING THE HEART OF THAT COUNTRY TO BE A BIG VALLEY 

WITH TWO LARGE RIVERS FLOWING THROUGH IT INTO THE PERSIAN 

GULP. 

"REVIEW OF HY GLOBE SHOWED THESE TO BE THE TIGRIS 

AND EUPHRATES RIVERS. AFTER READIN0 THE MORNING PAPER r I 

REALIBED IRAQ IS LOCATED IN THE AREA REFERRED TO AS THE 

CRADLE OF CIVILIZATION° 

" l  GUESS I KNEW IN GENERAL THAT SOMEWHERE IN THE 

HIDDLE EAST WAS THE ORIGINAL GARDEN OF EDEN, BUT I HAD NEVER 

REALLY STUDIED THE GEOGRAPHY OF THE AREA. 

HAND WHAT DOES THIS HAVE TO DO WITH A RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT PLAN MEETING IN KINGHAN• ARIZONA? A LOT• I 
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THINKo BECAUSE WE CAW USE HISTORY TO ILLUSTRATE A POINT 

USEFUL AS WE ATTEMPT TO MANAGE NATURAL RESOURCES ANYWHERE I 

THE WORLD. 

" IT  IS MY UNDERSTANDING THAT GREAT ANCIENT 

CIVILIZATIONS WERE LOST IN THE MIDDLE EAST DUE TO A PROCESS 

CALLED OESERTIFICATION. THE REASON FOR THIS, WE ARE dUST 

BEGINNING TO UNDERSTAND• WAS A LACK OF UNDERSTANDING OF HOW 

OUR ECOSYSTEMS OPERATE. 

"EVEN AS SCIENCE HAS DEVELOPED THAT UNDERSTANOIHGj 

WE HAVE BEEN UNABLE TO PUT THAT UNDERSTANDING TO USE IN HOB1 

OF OUR NATURAL RESOURCE PLAJ~NING PROCEDURES, THE MISSING 

ELEMENT IS THE FACT THAT NATURE OPERATED FROM A HOLIBTIC 

STANDPOINT. 

=IT WOULD BE IHPOSSIELE FOR HE TO EXPLAIN WHAT 

THAT IS DUE TO LACK OF TIME AND BECAUSE I DO NOT TOTALLY 

UNDERSTAND ALL OF THE RAMIFIOATIONS MYSELF. HOWEVER, 

SUFFICE IT TO SAY THAT ANY PROPERLY-FUNCTIONING ECOSYSTEM 

OPERATES Aft ONE UNIT COLLECTIVELY, 

ITHIB RESOURCE PLt~NAGEHENT PLAN IS BEING DEVELOPED 

TO MANAGE THE PUBLIC LAND WITHIN THE KINGMAN RESOURCE AREA 

WHICH BOUNDARY LARGELY CONTAINS MOHAVE COUNTY SOUTH OF THE 

COLORADO R]VER~ THEREIN LIES THE INITIAL PROBLEM. 

" IF  THE ECOSYSTEM IS DESCRIBED WITH, LET'S SAY, 

SOUTHERN MOHAVE COUNTY AS THE BOUNDARYs THEN PUBLIC LANDS 

ARE ONLY ONE PART OF THAT ECOSYSTEM. ALREADY THE PLAN HAS 
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FAILED FROM A HOLISTIC VIEWPOINT. 

"YOU ALSO HAVE INTERMINGLED PRIVATE LAND1 STATE 

LAND, CITY LAND, OTHER FEDERAL LAND, AND ALL THE RE5OURCE 

USES ON THOSE LANDS. YOU HAVE WILDLIFE, DOMESTIC LIVESTOCK 

AND PEOPLE USING THE VARIOUS RESOURCESr THE 

INTERRELATIONSHIP OF ALL NATUREI5 BOUNTY FORMS THE ECOSYSTE 

WE LIVE IN. 

"SO WHAT, YOU'RE PROBABLY THINKING ~ 0  I WOULONIT 

BLAME YOU. TO GET A LITTLE MORE SPECIFIC, LET'S TAKE THIS 

PROPOSED MANAGEMENT pLAN. MUCH HARD WORK AND GOOD 

INFORMATION HAS GONE INTO THIS DOCUMENT DEVELOPED BY A LOT 

OF GOOD PEOPLE. 

"HOWEVER• EACH RESOURCE IS LARGELY GUIDED BY ITS 

OWN AGENDA • AND THIS IS GOING TO HAKE IT EXTREMELY DIFFICULT 

FOR t,L~NAGEMENT PERSONNEL TO SORT OUT WHAT THE BEST MIX OF 

LAND USE WILL BE. 

IWILDLIFE PROPONENTS HAVE THEIR WANTS, LIVESTOCK 

PROPONENTS HAVE THEIR WANTS~ MINING PROPONENTS HAVE THEIR 

WANTS. WILD HORSE AND BURRO PROPONENTS HAVE THEIR WANTS, 

WOODCUTTERS HAVE THEIR WANTS, AND WATER USERS HAVE THEIR 

WANTS. EVERYONE HAS WANTS AND WHAT A DIFFICULT dOB IT WILL 

BE TO SORT THESE OUT AND COHE UP WITH A PLAN THAT EVERYBODY 

WANTS, NO DOUBT IMPOSSIBLE. 

MTHIS DIFFICULTY COULD BE AVOIDED IF THE ECOSYSTEM 

INVOLVED WAS MANAGED HOLISTICALLY WHERE ALL RESOURCE 
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COHPONENTS AND USES ARE INTERTWINED TO OPERATE AS ONE 

FUNCTIONING UNIT ,  THE WAY NATURE INTENDED BEFORE MAN HUCKED 

IT  UP* 

"THERE IS A ~AY TO GET OUT OF THIS HESS HELVE GOT 

OURSELVES INTO WITH THIS DOCUMENT. I SAY MESS, NOT IN A 

DEROGATORY SENSE, BUT IN A FACTUAL SENSE. THE FAULT L IES ,  

NOT IN THE PEOPLE INVOLVED IN DEVELOPING THE R .H .P .  OR 

DETAILED INFORHATION WITHIN IT ,  BUT RATHER IN  THE PROCESS 

ITSELF .  

" IN  MY WRITTEN COHMENTSr WHICH H ILL  BE SUBMITTED 

BEFORE MARCH f lTH, 1991 ,  I HILL  BE SUGGESTING A PROCESS THAT 

WOULD HAKE THE FINAL OUTPUT OF THIS PLANNING DOCUMENT 

HOLISTIC IN HATURE AND THEREBY SATISFYING THE WANTS OF ALL 

OF US WHO L IVE  WITHIN THE CONFINES OF THIS ECOSYSTEM WE CALL 

MOHAVE COUNTY*" 

THANK YOU. 

HR* BRADY: THANK YOU VERY MUCH, ELNO. 

THE NEXT PERSON WHO'S INDICATED AN INTEREST TO 

HAKE A STATEMENT IS MR. ROBERT HANRISON. 

MR. HARRISON= THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY 

TO ADDRESS YOUR HEARING. MY NAME IS ROBERT HARRISON. I 

DON IT HAVE A FORHAL LETTER FOR YOU AT THIS T IME .  I WILL 

HAVE ONE BEFORE THE DEADLINE* 

AS A NUMBER OF YOU KNOW/ I WAS THE B .L .H .  

GEOLOGIST FOR THE KINGHAN RESOURCE AREA FOR FOUR YEARS. [ 
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ASSISTED IN THE IN IT IAL  PREPARATION OF THIS DOCUMENT, 1 

HAVE SINCE LEFT THE BUREAU AND I AM A PRIVATE CONSULTANT. 

AFTER READING THE DOCUHENTI I FELT THAT THERE HAS 

A NUHSER OF PU~UOR PROBLEMS. THE FIRST IdAUOR PROBLEM THAT I 

SAN WAS THERE WERE TOO MANY PERSONAL AGENDAS, PERSONAL 

AGENDAS THAT S IGNIF ICANTLY DESTROY THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE 

FEDERAL LAWS, POL IC IES ,  B .L .M .  POLICIES AND PRETTY MUCH-- 

OH, ] LOST MY L INE  HERE. THE POLICIES IN POINT ARE 

PRIHARILY THE A .C  .E .C  .=S .  

l i d  L IKE  TO READ A COUPLE OF L INES OUT OF THE 

E . I . 5 , ,  THE DRAFTED E . I .B .  /THE H IN ING MINERAL ' - -  LET 'S 

SEE.  EXCUSE HE. "THE MINERALS INDUSTRY HAS HAD A LONG AND 

PROFITAELE RELATIONSHIP WITH THE COMMUNITIES AND CIT IZENS OF 

THESE PORTIONS OF MOHAVE, YAVAPAI t  AND COCONINO COUNTIES 

WITH K .R . - -WITH IN  THE K .R .A .  BOUNORIES. HOUNTAIN RANGES AND 

INTERVENING VALLEYS THROUGHOUT THE AREA CONTAIN A WEALTH OF 

HINERALSr  = AND IT  GOES ON TO SAY, "THE H IN ING AND MINERALS 

POLICY ACT OF 19TO, F .L .P .M .A . ,  RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 

OF 1980 ,  NATIONAL MINERALS AND MINERALS POLICY ACT--EXCUSE 

HE- -NATIONAL HATERIALS AND POLICY ACT ALL DIRECT E .L .M .  TO 

ACTIVELY ENCOURAGE AND FACIL ITATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF OUR 

PUBLIC LAND MINERAL RESOURCES BY PRIVATE INDUSTRY TO SATISFY 

LOCAL/NATIONAL NEEDS AND TO PROVIDE ECONOMICALLY AND 

ENVIRONMENTALLY SOUND EXPIRATION,  EXTRACTION, AND 

RECLAMATION. I IT  SAYS MUCH HORE BEYOND TH IS .  
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THE SUPPORT OF THE DEVELOPHENT OF THE MINERAL 

RESOURCES ON PUBLIC LANDS IS FURTHER ENCOURAGED BY THE 

B .L .H . JE  MULTIPLE RESOURCE USE CONCEPT AND THE B .L .M .  

MINERAL RESOURCE POLICY OF HAY 29 ,  I 984 .  

THESE STATEHENTS ARE DIRECTLY FROM THE R .H .P .  

THEY ARE STRAIGHTFORWARD DEFIN IT IONS OF POLICY COMPATIBLE 

WITH THE NEEDS OF THE HINERALE INDUSTRY, LOCAL,  5TATEr AND 

NATIONAL REQUIREMENT5 AND ALLOW FOR THE PROTECTION OF ALL 

OTHER RESOURCES UNDER THE EXISTING UMBRELLA OF THE NATIONAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT.  

RATHER THAN COHPLY]NG WITH EXISTING FEDERAL LAWS 

AND POLIC IES AND B .L .M .  POLICY STATEMENTS, K .R .A .  HAS CHOBEF 

TO REHOVE LANDS FROM MINERAL ENTRY BY DEFACTO WITHDRAWALS 

UNDER THE GUIDE OF PROTECTING THE SPECIES OR POTENTIAL 

EPECIES THAT HAy NOT BE IN DANGER; IN FACT, ARE NOT ON ANY 

STATE THREATENED OR ENDANGERED L IST .  EXCUEE HE A HOHENT. 

THE PRIMARY SPECIES INVOLVED ]5  BIG HORN SHEEP. 

BIG HORN SHEEP IS A VERY EEAUTIFUL SPECIES,  BUT¢ IN  FACT, 

IE NOT ON AN ENDANGERED L IST¢  ANY ENDANGERED L IST .  

THE GAME AND FISH ANNUALLY HOLD HUNTS FOR BIG HORN 

SHEEPr AND IN APPENDIXES 18 t  PAGE 203 OF THE R .H .P I  IT  IS 

STATED THAT "THE BIG HORN SHEEP IS EXTREMELY VALUABLE 

ECONOMICALLY AS NELL AS PROVIDING REVENUE TO MONAVE COUNTY. 

HUNTERS ANNUALLY CONTRIBUTE OVER A HUNDRED AND TWENTY-FIVE 

THOUSAND DOLLARS FOR ONE AUCTION AND ONE RAFFLED HUNT 
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ALONE."  

A HUNDRED AND TWENTY-FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS FOR ON[ 

HUNT ALONE* THATI5 A LOT OF MONEY. BUT WHERE DOES THAT 

HONEY ACTUALLY GO? DOES THAT HONEY CONE TO THE COUNTY? NO* 

l KNEW IT D IDN 'T ,  BUT dUST TO HAKE SURE, I CALLED 

THE ARIZONA G&HE AND FISH F INANCIAL  DEPARTMENT YESTERDAY AND 

THAT GOES DIRECTLY TO THEIR COFFERS. IT  DOES NOT CONE TO 

THE COUNTY. THE- -  I F ,  IN  FACT, THIS HONEY GOES TO GAHE AMD 

F ISH ,  HOW DOES THIS SPECIES BENEFIT THE COUNTY? 

IT  I5  NICE AND I WOULD NOT REHOVE THAT BIG HORN 

SHEEP FROM THIS COUNTY UNDER NO HEANS. THE A .C .E .C . IS t  AS 

DESIGNED WITHIN THIS R ,M*P , ,  REMOVE APPROXIMATELY 308 ,216  

ACRES FROM EFFECTIVE MINERAL ENTRY, NOT ENTIRELYI  BUT FROM 

EFFECTIVE MINERAL ENTRY, 

THEY HAVE NUMEROUS OEFACTO WITHDRAWALS. OCCUPANCY 

OF THE LAND WITHIN THESE AREAS, IN CERTAIN AREASr FROM 

DECEMBER I TO HAY 31 .  THAT MEANS YOU CAN OPERATE THE MINE 

FOR THREE- -S IX  MONTHS OF THE YEAR. SOME OF THE LANDS, 30 

SOME ODD THOUSAND ACRES, WHICH I DONIT HAVE HERE IN  FRONT DE 

NEe NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY. YOU CANtT MINE IF  YOU CANIT GET 

ON THE GROUND AND MANY OTHER CONSTRAINTS. 

WE'VE HEARD HOW MUCH VALUE, A HUNDRED AND 

TWENTY-FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS, ANNUALLY FOR ONE HUNT. THAT'S 

HOW MUCH VALUE A SHEEP IS WORTH--HOW MUCH A SHEEP IS WORTH* 

CYPREES/EAGDAD, THAT'S A VERY LARGE MINE*  THERE'S 

A~soriatedReporlmgo~MohaveCounO' 
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6 NOT THAT MANY MINES AROUND THAT ARE THAT LARGEr BUT WE DO 

HAVE ONE THAT SIZE. YAVAPAI COUNTY~ ANNUALLY, THE TOTAL TAI 

REVENUE IS APPROXIHATELY $~O MILLION. SIXTY PERCENT COMES 

BACK TO THE COUNTY. THE HINE LIFE VALUE TAX MONEY FOR THAT 

PARTICULAR MINE IS APPROXIMATELY $SOO MILLION. TNATI5 A LO~ 

OF BIG HORN SHEEP. 

THE A.C.E.C.~5,  AS DESIGNED IN THIS R.H.P.e 

BASICALLY REMOVE ALL 0P THE HAd0R MINERAL POTENTIAL AREAS 

MOHAVE COUNTY PUN MINERAL ENTRY. THAT IS A TERRIBLE 

INdUSTICE TO THE MINERAL'S INDUSTRY. THAT IS AN ABUSE OF 

THE A.C.E.C.  PROVIDIONS. 

THANK YOU. 

HR. BRADY= THANK YOU VERY MUCH~ BOB. 

I DID NOT SEE ANY OTHER INDIVIDUALS THAT HAD ARE 
INDICATED AN INTEREST TO MAKE A STATEMENT ON THE SIGN-IN 

SHEET. 

ARE THERE ANY OTHERS IN THE AUDIENCE THAT WOULD 

LIKE TO HAKE A STATEMENT THIS EVENING? 

(AN AUDIENCE MEMBER RAISES HIS HAND.) 

HR. BRADY= YESt SIR. 

IF YOU COULD PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND IF YOU 

ASSOCIATED WITH SOMEONE, 

HR. GROSS= MY NAME IS HIKE GROS5. I~H A 

RANCHER OUT IN THE GOLDEN VALLEY/SACRAMENTO VALLEY. I COME 

UP HERE TO MAINLY TALK ABOUT LAND DISPODALS AND HOW I 'M 

Associated Reporting of  Mohave Coun ty  
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REALLY GOING TO BE AFFECTED BY LAND DISPOSALS, 

ALL ALONG IT SEEHED LIKE THE DEVELOPMENTS dUST 

KEEPS PUSHING, PUSHING~ AND PUSHINGI AND IN MY OPINION IS 

WHAT IS HAPPENING IS I THINK A LOT OF REAL ESTATERSt LAND 

DEVELOPERS ARE TRYING TO GET GREEDY REAL FAST, 

THERE ~S A LOT OF LAND LAYING OUT THERE IN THAT 

GOLDEN VALLEY THAT HASN'T NEVER BEEN DEVELOPED YET, THEY 

SEEM LIKE THEY NANTA KEEP ON PUSHING AND PUSHING AND PUSHING 

TO GRAB UP MORE AND MORE AND MORE LAND, AND IT'S A VERY BIG 

CONCERN TO ME BECAUSE RHATIS IS IN THIS R.P.H.  IF IT GOES TO 

ALTERNATE TWO OR THREE~ IIM REALLY GOING TO BE PROBABLY PUT 

OUT OF THE CATTLE BUSINESS. 

NON, ELNO MENTIONED SOMETHING ABOUT HOLISTIC. MY 

FAMILY ABOUT FOUR YEARS AGO PUT IN A HOLISTIC RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT OUT THERE. WE ARE THE FIRST RANCHER IN HOHAVE 

COUNTY TO DO THIS. 

I=VE--HY FAMILY HAS--IN THE LAST FIVE YEARS HAS 

REALLY PUT A LOT OF TIME IN LAND MANAGEMENT WITH OUR CATTLE. 

NE DON'T INTEND TO RAPE THE LAND. 

WE ALSO WANT TO IMPROVE THE LAND FOR MANY REASONS 

ONE THING IS WATERSHED. IT=S VERY IHPORTANT IN THIS DESERT. 

IT=S A VERY BIG BACKFIRE OUT THERE, BUT THAT BACKFIRE DIDN'T 

GET GOIN = dUST BY DEVELOPING LAND. I T - -  YOU KNOW, IT 

HAPPENED BY NATURE~ HOLISTIC~ AND HE ARE TRYING TO IHPROVE 

PLANT SPECIES. 

Associaled Reporting of  Mohave CounO' 
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WE ARE ALL TRYING TO IMPROVE THE LIFE STYLE OUT 

THERE. WE'VE BEEN INVOLVED WITH B.L.M. THEY PUT A LOT OF 

TIME IN THIS, TOOt AND ] HATE TO SEE THIS LAND DISPOSAL G0 

THROUGH. THEN--THEN WE HAVEN'T REALLY--REALLY dUST BARELY 

GET INTO THIS. NON WEIRE SHOWING SOME SIGNS OF VARIOUS 

PLANT--DIFFERENT KIND OF PLANT SPECIES. 

VERY-- WEIRE ALSO FINDING OUT THAT WE'VE HAD VERI 

LITTLE EROSION AND METRE FINDING OUT WE CAN RUN A LOT OF 

CATTLE IN A LITTLE AREA THAT WE HAD FIGURED HANY~ MANY YEAR5 

AGO WE COULDNtT NEVER DO THISI AND ] HATE TO SEE THIS GO 

OVER TO ANOTHER PRIVATE OR A STATE BECAUSE B.L.M. HAS REALLY 

WORKED CLOSE WITH US. 

I HAVE A VERY GOOD RELATIONSHIP WITH THE B.L.M. 

OFFICE AND I WANT TO CONTINUE THIS. THEY PUT A LOT OF TIME 

AND A LOT OF MONEY INTO THE RANCH IMPROVEMENT OUT THERE 

ALONG WITH My--MY FAMILY, SO I 'M DEFINITELY AGAINST THIS 

DISPOBAL, THIS LAND DISPOSAL. 

IT 'S ALSO GOING TO AFFECT THE MINERAL PARK 

ALLOTHENT, WHICH IIM RIGHT UP AGAINST THE CYPRESS/BAGDAD 

MINE OUT THERE~ AND ] WANT TO BRING UP ONE OTHER THING ABOU1 

THE WILD HORSE, 

l THINK THE NUMBERS FOR MANAGING HY HORSES OUT 

THERE ARE A LITTLE HIGH, AND BACK IN 1971, THERE WAS A - -  

WHEN THE ACT WENT IN, THE NUMBER HAS SUPPOSED TO HAVE BEEN 

14 HEAD AND, ALL OF A SUDDEN, THEY WANTA dUHP UP TO 90 HEAD. 

Associated ReportingofMohave Counly 
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THAT SEEMS AWFUL HIGH IN dUST A SHORT PERIOD OF 

TIME OF WHAT THEY WANT TO MANAGE. THESE HORSES ARE REALLY 

GOING TO DE INVOLVED WITH THE DEER POPULATION. THE COMBATS 

DOES SOT A FINE DOER POPULATION; AND IF THAT HAPPENS. l 

THINK ITfB GOING TO BE IN COHPETITION WITH--WITH THE DEER 

POPULATION AND ALSO WITH--WITH MY--MY ALLOTMENT AND OTHER 

ALLOTMENTS IN THE CERBAT. 

I THINK THERE'S GOT TO BE A DUFFER ZONE TO THESE 

HORSES AND TO THE BIG HORN SHEEP IN THE BLACK HOUNTAINSs SO 

I THINK WEIRE REALLY SERIOUSLY GOT TO BE THINKING ABOUT THIS 

LAND DISPOSAL SITUATION ICAUSE THERE'S GOT TO BE A DUFFER 

ZONE AND ALSO THEREPS GOT TO BE LAND FOR PEOPLE TO HUNT, TO 

BUILD AND, YOU KNOHr TO DO OTHER--OTHER THINGS BESIDES dUST 

CHOP IT UP IN DEVELOPMENT. 

THANK YOU. 

MR. BRADY: THANK YOU VERY MUCHI HIKE. 

IS THERE ANY OTHER INDIVIDUAL THAT WOULD LIKE TO 

HAKE A PORMAL STATEMENT THIS EVENING? 

(NO RESPONSE.) 

MR. BRADY= THERE BEING NO OTHER PEOPLE 

WISHING TO TESTIFY THIS EVENING, I HEARBY CLOSE THE HEARING* 

ANYONE WISHING TO ASK qUESTIONS OF THE B.L.M.  

PEOPLE THAT ARE HERE THIS EVENING ARE WELCOME TO DO SO AFTER 

THE HEARING. 

AGAIN. l THANK YOU FOR DHOHING UP THIS EVENING AND 

Associated Reporting of  Mohave Count.v 
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YOUR ATTENDANCE IS DEEPLY APPRECIATED• 

THANK YOU. 

(THE TAKING OF THE HEARING WAS CONCLUDED AT 

7:50 P.M .) 

Associated Reporting o f  Mohave County 
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STATE 0F ARIZONA) 

COUNTY OF MOHAVE) 

CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER 

) SS. 

l e  dAN ICE MINER, COURT REPORTERr DO HERESY CERTIF~ 

THAT I TOOK DOWN IN SHORTHAND {STENOTYPE) ALL OF THE 

PROCEEDINGS HAD IN THE BEFORE-ENTITLED MATTER AT THE TIME 

AND PLACE INDICATEDr AND THAT THEREAFTER SAID SHORTHAND 

NOTES WERE TRANSCRIBED INTO TYPEWRITING AT AND UNDER MY 

DIRECTION AND SUPERVISION AND THE FOREGOING TRANEORIPT 

CONSTITUTES A PULL, TRUE AND ACCURATE RECORD 0F THE 

PROCEEDINGS HAD. 

I N  WITNESS WHEREOF, I HAVE HEREUNTO AFFIXED MY 

HAND THIS 315T DAY OF dANUARY, 1991, 

~ E R  NEE ERO~ER, COURT REPORTE, 

Asso¢ a ed Reporting o f  Mohave Count)' 
Po ~ ,2~e 

~.E . A ~  ca* *.,zo~A a~4a3 

• '4'  . '  
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BUREAU OF LAND HANAGE~'~NT 

PUBLIC HEARING 

In the Matter of t h e  Draft: 

KING,AN RESOURCE AREA 
RESOURCE MANAG£~ PI~ 
ENVIRO~EHTAL IMPACT STAT~NT 

Bagdad, Arizona 
January 23, 1991 

7:12 p.m. 

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 

Southwest 
Sco t t  Lewis couRw *~Po~.  D~smo~ Nor^~,~ 
Gnvlro~ental C o o r d i n a t o r  ~* ~ v~G~m~ 
Cyprus BaGdad Copper po. BoxJ~n 

Corporation PHOENIX, AR]ZONA 8~7 
C~nZ77.S~ 

(ORIGINAL) 
By: Scala Y. Felix 

Court Reporter 

ORIGINAL 

TIlE PUBLIC HEARING IN THE MATTER OF THE 

BUREAU OE LAND mANAGEMENT EINGEAN RESOURCE AREA 

RNP/EIS was taken at 7:12 p.m., on January 23, 

1991, at the Bagdad High School Auditorium, Bagdad, 

A r i z o n a ,  pursuant to notice. 

Appearing on behalf of the Bureau of 

Land Management was Ms. Elaine Marquis, Area 

Manager for the Eingman Resource Area. 

Also appearing on behalf of the Bureau 

of Land Management were M~. Go~don Bentley, team 

leader, Kingman Resource Area, and Mr. Sill Carter, 

technical coordinator, Kingman Resource Area. 

Also present were John Pettlt, Jer~y 

Srlmhall, James Patterson, Ted Eyde, Harry Cosner, 

Bob Cunnlngham, Janette Bush, Dan Mead, guy 

Granger, Kent Watson, Scott Lewis, Phll Blacet, 

Michael Swain, Cozy Bzomley, Joseph M~rtlmer, Troy 

Vauohn, Nate Jackson, Vernon Sipes,~fkeColville, 

Lloyd Murphy, Wayne Mllls, Earle Han~a~ohWhlte, 

and Denton Gill. 

(Whereupon, the followlng proceedings 

e n s u e d , )  

MS. MARQUIS: Good evening. I know we 

said we'd start ~t 7 o'clock. This Is about as 
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close as we can get. If we can have everybody take 

a seat and sign in. 

If any of you have not signed in on your 

way In, we would llke you to slgn in on our sheet 

before you leave. It's Impoztant that we do have a 

record that you are ~epresented in our document as 

having attended our public meetings and have had an 

opportunlt~ to participate, so there was a question 

as to why we were requiring you to sign in. I 

assure you that this llst will not end up wlth the 

recruitment bureau of the Marines for the n e x k  list 

to go out, but we do require a llst and it's Just 

more or less for our documentation and it will be 

documented that you have attended. We also ask you 

to put an "X" by your name if you do want to 

s p e a k .  

We h a v e  a o o n t t  r e p o r t e r  w i t h  u s  h e r e  

t o n i g h t °  S o n i c  F e l i x  d i d  come u p .  The  C y p r u s  

B a g d a d  C o p p e r  Company d i d  u s  a f a v o r ,  I w o u l d  s a y ,  

by hiring sonla to record this night's meeting so 

that your comments can be incorporated Into our 

document. The only way that we can formally 

respond to your ~omments are if you submit them to 

u~ in writing or they are recorded by an appointed 

court ~ e p o r t e r .  And that way the comments wlil be  
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p u b l i s h e d  I n  t h e  d o c u m e n t  a n d  we c a n  f o r m a l l y  

r e s p o n d  t o  t h e m .  

We are going to try to do thls evening 

in two parts. The first part, we'd llke to have 

the formal comment period so that we can have Sonla 

while she is still somewhat rested record all of 

those, and then I would like to take some time 

afterwards and JUSt turn off the recorder a n d  have 

It open to any question and answers or 

Informatlon-sharlng that any of you have any 

interest in or would llke to informally Just come 

up and talk to us. 

My name is Elaine Marquis. I'm the area 

manager of the Kingman office. And we are the ones 

responsible for putting together thls plan. Gordon 

Bentley to my right here is the plan leader who has 

worked with a team in our office putting together 

our plan, and I have Ell1 Carter who's our 

technical c o o r d i n a t o r  f o r  t h e  plan document. They 

are here to answer any of your questions or -- and 

assist in the proceedings of this meeting. 

i don't want to t a k e  too much time. We 

have about 15 people who would like to speak, and 

I'd llke to give those people as much time as 

possible so we are not here all night, and I would 
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also llke to have enough time afterwards for, llke 

I said, anyone having questions or answers that 

they vlsb on any part of the document, have that 

time available for you also. It'S nice to nee this 

kind of tucnout, and I hope we can have a 

p r o d u c t i v e  e v e n i n g ,  

I I d  J u s t  l i k e  t o  q l v e  y o u  a l i t t l e  b i t  

of information on the plan. I have a map her~ to 

my left which in in the back of your document, If 

any of yOU did not receive a document and you'd 

llke to have one, I think we only have two left. 

We brouqht a whole box of them and people have been 

picking them up as they have been walklng in, hut 

there are a couple left. If you would llke one, 

please glve us your name and address. We'd be more 

than happy to mall you one tomorrow, hut tbls map 

is in th~ back of the plan, and we have an overlay, 

an onion paper overlay to show some of the mote 

significant areas that we are addressing in the 

plan. 

I will glve you Just a q u i c k  synopsis of 

the color coding that we have here. 

The blue -- dark blue areas, solid blue 

areas a r e  the city centers. Klngman in thn center 

and Bullhead Clty and Lake Havasu City. Thln map 

6 

r e p r e s e n t s  more o r  l e n n  t h e  K lngman  R e s o u r c e  Area  

planning area, so  that's the boundary that you're 

more or lens seeln9 on tbls map. 

The blue-checkered areas are areas that 

we have identified as suitable for dlsponal o£ 

federal lands to 90 into private ownernhlp. 

And the dark green areas are those 

wilderness areas that have been designated in the 

last -- in t h e  Wilderness Bill that w.s signed hy 

the Prenldent on November 28, so we have nine 

wilderness areas in our resource area that are now 

designated an wilderness° Those are flnal. 

The green nlash mark areas are areas 

that we have identified in cur plan as containing 

some sensltlve resources or habitat areas or 

features that need some kind of speclal management 

above and beyond the normal management of the 

Bureau of Land Management. Those are identified in 

the document. We have 14 of them, and we actually 

outllned npeclflcally what type of management 

prescriptions we would be proposlnq for those 

areas. I think that more or lens covers wharfs on 

the o v e r l a y .  

There are three alternatives in the 

plan. The first alternative reflects current 
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management as we are doing it right nov. It 

incorporates all the old plans, what we are 

operatln9 under. 

Alternatlve number two we have 

designated as our preferred alternative. It 

includes Just about all the name prescriptions that 

we are currently doing! however, we have added or 

modified some of the presc~iptlonn. We have 

increased some of the areas for land disposal. 

Welve provided some areas for additional 

protection. The areas of czltlcal -- excuse me -- 

environmental concern are some of those 

prescriptions. 

And the third alternative more or less 

reflects some changes or some alternatlven, I 

guess, to our preferred alternative. Some of these 

areas are either greater or some of the 

prencrlptioos are less in .¢reaqe, no there a r e  

some differences. 

With that -- I tblnk ~ will Just leave 

it at that, I don't want to take up all of your 

time. What I'd llke to do in call you up in the 

order that you signed in to speak. I do have a 

llst and I would llke you to oo~e to the 

microphone, and I know thatls not particularly what 
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yOU mlqht want to do, but it's important that the 

court reporter gets your name, so if you could 

state your name and what you do or what you're 

representing so that she has an Idea of -- can 

record, you know, what position or from where 

you're coming from and then Just -- weWll limit you 

to about five minutes no that we have enough time 

to 9et everybody to speak. Most people don't 

usually take five minutes, but if you need it, you 

will have it, okay? 

Okay. First speaker I'd llke to call up 

is John -- is it Pettlt? 

MR. PSTTIT~ Pettlt. 

MS. MARQUIS: Pettlt. 

MR. PETTITz First of all, my name iS 

John Pettlt. I'd like to state that i'm 

representing myself as a Bagdad citizen, an avid 

outdoornmnn, and also as an employee of Cyprus 

Bagdad. 

l'm thoroughly appalled at the 

underhanded attempts of ELM to hamper current and 

long-term operation of the Bagdad copper mine. It 

frustrates me to wltnens the political ploys that 

have become such an essential part of our 

democratic harEainlnq process. WaS it not enough 

SOUTHWEST REPORTING 
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t h a t  C o n g r e s s  by  way o f  o u r  c i t i z e n s  v o t e d  as  t h e y  

d i s  on t h e  A r i z o n a  W i l d e r n e s s  ~ t l l s  Number  2970  and  

10807 In my opinion, the people have decided. 

I have always been unds~ t h e  impression 

that the Bureau of Land Ranagement's mission was to 

promote multiple-use l a n d  management. It is my 

opinion that the RLN Is belng swayed by special 

interest groups. These special Interest groups a~s 

s t r i k i n g  at the very heart o f  Arizona's highly 

mineralized mining sectors. Media c o v e r a g e  and the 

w e l l - p l a n n e R  s t r a t e g i e s  o f  w i l d e r n e s s  a c t i v i s t s  a r e  

effectively turning the tide and  shifting the 

advantage to the side of preservation. It Is 

s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  g r o u p s  who a r e  s u r e l y  b e h i n d  t h e s e  

m a n a g e m e n t  p r o p o s a l s ,  a r e  s u c c e s s f u l l y  c o n v e r t i n g  

hlgh-potentlal, h i g h l y  ~Ineralized lands into areas 

of critical environmental concern, desert tortoise 

areas, or wild anS scenic designated areas. The 

mining industry, speclflcally Bagdad, would be 

f o r c e d  t o  compete in world markets while incurring 

g r e a t l y  Increased production costs or wozst yet, 

f o r c e d  o u t  of b u s i n e s s  e n t i r e l y .  

What this entire Issue really boils down 

to are two separate factions attempting to 

prlorltlze economy and ecology. True resolution 

SOGTEWEBT REPORTING 
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can only be achieved through balance. It Is 

ludicrous to think that a government agency would 

attempt to place s u c h  a b ig  rest¢ictlon on a 

well-establlsheS, profitable, and significant 

tax-contrlbuting company and community. This Is 

actually a much bigger issue than one of ecology. 

We must continue to maintain our country's economic 

superlorlty if we are to continue to provide a 

balance of world peace. Granted, we are one uoppe~ 

producer among many, but we must set a precedents 

Though preservation is needed and appropriate In 

some clrcumshanoes, multiple land use, properly 

admln~stereS, can provlde the balance needed to 

~ u c r e e ~  and  t o  s u r v i v e ,  

My thoughts are summed up by a quote 

from Aldo LeopoIS, a ploneec in the preservation 

movement, This part~eular quote comes f r o m  h i s  

writings titled "The sand County Almanac, u and t h e  

quote goes as follows: 

"The b u l k  of all land relations h i n g e s  

on investments of time, forethought, skill, and  

faith, rather than on the investment of cash." As 

a l a n d  thinker -- "As a land user thlnketh, so is 

he." 

H~re at Cyprus Bagdad, we are governed 
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arts abide by very Btrlct environmental codes and 

f e d e r a l  r e g u l a t i o n s ,  Compliance with t h e s e  

regulations coupled by efflclenh multiple land use 

management on the ELM'S part Is, in my opinion, 

sufficient to guarantee absoiute mlnlmal disruption 

Of the surrounSlng ecology. I strongly urge the 

ELM to remove from consideration the various 

proposed designations located within the Gpper and 

Lower Burro Creek areas, Thank you. 

US. MARQUIS: Thank you, John. 

Jerry 5rlmhall, 

MR, BRIMUALL: My name is Jerry 

Brlmhall. I'm representing t h e  Upper Burro C r e e k  

cattle allohmeat. We have a ranch In Gpper Burro 

Creek. Also a school teacher, And I am aTso an 

environmentalist. 

Ivd llke to state at this tlme that over 

the last ten years, we have enjoyed an improved -- 

improving relatlonehlp with the BLM. AS we 

started, there was many SIsagreemenhs. There was 

many kinds of negotiations that had to be gone 

through tO arrive at our present position with the 

ELM, but at thls moment, period In time, we do have 

a good relationship with the ELM and we do have -- 

anS I thank them for that. I think they have a 
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sincere -- they have put forth as much effort as we 

have to try to get along and cooperate and ~ think 

this shows that through Cooperation you can 

accomplish more than through fighting and for 

disagreeing a n d  all k i n d s  O f  disruptions of any 

managerial program. 

In response to the Kingman Area Resource 

Management Plan and Envlronmental I m p a c t  Statement, 

I would like to submit the followlng comments! 

I recommend the proposal alternative one 

with t h e  exclusion of the ACEC plan stated In 

Table 1Z-2 on page 39 of the document. The present 

management is doing an aSequate Job and leaves 

present tax-based land In the use of local 

citizens. The selection of alternatlves to be 

pursued must take into consideration the following 

three criteria. These are three criteria that I 

would suggest that be looked at in developing and 

selecting any criteria, 

Pirst, the criteria selected must hold 

each party involved In the managerial system 

personally responsible for his or her decisions. 

Those with the most to lose ,re going to be more 

responslble, In a bureauoratlc environment, it's 

difficult to hold anyboSy responsible for the 
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c o n s e q u e n c e s .  

Number  t w o ,  t h e  p l a n  s e l e c t e d  m u s t  

manage the area i n  a hollstlc u n i t  -- or a s  a 

holistlo unit. one species cannot be p~otected to 

the detriment of others. We have seen this i n  many 

areas. 

Number three, the alternative also needs 

to be supported by the local citizens. They're the 

ones whose llvelihcods will he threatened. NO 

progra~ will be successful without their support. 

Alternatlves two and three will 

baslcally ellminate the cattle and mlnlnq industry 

which are basic sources of lifestyle and income in 

tbls a rea .  In comparlsing - -  in comparing the 

present Burro Creek area management with other 

which uses multl-use, comparing this with the 

Ativalpa and San Pedro areas~ which do not use 

multl-use, there is a slqnlflcant comparison that 

all three areas are heinq improved and belnq 

developed in the many, many different ways and they 

a r e  a l l  success fu l .  

So this p r o v e s  to me that multl-use can 

be successful. It can be used as a management plan 

to fulfill the requirements and the development in 

.ny area. Any change in management will cause ~ore 
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problems t h a n  it will b e n e f i t .  For this reason, I 

support alternatlve one without the RCEC plan. 

Thank you. 

MS. MBRQSIS: Thank you, Jerry. 

James Patterson. 

MR. PATTERSON: dust about what John 

Pettlt said Just covers it all, as far as I'm 

c o n c e r n e d .  

MS. MARQUIS: Okay. Thank you, James. 

John, did yOU know yOU were speaking for 

multiple p e o p l e ?  

Ted, you're going to have to help me. 

Is that E y d e ?  

HR. EYDE: My name i s  Ted Eyde. And for 

the benefit of our court recorder, it's a 

four-letter wordy E-y-d-e. I reside at 1235 East 

Moon Ridge Road in Tucson. My statement is ~ade 

for myself and the Southwestern Minerals 

Exploratlon Association, a group of professional 

qeologlsts and engineers engaged in mlneral 

exploratlon in Arizona. My background Includes 35 

years of professlonal experience in the exploration 

and production Of industrial minerals. Currently, 

I'm president sf USA Resources, s family-owned 

company which produces clays used in dessloants, 
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fluid retention aide, organolclad clays, and 

thickeners. 

We hold 720 acres of State mineral 

leases in East Burro Creek and 1580 acres of mining 

claims on federal land in West Burro Creek. This 

iS  a saponlte deposit, a very peculiar clay 

deposit. 

About 740 acres at the West Burro Creek 

deposit were excluded from the Lower Burro Creek 

WSA. In fact, t he  boundary was redrawn to exclude 

the area be ing  explored and mined. Both the Upper 

Sonoran Ylnal Wilderness Impact Statement and the 

Mineral ResOurces of the Lower Burro Creek 

Wilderness Study Area Mineral Land ~ssessment Open 

File Report -- long words -- recognized that the 

saponlhe deposit contains an inferred resource of 

approxlmately 5 7 7 , 0 0 0  tons and has a greatest 

commercial potentlal of a mineral deposit in the 

a r e a .  

S i n c e  1 9 8 3 ,  e i g h t  y e a r s  a g o ,  we a n d  o u r  

venture partners have drilled over 10O exploration 

holes to define the extent and purity of the 

deposit. In addition, we have dane extensive -- 

and I might add expensive -- analytlcal work, 

research and development. The plant runs new 
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p r o d u c t  d e v e l o p m e n t .  O v e r  $ 5 0 0 , 0 0 0  o r  h a l f  a 

m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  h a s  b e e n  s p e n t  on t h e  p r o j e c t  t o  

d a t e .  

We s h i p  s a p o n i t e  f r o m  B u r r o  C r e e k  t o  

B e n t e c ,  I n c o r p o r a t e d ;  T e c h n i c a l  N l n e r a l ~ ,  

I n c o r p o r a t e d j  t h e  No T .  V a n d e r b l l h  Company  

I n c o r p o r a t e d ;  E n g l i s h  C h i n a  C l a y s .  S a p O n i t e  i S  

u s e d  a s  a v i s c o s i f i e r  a n d  t h i c k e n e r  f o r . w a t e r - b a s e d  

paints and coatings, which is a rapldly growing 

m a r k e t  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  E P A - m a n d a t e d  r e d u c t i o n  i n  u s e  

o f  salt and  paints. I t  i s  u~ed as organolclad 

clays to r e c o v e r  and stabilize hazardous toxic 

organic compounds such as FCBS. The most important 

use, however, is in its appllcatlon as a fluld 

retention aide i n  the processlnq Of recycled fine 

paper products llke this. 

The Burro Creek saponlte appears to be 

one of the larqest deposits in the world of 

hlqh-brlqhtneBs, hlgh-visooslty saponite. The 

other deposits are in Turkey and the United 

Republic Of Tanzania in East Africa. And I would 

say that neither of t hese  deposits i s  in a 

partlcularly polltlcally stable area at this 

moment, 

The Lower Burro Creek wilderness area 
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was released f o r  z e t u r n  t o  multlple use by bhe 

united States Cong~essj neverbheless, about half of 

the West Burro C r e e k  deposit and, of course, the 

Bast Burro C r e e k  deposlb on State land w e r e  outside 

the wilderness study area and could be mined. 

Ib appears we have won the battle and 

lost the war because albe~natlve two for the Clay 

Ellis research natural area, the kCEC calls for 

wlthdrawal of 1,113 acres of mining claims. 

Clearly, this would be a taking of os~ West Burro 

Creek deposit. The proposed land exchange with the 

State of Arizona would he a baking of the State 

mineral leases of the Burro Creek deposit. These 

are being proposed for land swaps of the mlneral 

state. 

Alternative two effectively would wipe 

OUt our entire invesbment in the acquisition, 

explorablon, product development of the enblre 

Burro Creek saponlte deposit. The mining operation 

in full production would mlne abo~t 30,000 tons of 

saponlbe a year. Surface disturbances from such a 

small operation is mlnlmal. And reclamation would 

immedlately follow the mining operatlon. The 

mining operatlon really would have no Impaab on 

either threatened or endangered species, In fact, 
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past experience has shown that the survival of 

threatened and e n d a n g e r e d  species is g~eatly 

improved by a corporate -- cooperative program 

between prlvate companies and government l a n d  and 

wildlife management agencies. 

The unavailabil~by of saponlte from 

Burro Creek would not have any devastating economic 

consequences of a cuboff similar bo the cutoff of 

imported oll supplyl nevertheless, the Gulf War 

which erupted on January 16th is a tragic lesson OR 

the dependence of foreign supplies add minerals and 

mineral fuels. 

Clearly, saponlbe is available from the 

United Republlc of Tanzania and Turkey~ however, 

the land it cost in east and gulf coast ports Is 

almost $500 a ton or 25 cents a pound. That|s for 

the dried and s c r e e n e d  crude product. 

The choices are do we want to pay this 

money to overseas producers when we have mlnable 

deposits here in t h e  Enltsd States which support 

our state and local economy, purchase goods and 

services, and most Importanb# pay taxes to support 

our eduoatlonal system? Or are we, as Iran writes, 

in the Dew left, the antl-lnSusbrla2 revolubion 

belng asked to sacrifice for the sake of seaweeds 
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and inanimate matte~? I certainly hope not. 

Therefore, we recommend management alternabive one, 

whloh wlll allow us to develop Ehls unique mineral 

resource which has applications in recycling and 

the treatment of hazardous wastes. 

MS. MARQgISz Thank you, Ted. 

Barry Cosner, C-o-s-n-e-r. 

MR. COSNSBI I'm Harry Cosner, 

vlce-presldent a n d  general m a n a g e r  for Cyprus 

Minerals Company at bbe Bagdad Copper Corporablon 

mlne in Bagdad, and I'm speaklng on behalf of the 

company. 

I T d  llke to welcome Elaine Marquis and 

other representatives of the ELM'S Kinsman Resource 

Management Area, We appreciate the opportunity to 

discuss the alternatives relative to future use of 

publlc lands. I also thank the clblzens of Bagdad 

for thelr partlclpablon in this dIscusslon. 

Cyprus Bagdad Copper Corporation and 

Byner Cattle Company have a long-standlng record of 

close and harmonious working relationships wlth the 

Bureau of Land Management. We intend to continue 

in the spirit of cooperatlon and would llke to 

point out thab the 4600  acres that are of greatest 

=chosEn to us Comprise only two-tenths of i percent 
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Of bhe acreage managed by the Klngman Resource Area 

group. Thls 4000 ac~es is crltlcal to us as an 

economical future taillngs area If the Bagdad 

operabion is to survive beyond the next ten years. 

Conslderi~g our current $30 million 

annual tax burden and our $20 million annual 

unburdened payroll, we are making a conslderable 

contribution to the economies of bhe PElted States 

a n d  Arizona. It IS  orltlcal that we successfully 

attain permits for new taillngs facilities in the 

Mammoth Wash area. 

Alternative one modified biological 

changes in the desert tortoise msnagemsnb boundary 

is the only resource management plan that is not a 

dire threat to the future of our mine beyond the 

year 2000. Based on our proven ore reserves and at 

a Copper price of 76 cents per pound, we have a 

minimum 35-year mine llfe wlth the expansion of the 

Mammoth Wash taillngs area. 

Other Bagdad staff members will present 

more detail of our current operatlon and future 

m i n i n g  plans. At the c o n c l u s i o n  of the prepared 

statements, we'd encourage audience partlcIpatlon. 

Thank you. 

MS. MAR~UISz Thank you, Barry. 
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Nob Cunnlngham. 

MR. CENNINGBAMS My name is Robert 

Cunnlngham. I'm manager of administration for 

Cyprus Bagdad Copper Corporation. 

Ladies and gentlemen of the audience, 

members of the panel, the Cyprus Bagdad mining 

operation, which is a division of Cyprus Minerals 

Company, has a significant economic impact upon the 

Bagdad community, Yavapal County, the State of 

Arizona, and the E.S. government. Drawln9 the year 

end at 12/31/90, Cyprus BagSaS pald property taxes 

in the amount of $3.4 milllon to Tavapal County, 

$7.6 milllon for various taxes to the State of 

Arizona, and $23.7 milllon in resets1 income 

taxes. In addition, Cyprus employees' tax payments 

to federal and state agencies should approximate 

$3.7 milllon. 

By proJeutlng these annual contributions 

over the anticipated mlne llfe of 35 years, Cyprus 

will be paying unescalated dollars, 115 milllon to 

Yavapal County, $266 million to the State of 

Arizona, and $830 mi11Ion to the federal 

government, while Cyprus employees would c o n t r i b u t e  

130 million for state a n d  federal i ncome  taxes for 

the same period. 
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These projected contributions do not 

include any indirect Impacb on the Aclzona economy 

nor direct or indirect purchases of goods and 

services for the Bagdad operation. For example, 

the 700 employees on the Bagdad payroll at 12/31/90 

~esulted in 2254 Jobs in the State of Arizona. The 

largest source of direct spendlng in this regional 

economy are the Bagdad purchases. 

There are three major types of 

purchasesz Goods a n d  service, smelting a n d  

reflnlns, and utilities, which amounted to $159 

milllon in 1990. Over 79 percent or $126 milllon 

worth of the purchases were made in Arizona. 15 

percent or $25 million directly in Yavapal County 

with s remalnin 9 6 percent or $9 millinn occurring 

outside the state. The forecast for goods and 

services purchased over the mine llfe of 35 years 

can be approximated in current dollars to total 

$ 5 , 6 0 0 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 .  

In closing, any c h a n g e s  to the use of 

public lands which would result in t h e  closing or 

stoppage of mining and milllng activities in the 

Bagdad operation would have a substantial negative 

economic impact on the community, Yavapal County, 

the State of Arizona, and the federal government. 
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Thank you. 

MS. SARQUISz Thank you, Rob. 

Janette Bush. 

MS. EUSRt Good evening. My name is 

Janstte Bush. I'm manager of human resources Err 

Cyprus Bagdad Copper corporation. In that respect, 

I'm representln9 Cyprus. I will be speaking on the 

social, economic, and the employment impact of 

ELM'S current proposal. 

Cyprus Bagdad directly employs almost 

700 workers. We are considered one of the largest 

employers wfthln Yavapal County. Wlth a project 

mine 1lie of 35 yearsr we can conservatively 

estimate more than 20,000 person years of high 

quality, hlghly pald employment. Note 

reallstleally, however, is the beta1 1lie of mine 

Job opportunities which would sisnlflcantly exceed 

50,900 person years of Cyprus Bagdad and statewIde 

employment, as Mr. Cunnlngham Just mentioned. 

Our community, BagSaS, evolved from a 

pioneer mining camp more than a century ago, and It 

is now a peaceful, famlly-orlented community hidden 

away in western Yavapal County. 

Our copper deposit has provided Jobs to 

hard-worklng individuals slnoe the beginning of the 
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190Os. It iS not unusual to see employees retiring 

after 30 years o£ s e r v i c e .  One recent retiree 

started working at the mine 42 years ago in 1948. 

Many of our current employees -- and I see some of 

you in the audience tonight -- in their 20s, 308, 

4Os, and SOs look forward to retiring from Cyprus 

Bagdad Just as their fathers and grandfathers 

have. 

Many individuals also want to move into 

tbls beautiful community to build a future for 

themselves and their families. Each yeac several 

hundred people come from areas throughout the 

United States Just for the opportunity to apply for 

a Joh boplng that they may be one of the very few 

selected for employment. 

The average weekly earnings including 

benefits at Cyprus Bagdad along with the rest of 

the Arizona copper industry a r e  the highest in the 

state compared with manufacturing, transportation 

and utilities, public utilltles, and 9overnment 

earnings. Annually, payroll and benefits at Cyprus 

Bagdad are close to $32 million. We can safely 

project that well over a bllllon dollars in wages 

and benefits can be pald out over the next 35 

years. 
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These facts speak for themselves. 

Thatls why I found i t  very unusual that the BLNfs 

draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental 

Impact Statement totally ignores the potential 

catastrophic impact that its proposed alternatives 

could have on Jobs and families not only in Bagdad, 

but throughout t h e  state. By n o t  including the 

souls1 and economic impacts such a Seclslon woulS 

h a v e ,  makes the BIB inadequate. Thank you. 

ES, MARQUIS: Dan Mead. 

MR. HERDl Good evening. My name I s  

Daniel Mead, manager of Byner Cattle Company. We 

own and operate an active cow, calf and cattle 

ranch in Nohave and Yavapal Counties. We are 

speaking here this evening because of the Kinsman 

Resource Area Management Plan End Environmental 

Impact Statement. 

Nlternatlves two and three will have a 

n e g a t i v e  i m p a c t  on o u t  o p e r a t i o n .  B u r r o  C r e e k  

splits OUr rancht the B a g d a d  Allotmentz i n  half. 

One-thlrd of the ranch is now an Hpper Burro Creek 

wilderness a r e a  passed by Congress on November 28, 

1990. The Bagdad Allotment RanCh has been an 

active cattle ranch for close to 180 years. 

Previous owners and operators have always worked 
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very closely wlth the aLE In the preservation of 

its natural resources. Its envlronmental concerns 

had always kept it open throughout the years. 

Beginning in the early 1970st t h e  owners 

and operators of the ranch took a proactlve 

attitude establishing a number of windmills, 

earthen tanks, drinkers, and salt licks to 

encourage uniform livestock distribution and ensure 

proper utilization of the BUrrO Creek riparian 

area. 

The plan for the livestock Grazing 

through these years of the 'VOs and '80s was to 

always stock lightly, never to overstock or take 

unfalradvantage or encourage heavy Grazing when 

years of good vegetation and water were avallable. 

The t~end from the '78s and '80~ has not stopped, 

but intensifieS. 

In 1987 Byner with the ELM developed 

additional waters to encourage grazing away from 

the Burro Creek. Ryner, in establishlng the new 

water, has Installed solar water pumping units 

instead of the traditional windmills. The low 

profile of the solar unit makes It blend with the 

environment. It's very efficient, which stimulates 

water conservation, pumping only in dayllght 
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hours. And it i s  virtually noiseless. 

Modern technology i S  not cheap, The 

cost to Byner over the last years has been in 

excess of $25rOOO for drllllng ~nd installation. 

The money spent on the ranch from the 197de to 

date, wlth the exceptlon of $1200, has been out of 

pocket by owner/operator of t h e  ranch. Eany, many 

thousands o f  dollars. 

The practices a n d  attitudes m e n t i o n e d  so  

far -- and I'd llke to restate thlsr please -- the 

practices and attitudes mentioned so far is why 

Burro Creek is what it Is today, an area of great 

desirability by its many different users. 

Bynezls willingness t o  work wlth the BLR 

is also orchestrated In other forms. We have had 

e x t e n s i v e  l a n d  s l o b s ,  o v e r  3400 a c r e s ,  t r a d e d  t o  

t h e  BLR t o  a l l o w  g o t  b e ~ t e r  m a n a g e m e n t  o f  t h e i r  

l a n d  a n d  t o  c o n t r o l  a r e a s  t h a t  a r e  s e n s i t i v e .  

E x a m p l e !  S i x - N i l e  C r o s s i n g  on t h e  B u r r o  

C r e e k  f o r  r e c r e a t i o n  a n d  c a m p i n g ,  t h e  Car row R a n c h  

H i s t o r i c a l  S i t e  a t  W l k t e u p  on  t h e  B I g  S a n d y  R i v e r  

in w h i c h  we traded l a n d  and g a v e  historical 

buildings for preservation. Byner wlthdrew from 

grazing on the allotment, over 640 acres, for the 

preservation of the endangered Arizona cllffrose 
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plant, An enclosure was built around the acreage, 

and livestock and burros are now kept from entering 

the area, 

On December  f a t ,  1989t  B y n e r  l i s t e n e d  t o  

the proposal for an ACBC In the Burro Creek 

r e g i o n ,  NO mention of wild and scenic rivers, n o  

mention of tortoise designation one, two, and 

three. We were asked by the BLM to have input into 

ACEC designations on Burro Creek. We did so in 

person and in writing on January 25w 1990, 

objecting to the total acreage -- the total RCEC 

acreage concept and presenting slte-speclflc 

areas. It was a point of which we -- the BLR and 

Byner could start from. 

We were told we would be contacted after 

the BLM had reviewed our materlal. When we left 

the BLE on January 25th, 1990, to today's date, no 

further verbal discussions ever occurred. Byner 

made several contacts with the BLM to see what was 

going on, but were put off. Our concluslon today 

is that our input was not needed, and our ~sply Is 

in the one and three-quarter Inch thick book 

stating alternative two Is the most desirable. 

Byner today wishes to express deep 

c o n c e r n  f o r  the unassesseS impact on ranchers by  
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b h e  h i g h l y  r e s b r i e t i v e  m a n a g e m e n t  p r o p o s e d  f o r  b h e  

&OEC, vlld and scenic rivers, and u a t e g o r t e s  one 

and t w o ,  t o r t o i s e  management areas, Elimination of 

grazing and vehlcula~ access to wallet springs, a n d  

range improvements c o u l d  put not only Byner hut 

many ranchers out of business. The tortoise 

h a b i t a t  iS extremely wldespread t h r o u g h  a b o u t  60 

percent o f  Arlzona~ and there is n o  valid 

s c i e n t i f i c  data i n d i c a t i n g  b h a t  t h e  Sonoran Desert 

t o r t o i s e  i s  t h r e a t e n e d  o r  i n  d a n g e r .  

T h e  c l o s i n g  o f  washes t o  m o b u r  vehicles 

would virtually eliminate access to immense 

acreages of r a n c h  land effectively establishing 

huge wilderness, which would Join to the north the 

Upper Burro Creek wilderness a r e a  in  lands that 

were designated for multiple use by  Congress on 

November 28, 199S° 

On page I of the ERA RBP/EIS, the last 

paragraphr left-hand column, states the RNP a n d  EIS 

d o e s  not address livestock grazing. B e c a u s e  the 

EIE fails to address the impact on ranching and 

mining, the two most important industries in the 

Kinsman Resource &tea, alternatives two and three 

are totally unacceptable. &Iternatlve one, with 

reasonable modification to the proposed cate0orles 
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one, two, and three, t o r t o i s e  h a b i t a t  management, 

is the only supported alternative. Here again, It 

requires our input° 

We wish to conclude our statements by 

stating OUr doors are always open for dlscusslon. 

Much work could be accomplished on the Burro Creek 

and  Wikleup wlth Eyner a n d  the ELM continuing Joint 

e f f o r t s  working on  w a t e r  improvements, f e n c i n g  an0 

grazing, land exahanges, a n d  r a n g e  improvements° 

The key to success Is through open minds and open 

oommunlcatlons of both parties. Thank you. 

MS. NARQUIHI Thank y o u ,  Dan. 

Guy G r a n g e r ,  

MR, GRANGER= T h a n k  y o u ,  

Good evening. Ny name is Guy G. 

Gralngerr Junior plant department manage~ for 

Cyprus Bagdad Copper Corporation. I'd llke to 

speak on behalf of Cyprus Bagdad Copper 

Corporation. My department is responsible for the 

operation and maintenance of the tailing storage 

areas and the ~eclalm water return systems. 

Cyprus Bagdad Copper, a s  mentioned 

earllsr, has 35 years of ore that's ecenemlcai to 

mine and process at 75-cent-a-pound copper prlceB. 

Presently, Cyprus Bagdad Copper Corporation has 
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approximately ten years of storage in Mulholland 

and Mammoth talliES storage areaso Thabls the only 

¢apsclty left in those sborag e areasl therefore, 

expansion o f  present and development o f  new tsillng 

storage areas will be required for approxlmately 25 

more years of mine production, 

The primary concern with this drags 

Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 

Statement is the land use restrictions specified 

and implied by alternatives two and bhree~ 

Category II desert tortoise management areas 

combined wlth speclal management areas proposed by 

the ELM in albernatlve two and three have a real 

potential to reduce mine llfe from 35 tO i0 years 

due bo restrictions on future tailing storage area 

s i t e s .  

I f  t a i l i n g  s t a b i l i z a t i o n  a n d  r e c l a m a t i o n  

is a c o n c e r n  t o  the ELM, C y p r u s  B a g d a d  has 

previously demonstrated a willlngness and ability 

tO effectively stabilize i n a c t i v e  tailing a r e a s ,  

Du~Ing the late 1970s Cyprus Bagdad 

voluntarily established a self-perpetuatlng and 

effective vegetative cover on an area called 

Kimherly tailing and that has successfully 

c o n t r o l l e d  e r o s i o n .  
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If water quality of Burro Creek and its 

tributaries is a concern to the ELM, Cyprus Bagdad 

operates a network of collection ponds, pump backs 

with standby power generators, flood control b a s i n s  

and ditches to prevent process water discharge into 

surrounding streams. The leach and tailing storage 

areas a r e  o p e r a t e d  as zero discharge system. All 

process water is recycled back to the leach SXEW 

a n d  the mill for reuse, 

Also Cyprus Bagdad operates leach and 

talllng storage areas in accordance with our 

National Pollutant Discharge Ellmlnatlon System -- 

that's HPDES -, permit and submits monthly reports 

to the Envlronmental Protection Agency, SPA, and 

Arizona Department of Environmental Quallty, ADEQ. 

Of the two a n d  a half million acres I n  

the Kingman R e s o u r c e  Area, Cyprus Bagdad requires 

about 4600 acres or two-tenths of I percent for 

future tailing storage areas. That's for the 

35-year mine llfe plan. Of these 4600 acres, only 

2400 acres, whleh Is about a tenth of 1 percent of 

the two and a half million acres conflict wlth the 

special management Areas In Category II desert 

tortoise management areas in alternatives two and 

three. 
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In conclusion, Cyprus Bagdad Copper 

Corporation recommends adoption of alternatlve one 

with modifications to the desert tortoise 

boundarles to insure we have a long-term future. 

The special management areas i. Category II desert 

tortoise areas proposed by the ELM in alternatives 

two and three dO not adequately address or consider 

alternative land uses such as taillng storage. 

Thank you. 

MS. MARQUIS: Thank yon, Guy. 

Kent Watson. 

NEe WATSON: GOOd evening. My name is 

Kent Watson. I'm a mine manager at Cyprus Bagdad 

Copper Corporatlon. My department is responslble 

f o r  planning and development of the ore  reserve and 

extractlon of the ore. In a d d i t i o n ,  we have the 

responsibility of maintaining the Brancls Creek 

Water System. 

My comments tonight refer to the 

responslbillty of the BLM regarding the stewardship 

of public lands. In this case, speoifloally, to 

encourage mlneral exploration and developmenh as 

mandated by the 1872 Mining Law. 

~t seems that the ELM recognizes 

responsibility to the publlc in the resource 
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management plan where on page 7 there are listed 

four more recent acts or policies, and I quote, 

"that direct the BLM to actively encourage and 

facilitate the development of public land mineral 

resources by private industry, to satisfy local and 

national needs, and provide for economically and 

environmentally sound exploration, extraction, and 

reclamatlon. This pollcy recognizes that mineral 

exploratlon and development can occur while 

insuring protection of other resource uses and 

promotes multiple use of psblic lands." End of 

quote. 

We actively support this philosophy, but 

it appears that the BLM may not when you conslder 

the very negative implications to Cyprus Bagdad 

that the ELM'S preferred alternatives two and three 

would have. These alternatives would severely 

restrict continued economic 0evelopment of 

minerals. These alternatives would also curtail 

explozatlon and therefore restrict future mineral 

development. This would hold true not only in the 

Bagdad area, but could affect other operations 

within the Kingmen Resource Area. 

Another aspect of the Bagdad operation 

the alternatives two and three c o u l d  have a 
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potential nsgatlve effect upon is our water 

supply. The special management area as outllned 

could eventually cut off the mine, the mi11, end 

town site from existing water sources. Both the 

Fra,cls Creek and Wikleup water lines cross 

portions of Burro C r e e k  that h a v e  been designated 

as areas of urltlcal environmental concern and 

nominated for inclusion in the wild and scenic 

river system under alternatlves two and three. The 

proposed alternatives would not allow necessary 

access to these systems for requlre0 maintenance 

and/or replacement of various components in these 

systems. 

Further, we are very concerned hhat if 

condemnation proceedings took place under the Wild 

a n d  S c e n i c  R i v e r s  A c t s  we w o u l d  l o s e  a c r i t i c a l  

p r i m a r y  s o u r c e  o f  w a t e r  f r o m  F r a n c i s  C r e e k ,  TO p u t  

all this into perspective regarding lost mineral 

reserves now, that production through the end of 

the currently anticipated 35 -- excuse me -- 

35-year mine llfe at the B a g d a d  is estimated to be 

6.5 milllon pounds of copper, 290 mllllon pounds of 

molybdenum, and 28 milllon troy ounces of silver. 

At today's metals prices, this llfe of 

mine production -- keeping in mind welts talklng a 
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35-year llfe of mine -- would be valued at 

approximately $8.1 billlon. Combined with wages, 

benefits and t~xes, outside purchases, and so forth 

that you already heard about, you can understand 

that thls represents a significant contribution to 

local, county, and state economies. 

Alternatlves two and three would prevent 

us from extending our mine llfe by curtailing 

required exploratlon of surrounding areas, but most 

importantly, it could c U t  the mine flee by 

two-thlrds. By restricting the development of 

taillngs disposal area and possibly even more 

drastic shortening of the mine llfe would occur if 

o u r  sources o f  water w e r e  r e m o v e d ,  

~n conclusion, considering the 

ImpllcationE of alternatives two and three, the 

future metals produstlon of Cyprus Bagdad Copper 

Corporation and the potentlal ramifications to our 

water supplles, alternative one, modified 

biological changes to the 0esert tortoise 

management boundary, is the only plan that would 

not a0versely impact the mine an0 Bagdad's future. 

Management -- special management areas and Category 

II desert tortoise areas proposed under 

alternatives two and three do not adequately 
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a d d r e s s  o r  c o n s i d e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  - -  a l t e r n a t i v e  

l a n d  u s e s  s u c h  a s  o u r  e x i s t i n g  w a t e r  s u p p l y  

systems. Thank you. 

MR. MARQUIS: Thank you, Kent. 

Scott Lewis. 

RE. LEWIS: Good evening. My name is 

Scott Lewis. I1m the environmental coordlnator 

here at Cyprus Bagdad Copper Corporation. I would 

llke to thank the BLM for scheduling this meeting 

In Bagdad and a g r e e i n g  tO a hearing format followed 

by an Informal questlon-and-answer period. 

During my review of the Klngman Resource 

Area draft Resource Management Plan and 

Environmental Impact Statement, I asked myself two 

questlons: First, is the draft HIS adequabe, and 

second, is the BLMts p~eferred alternative two 

suitable. Opon completing my review of the 

document, I was convinced that the draft Era is not 

adequate and that both alternatives two and three 

are u n a c c e p t a b l e .  Let's explore why I drew these 

c o n c l u s i o n s .  

S e v e r a l  o f  t h e  p r e v i o u s  s p e a k e r s  h a v e  

i n d i c a t e d  t h e  d r a f t  RHP a n d  E IS  i s  i n a d e q u a t e  

because i t  does not address the significant 

eeonomle and social impacts of alternatives two and 
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t h r e e  on the mlnlng industrys l i v e s t o c k  industry, 

Yavapal or Hohave Counties, or the Stake of 

A r i z o n a ,  

The document Is inadequate since it is 

essentially devoid of technlcal data required to 

evaluate and needed to Justify alternatlves two and 

three. 

The RHP/EIS is also inadequate because 

it adopts numerous other d o c s m e n t s  by reference 

which complicates review, evaluation, and 

u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  d o c u m e n t .  

A l t e r n a t i v e s  two a n d  t h r e e  a r e  n o t  

acceptable because multiple, unjustified, and In 

some areas, conflicting special management area 

designations occur in the same a r e a .  

NOW I would llke to specifically address 

the desert tortoise management areas proposed under 

all three alternatives in the RMP/EIS. 

This map to my left essentially is S 

blowup of the Bagdad area that has a few familiar 

landmarks. Town site. The plt area, Blue is our 

existing taillngs. Letes look at the blue first. 

The Category Ii desert tortoise area 

shown in the Kingman Resource Area draft RHP/EIS, 

which Is this red llne, Include approximately 420 
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acres of Bagdadls active tellings and an additional 

302 acres previously approved fo~ tailinge 

deposition under a plan of operations Issued to us 

by the Arizona State Land Department. 

An additional 820 acres of State lands 

Included wlthln the Category II desert tortoise 

boundaries are being considered for future taillngs 

sites. Host of these 802 acres were previously 

described and/or shown to the BLN during the public 

hearings held on the wilderness study areas within 

the past year. Approximately 5500 acres of 

existing taillngs, pit area, dumps, and town site 

are included within the Category Ill desert 

tortoise boundaries. 

Considering these discrepancies, the ELM 

should, at a minimum, reevaluate the Category I, 

If, and III boundazies relative to criterion two, 

mConfllct Resolvabiliky," In the publication titled 

De,err Tor~oige Rab]~a~ Manaommen~ oh P,h14C %endR. 

a Ran=swiSs Pl,n. Preferably, the ELM should hold 

off on designating any desert tortoise category 

boundaries until a decision is made by the 0.s. 

Fish and Wildlife Service on whether to llat the 

2ono~an population of the desert tortoise In 

Arizona as a threatened species. The reason for 
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holding off Is that there wlll inevitably be 

conflicts between critical habitat as defined in 

the Endangered Species Act and the four criteria 

used t o  delineate the re II, and III areas. 

Speclflcally, the three category 

delineations are not based on physical or 

blologlcal features used to define critical 

hablkato Furthermore, a review of the information 

available at the BLE's flagman office revealed that 

a very limited amount of field data, most of which 

dates back to 1978, was used in delineating the 

c a t e g o r y  b o u n d a r i e s ,  

Based upon the sparse amount of transect 

data available in this area, we believe that 

insufficient data existB to a~curately delineate 

the Category I, II, and Ill desert tortoise 

boundaries In the vicinity of t h e  Bagdad mine. We 

do ~ecognlze and appreclate the concerns related to 

the management and protection of the desert 

tortoise, but s o u n d ,  scientific data must be used 

in dividing the areas essential to the pe~petuatlon 

of the species in order to insure multlple use of 

our public lands. 

Another section of the RMP I would llke 

to address is the wild and scenic rivers 

SOUTHWEST REPORTING 
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nomination. Alternatives two and three of the 

draft NSP/EIS proposed to nominate Burro Creek and 

Francis Creek for incluslon In the wlld and scenic 

river system with minimal Justification. We do not 

understand why these two creeks are being nominated 

for the followlng reasonsl 

The majority of the land along Burro and 

Francis Creeks i s  federally o w n e d  and controlled° 

The segments of land along these two creeks that 

are owned by CBC and managed by Ryner Cattle 

Company are grazed in a manner designed to protect 

and enhance the rIparlan habitat. Since the 5LE 

has direct control over activities on t h e  federal 

land along these two creeks, and our operations 

here at Bagdad are designed to avoid adverse 

impacts on water quality and avoid alteration of 

the free-flowlng nature of these two creeks, we see 

no reason for Insludlng Burro and Francis Creeks in 

the wlld and soenl¢ river system. 

The majority of t h e  protection of the 

two creeks afforded cadet the Wild and Scenlcs -- 

Wlld and Saenlc Rlver Act will be accomplished by 

implementing the riparian management plan described 

under alte~natlve one. We are extremely concerned 

that the visual impact analysis methods used by  the 
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BLR will severely restrict or prohibit the 

development of future talllng sites within the area 

visible from these two creeks if designated as wild 

and scenic rivers~ particularly since the Wlld and 

Scenic River Act does not contain the no buffer 

zone provision included in the Arizona Desert 

Wllderness Act of 1940. 

Another area that I wlll briefly discuss 

are the areas of critical environmental concern. 

The extensive areas of critical envlronmental 

concern proposed under alternatives two and three 

of the PMP/BIS are not acceptable because they have 

the potentlal to severely restrict malnfenanse, 

operation, and future replacement of existing power 

lines, gas lines, and water lines that are vltally 

Important to the contlnued existence of the mine, 

mill, and town site. The ACBC's limit of 

off-hlghway vehlcle use to designated ¢oadsr 

tr,lls, and crossings i n  the Burro Creek and 

Prancis Creek riparian areas are with no definition 

of, quote, designated roads or dellneatlon of 

rlparian areas on the -- In the maps -- on the maps 

i n  the EMP/EISo 

Another designation that T would llke to 

brlefly discuss Is the special recreation 
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1 management area proposed under alternatives two and 

2 three. Essentially, what I wouldllke to say is -- 

3 look at the map here -- in thls Slx-Nlle Crossing 

4 Burro Creek area there ,re three so-called layers 

of management pcescriptlonsl Wlld and scenlo 

rivers, speclal recreation, and ACEC ralses, i 

think, a logical question, and that is, how exactly 

does the B~H intend to manage an area with three 

potentially uonfllotlng designations? 

1O in summary, the draft hIS is not 

Ii adequate to do several important issues that a z e  

12 n o t  a d d r e s s e d ,  And alternatives two and  three o f  

13 the RBP/EIS are not acceptable because of the 

14 multIpler unjustified, overly restrictive, and in 

15 some, confllctlnq special management areas 

16 designated in ~ partlcular location. Alternative 

17 Oner with appropriate modifications to the desert 

IB tortolse management boundaries, Is the only 

19 acceptable alternative. Thank you. 

20 MS* NARODISI Thank yOUr  ScOtt. 

21 Phll Slacet. 

22 MR. BLACETI My name is Phll Rlaceto 

23 I'm senior geologist here at Cyprus Bagdad, and I 

24 wleh to speak on behalf of not only Bagdad, but I 

25 hope a lot of the people in the room. 
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O n l y  a f ew  m o n t h s  h a v e  p a s s e d  s i n c e  

C o n g r e s s  and  t h e P r e s t d e n t  e n a c t e d  t h e  h i s t o r i c  

Arizona Desert Wildernes~ Act of 1990. After 

exhaustive d e l i b e r a t i o n  o f  all the issues and 

massive documentation of resource data, as well as 

written comment and testimony given at public 

bearings throughout the state, our congressional 

delegation spe~Iflcally rejected the RLMIs 

recommendation to designate a Lower Burro Creek 

wilderness area. 

Over a two-year perlod, the Arizona 

delegation reviewed the facts and considered the 

expressed opinions of thousands of people on the 

Burro Creek issue. Their decision to delete the 

Lower Burro Creek area from the Wilderness N e t  was 

based, primarily, on the devastating long-range 

impact that wilderness designation could have On 

the Cyprus Dagdad operation, the people of Bagdad, 

and the state and reglonal economy. 

Cyprus Bagdad is the largest tax-paylng 

employer in Yavapal County. And with a future llfe 

expectancy of at least EE years, the Bagdad mlne is 

developlng one of the largest copper deposits in 

North America. Nagdadls currently active Mammoth 

Wash talllngs faeillty, as we have heard, will be 

410 
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full to capacity In about ten years. If 

unnecessarily restrictive BLH'S special management 

a r e a s  a r e  d e s i g n a t e d  i n  t h e  B u r r o  C r e e k  a r e a ,  f o r  

e x a m p l e ,  t h e i r  p r o p o s e d  w i l d  a n d  s c e n i c  r i v e r  ACEC 

and hortoise habitat management areas, Cyprus 

Bagdad may be d e n i e d  the permits n e e d e d  t o  

construct new tallings facilities, forcln9 a 

shutdown in about ten years. 

Such a forced mlne closure would result 

in at least 25 years of lost mineral production and 

a loss to Arizona and the Nation's economy 

estimated at somewhere between 8 and $9 billion. 

The total loss o f  personal income and much-needed 

tax revenues alone would probably exceed $i 

b i l l i o n .  

By r e j e c t i n g  t h e  BLM'S r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  

for Lower Burro Creek  wilderness and by a d d i n g  a 

precedent-settlng no buffer zone  clause to the 1990 

Wilderness Act, C o n g r e s s  has made clea~ its intent 

ho  p=eserve and protect the vast mineral and 

ecsnomlc resources of the Baqdad area. 

Now, however, the RLM is teGommendln 9 a 

management plan, specifically alternative two of 

its Kingman Resource Area Resource Manaqement Plan, 

that would circumvent congressional intent to 
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p r o t e c t  t h e s e  r e s o u r c e s  a n d  c o u l d  r e v e r s e  t h e  

W i l d e r n e s s  A c t * s  p r o v i s i o n  t h a t  t h e s e  Lower  S o r t s  

C r e e k  public lands b e  returned to multlple-use 

management. The BLH'S preferred course of action, 

that is, alternatlve two, Is in direct conflict 

wlth new federal law establlsbed under the 1990 

Wilderness Act and appears to defy the expressed 

w i l l  o f  C o n g r e s s  a n d  t h e  p e o p l e .  

In addition to the DLE'S plan under 

alternatlves two and three, the plan which would 

close larqe areas to mining and mlneral 

development, they are proposlnq tortoise habitat 

management which would outlaw or  drastically reduce 

ranchln9 and mining and recreational use Of very 

large areas within the 9agdad region and elsewhere 

in Hohave County. 

Alternatlves two and three and proposed 

tortoise habitat management a r e  unnecessarily 

restrictive and do not represent a return to 

multlple-use land management. Under federal law, 

the RLN is directed, and I quote, to promote the 

development of the mlnlnq resources of the United 

States. 

The BLH Kingman Resource Area's draft 

RPM not only fails to adequately address the two 
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m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  r e s o u r c e s  i n d u s t r i e s  i n  t h e  r e g i o n ,  

that Is, mining a n d  ranching, but it recommends 

management changes that would curtail Or eliminate 

mining tbrouqhout large areas. 

Raving served as a resource specialist 

for the Department of Interior for 16 years, I can 

appreciate the apparent dilemma facing the BLH. 

They, no doubt, feel caught between the proverbial 

rock and a hard spotF multiple land use advocates 

on one side, environmental proponents on the 

other. In the case of the Burro Creek area, 

however, this dilemma has been clearly resolved, a t  

least in my thinking, by the recent congresslonal 

d e c i s i o n  tO return these p u b l i c  l a n d s  tO 

multiple-use management. 

In conclusion, with the enactment of t h e  

1990 Arizona Desert Wilderness Act subsequent to 

the publication of the Klngman Resource Area's 

draft RMP/EIS, the BLH now needs to reevaluate and 

revise their management proposals, especially 

alternatives two and three and tortoise habitat to 

conform to recent csngEesslonal mandate and the 

best interests of the people of Arizona. In their 

final RRP/EIS, I u r g e  the BLM tO address impacts on 

all of the important resources in the Kingman 
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R e s o u r c e  A r e a .  

The  ELM s h o u l d  b e  c o m m e n d e d  f o r  a 

thorough Job in providing speclal management a r e a s  

relating to scenic, culturalt and wildllfe 

resources. Unfortunately, management to protect 

and again to promote the development of the mlning 

resources seems to have been entirely overlooked. 

Thank you. 

MS. RARQUISt Thank you, Phil. 

Ranford Swain. 

MR. SWAINz Good e v e n i n g ,  ladies a n d  

gentlemen and members of the panel. My name is 

Manford Swain. I'm here this evening as a local 

resident, a representative of Cyprus Bagdad, and 

also a member of the Bagdad homeowners. 

Hy maln c o n c e r n  IS t h e  proposed 

boundaries Of the Cateqory T and Category II desert 

tortoise management ateas~ speclflcally, that area 

lylnq north and east of Highway 93 and south of 

Burro Creek to its intersection for the Burro Creek 

bridge. What I'd llke to de is kind of outline it 

on thls map. We don't have a complete map of the 

area, hut basically, we are coverln9 thls area 

right here. 

In t h e  l a t e  ' 5 0 s  and early ' 60s  there 
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were a few old prospectors and other people llvlng 

out in hhls area and quite a hlt of activity in 

developlng mlneral resources and water for the 

cattle. Roads were constructed to many of these 

sites and the use of the dry sand washes was 

extenslve. Due to the rugged nature of thi~ 

terrain, access to land is hlghly dependent upon 

these roads and truck trails following these 

washes. The proposed Category I and I! desert 

tortoise habitat management would outlaw veblcular 

access along these washes, effectlvely ellmlnatlng 

access t o  land and creating a de facto wilderness 

throughout huge areas west and southwest of 

Bagdad, Historic access roads, Includlng the o l d  

highway to Burro Creek at Six-Mile Crossing could 

be c l o s e d  because a major portion of Its route i s  

I n  a d r y  sand WaSh. A n o t h e r  Ibe~ t o  c o n s i d e r  Is 

because of these proposed closlngsr the only publlc 

a c c e s s  to Burro Creek a b o v e  the hlgh bridge on 

Bighway 93 could be only from the Wlkleup area. 

At this point in time, I dO n o t  

understand why the ELM is proposing to outlaw motor 

access along these washes. They have been and will 

continue to be very Important thoroughfares for 

access to hundreds of valid mineral mlne clalms, 
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mOSt of the windmills, and developed water 

resources of the area. 

If I were a betting man, I I d  bet that 

there Is far more Impact to the desert tortoise 

populatlon along Highway 93 than there Is In all 

the sand washes in thls area. In 35 years I have 

been travellng these same washesr and I do not 

recall ever seeing a desert tortoise in the wash, 

and to my knowledge, I have never ran over one. 

In closlng, Z urge the ELM to reconsider 

their preference for alternatlve two, which would 

ellmlnate access to very large areas of 

multiple-use public lands and In effect, would 

create wllderness In the same areas that CongreBs 

has rejected for wilderness designation. And 

instead, take another look at alternative one wlth 

sensible changes to these Category I and Category 

I! desert tortoise management areas, which I would 

believe to be a more conservative and level-headed 

approach. Thank you. 

MS. NARQU~St Thank your Manford. 

Cory Bromley. 

MR. UROMLEYz Good evening, l a d i e s  a n d  

gentlemen. My name Is cory Bromley. I'm from 

Cyprus Minerals Company out of Inglewood. I have 
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b e e n  a s k e d  t o  come h e r e  t o  add  a c o u p l e  c o m m e n t s  on 

b e h a l f  of Cyprus Bagdad, and I really do not h a v e  

much to a d d  tO the previous comments. 

I think they have summed up the Issues 

fairly well and the main thing that I would llke to 

do i s  state for the record t h a t  it's Cyprus' 

position that based on the points presented this 

evening, that the only supportable alternative 

presented in the management plan i s  alternative one 

with appropriate modifications to the desert 

tortolse habitat categories and their boundaries. 

Cyprus feels that the proposed actions of the 

preferred alternative two or even alternative three 

is unsuitable In view of ELM's legal mandate to 

manage federal lands on the basis of a balanced and 

multiple use and sustained yields. 

Furthert Cyprus finds Inadequate support 

In the EIS for proceeding with alternatlve three or 

alternative two. 

Additionally, as a point not yet 

addressed in any of the earlier speakers' 

statements, we direct the ELM'S attention to the 

fachthat the plan fails to address how the ELM 

will acquire the prlvste and State lands that is 

stated as necessary to Implement alternative one -- 
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excuse me -- alternative two and alternative three, 

especlally In light of the fact that the Arizona 

Supreme Court has held that the land exchange o r  

the exchange Of State lands is unconstitutional and 

that the subsequent result of the ballot Issue that 

would a11ow the exchange of State land8 was 

rejected by the voters of this state. 

In summation, Cyprus requests that 

the ELM reevaluate its plan based on the comments 

given thls evening and place more emphasis on the 

mandate -- that legal mandate of management for 

multiple use and encouraging mineral production and 

to give a more balanced vlew to the overemphasis on 

the ecologloal concerns states in the management 

plan as present. 

Cyprus would urge that the ELM take Into 

account tonight's comments and conclude that 

alternatlve one with the approprlato and 1ogles1 

modifications to the desert tortoise h.hitat 

boundarles be the preferred alternative and take 

into account that the mining interest as states 

over and over tonight are something that needs to 

be addressed In this plan. Thank you. 

MS. MARQUIS; Thank you, Cory. 

Joe Mortimer. 
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MR. MORTIMER: Good evening. My name is 

Joseph Mortimer, and I'm here as a citizen of 

B a g d a d .  

And my primacy concern is the expansion 

of the wilderness boundaries as ACEC or desert 

tortoise habitat. I first looked on the wilderness 

area several years ago, and i'm sure that it was a 

wilderness then. The designation of wilderness has 

changed that area very little. It has always been 

d i f f i c u l t  tO p e n e t r a t e  and a v e r y  r u g g e d  a r e a .  

Minln5 has gone on in the Bagdad area 

for over 155 years. And has neither this 

wilderness nor the wildlife nor the desert tortoise 

been harmed by the mining or ranching in the area. 

When I look a t  B a g d a d ,  I see a community 

of approzlmately 2558 people. And they make a 

productive and worthwhile contribution to the 

American way of llfe in Arizona and in the United 

States. End the town is clean. And the mine is in 

compllance with all the environmental laws. 

And it concern8 me and it frightens me 

even t o  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  w i l d e r n e s s  p r o g r a m s  and  

wildlife protection prodrams that are allededly -- 

people who are in t h e  programs would threaten to 

potentlally send 2508 people down to the streets of 
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Phoenix as homeless and a borden on society. And f 

think it's imperative to prevent this formal 

designation of a wilderness in the Burro Creek area 

destroy t h e  &merlcan way of life h e r e  i n  Bagdad. 

Thank you  very mush. 

MS. MARQUIS: Thank you, Joe. 

That is the total llst that I have for 

people who have indicated they'd llke to speak, hut 

in case there is anyone else that would llke to 

formally speak or make a statement wlth the court 

reporter here. I open it up to anybody else that 

would llke to come up and make a statement° 

Well, with that, I think we can conclude 

the formal portion and recorded portion of the 

meeting, and I thank you all for participating. 

And I'd llke to open it up for informal questions 

or comments and clariflcatlen of any points that 

you may have. 

MR. VAUGSN: Ird llke to speak on the 

behalf of the entire east. I Just came from 

Quartzite. 8pent a week down there. 

0uartzlte retirees bring a lob of money 

to this state and t h i s  area. They use a four-wheel 

vehicle to look at the country to see their scenic 

views. If you cut out these roads and theBe sand 
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washes from the use of retired people, itfs going 

to cause a hardship on them and hardship on the 

C o u n t y .  

We have been talkln 5 a b o u t  the money 

that's coming from the company. I'm talking about 

the money coming from outside. I think that a 

wilderness areas is the blggeBt waste of natural 

resources you can posslbly put -- burden people 

with. It's very discriminatory -- very 

discriminatory agalnsh aged and cripples and the 

young people. There is a few people and I have 

names for them, but I won't tell, they put packs on 

their back. I did that when I was 25 years 

younger. But I'm going to he very unhappy with the 

tortoise when I have to get out of my vehlcle and 

start walklng, zt's as fat as I am. I think you 

should look at other thlngs, rather than Just the 

money being lost from the company. You should take 

a wider look at the people actually using the 

washes and roads you want to cut off. Thank you. 

MS. NABQBIe: Thank you. For your 

record -- For OUr record, can we have your name7 

MR. VAOGHN: Troy Vaudhn, resident of 

Bagdad for last 42, 43 years. 

MS, HERQOIS: V-a-u-g-h-n? 
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MR. VAUGBB: Y e s .  

MS. MARQUIS: T h a n k  y o u .  Anyone  e l s e  

wishing to make a statement7 

MR. JACKSON: Rate Jaokssn, resident 

here for almost ten years. My dad worked for the 

National Park Service. ~ knaw what a pristine area 

is. It is not an area for roads, It is not an 

area that has cattle graze on it. Not an area 

where there is power llnes, gaB llnes, water 

llnes. You can't make a wilderness area, whatever 

you want to call it. That's what it's turning out 

to be. You can't make a wilderness area Out of 

something that is not one already. You can't make 

wilderness. Wilderness has to be there. There is 

places in the Hogollon Rim, other areas that man 

has hardly been in there at all, that the only way 

in is by foot. That'S wilderness. 

There's been countless trucks and people 

in that area. it's not a wilderness area, and llke 

he sala, it should be open to other people. There 

18 a lot of other things to consider besides -- our 

concern is our basic, but Just to try and make a 

wllderness area out of so~ethlng that Isn't is 

something -- 

MS. MAROUIS: Thank you. Could you 
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r e p e a t  y o u r  n a m e ,  p l e a s e 9  

MR. JACKSON! N a t e  O a o k s o n .  

NH. MAROOZHI R a t e  d a c k s o n 9  

A SPEaKERs I t h i h k  I g e t  really 

disappointed If I get up hiking in a wilderness 

a r e a .  You g e t  a l o t  o f  l e t t e r s  f rom p e o p l e  t h a t  

t h o u g h t  t h e y  w e r e  c o m i n g  f rom a w i l d e r n e s s  a r e a .  

MS. M&RQUIS~ Any o t h e r  comments  b e f o r e  

we close O f f  the formal portion? 

MR. BIPEBI V e r n o n  Hipes, resident for 

42 years here in the Bagdad ares. I would like to 

make a s t a h e m e n t  r e f e r r i n g  t o  w h a t  someone  said 

a b o u t  t h e  d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e .  I h a v e  s e e n  d e s e r t  

t o r t o i s e s  p r o b a b l y  f~om h e r e  t o  w i c k e n b e r g e  f r o m  

h e r e  t o  H i l l s i d e ,  p a s t  H i l l s i d e ,  s e e n  them 

e v e r y w h e r e .  S e e n  n l o t  o f  hhem o v e r  on t h e  

highways. Never s e e n  one in t h e  washes. So if we 

a r e  gOing tO shut anythlng down, we c a n  ShUt the 

highways down. That's what's kl~llng the desert 

t o r t o i s e s ,  

MS, MARDUIS¢ Thank yOU.  

I will address the issue of desert 

tortoise, their habitat in washes. There seems to 

be  a c o n f u s i o n  of the different h a b i t a t s  and I will 

go through that. And you're r igh t ,  in this area, 
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t h e y  do n o t  i n h a b i t  t h e  w a s h e s .  And we a r e  n o t  

p r o p o s i n g  t h e  w a s h e s  t o  be  s h u t  down.  Our O~V, 

which is off-hlghway vehicle use i n  our d o o u m e n t  -- 

if yOU can take a real close look at it -- f o r  this 

whole a r e a  is deslgnated for roads, washes, trails, 

e t  cetera that are currently being used for 

v e h i c l e s .  &nd I w i l l  be m o r e  t h a n  h a p p y  t o  e x p l a i n  

t h a t  e v e n  f u r t h e r ,  b u t  l t d  r a t h e r  w a i t  and  J u s t  do 

i t  i n f o r m a l l y  b e c a u s e  we d e b i t  n e e d  my p c , r i c h  On 

t h e  r e c o r d .  

MR. COLVILLEZ I ' m  B i k e  C o l v l l l e .  I ' m  a 

concerned citizen. I lived in Bagdad most of my 

llfe. I've wandered up and down the Burro Creek 

area f o r  the last 42 years and I've enjoyed It. I 

realize Burro C r e e k  has had its ups and  downs. 

There has b e e n  floods that have devastated the 

a r e a ,  There h a v e  b e e n  overpopulation of wild 

burros, quite a bit of damage in the area, also 

there is very little water available in Lower Burro 

Creek. I believe now that t h e  b e a v e r s  have 

r e t u r n e d  t o  U p p e r  Burro C r e e k ,  y o u  will h a v e  a hard 

time finding water, except in very llmlted pools. 

ks for the desert t o r t o i s e  habitat, 

being an outdoorsman and travsllnH the washes, 

roads, and trails, I dealt see how -- where t h e  
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categories were designated -- information 

designated these areas as critical areas. I have 

not seen a concentration of d e s e r t  tortoise in hhe 

Burro Creek area any more so than I have seen them 

out towards gillslde or anywhere, and as you 

m e n t i o n e d ,  the t r a i l s ,  washes, and t h i n g s  will be 

designated for travel. 

we will make these designations once 

these regulations go into effeoh, and also, who 

will burden the c o s t  of monitoring these areas and 

pollbing these areas to see that everyhhlng is 

earrlea out9 I think the areas have d o n e  quite 

w e l l  under the present management system. 

AS far a~ t h e  riparian areas, 25 years 

ago o r  so  I very seldom saw an eagle i n  the Lower 

Burro Creek ares and now every t i m e  I visit that 

area, I have seen eagles. I think that they have 

increased in population. I think that is due to 

proper education that these f i n e  b i r d s  should n o t  

be destroyed when  spotted. 

MR. NHRPGY: My name is Lloyd Murphy. I 

have been here for 4S years. And I enjoyed Lower 

Burro C r e e k  crossings, Upper Burro C r e e k  as a kid. 

knd I'm Just wondering how fa~ we are 

going t o  go as far as people in taking things away 
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i from us as people. The reason I say that Is, if 

2 you cut it off to a vehicle, when are you going to 

S CUt it off when we can't go in there at all? Are 

4 you going to tell us you canlt walk in there 

5 anymoce, you can fly over It? Are you going to 

6 take the plane away from us too? I'd Just llke to 

7 see  it settle~ down and be a multlple-use area so 

8 we can mine it, we can llve It, and enjoy it. 

S MSo BANQUIS¢ Thank you. 

i0 A GPBRNERI I have been here four 

ii years. I work out on a taillng maintenance crew. 

12 Our crawls primary work is right there in the 

iS desert tortoise hablnat, whatever you want to call 

14 it. There are between nine or ten members on our 

15 crew. Between us we Hot 75, 80 mining years 

16 experience. Between all of us, all the experience 

19 we have in the area, we have seen one tortoise. 

18 Between all of us in all that time. I don't know 

iH where you guys think all these tortoises are. We 

20 are out there constantly. We d o n ' t  see them. YOU 

21 say all these roads in washes and everything are 

22 going to be left open for access. I'd llke you to 

23 tell me how long do you thlnk those roads are going 

24 to he accessible. 

'25 MS. RBRQUISI &ny other comments? 
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MR, MILLS¢ Wayne Mills. My main 

concern Is my Job, I don't really want to lose it 

to a bunch of turtles, and I have been in that area 

s lot, I haven't seen any more turtles there than 

anywhere else. I also work in the mill, I know 

how we take care of our water spillage and stuff, 

I know there is no chance of hurting the turtles. 

I can drink the water. If it ever came o u t ~  I 

w o u l d  be w i l l i n g  t o  come o u t  a n d  d r i n k  t h e  w a t e r  

a n y  t i m e  b e c a u s e  i d o n ' t  t h i n k  i t  h u r t s  t h e m .  I 

don't know whe~e  t h i s  i d e s  came  up f r o m .  It looks 

llke someone who J u s t  wants t o  do  something aqalnst 

mining an~ thatls the o n l y  thing I can Justify of 

t h e  whole deal, so I think It's cutting off the 

public l a n d  basically to the public and taking away 

our Jobs, That's all I have. 

MR. NAMER: Marlo Ranks {phonetic|, 

From my experience in Idaho as an area of 

wilderness, I worked for the Forest Service there 

after wilderness came in to effect. I also worked 

for the Forest Servloe. It affected how -- what 

machine we could use. We could not use a chain 

saw, Many of the people, mostly workers that I 

t a l k e d  to d i d  not like the law or t h e  ways we h a d  

t o  work  s f t e r  t h e  law came  i n t o  e f f e c t .  When i t  
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came  time to f l r e  fighting, it made  it difficult. 

YOU could hardly !ay in the helleopter near the 

fire flghtlng because of this law, wilderness. I 

support all the statements that have been made, 

Thank you, 

MS, MARQUIS: Thank you, 

MR, WHITE: My name is Bob White, and I 

haven't lived here quite as long as these other 

fine people. I have been here 19 years, and unlike 

a lot of them, I h a v e  seen desert tortoises, ks a 

matter of fact, for ten years every Bummer I have 

seen the same one in my backyard. It doesn't seem 

to appear to be in any danger. I have heard a lot 

of talk here tonlqht about endangered species and 

endangered habitat, 

I'd like to make one observation and 

that is I think the real endangered species and 

endangered habitat is the Arizona miner and miners 

of the United States and the endangered habitat is 

the places we work and 1lye. I would Just 

respectfully l i k e  t o  ask i f  this wilderness a r e a  o r  

environmental a r e a  a n d  environmental c o n c e r n s  Is 

not as you said. Thank you. 

MS. MARQUIS: Thank you. 

A SPEAKER: Row many turtles are there 
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per square a c r e ?  

MS, NkNQUIS: I t  varies, The dlffsEent 

category -- t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  that a r e  i d e n t i f i e d  in 

the plan indloate areas that do support -- 

currently support tortoise, Based on the number of 

tortoise, they run transects and the number of 

tortoise per square mile plus the health o f  the 

vigor of the habitat plus management capability by 

ELM, whethe~ we have total acreage or it's very 

checkerboard viii indicate whether Itls a Cateqozy 

I, iI, or III. Category I is usually where ELM has 

a s o l i d  l a n d  p E t t e t n ,  sO we h a v e  m a n a g e a b i l i t y  Of 

t h e  a r e a ,  h i g h  n u m b e r s  o f  t o r t o i s e  a n d  q s o d  

hab i ta t .  

C a t e g o r y  I I  i s  u s u a l l y  a n  i n d i c a t o r  o f  

two thlngs~ o n e ,  l o w e r  n u m b e r  in tortoise a n d / o r  

very checkerboard a b o u t  land p a t t e r n  with state o r  

p r i v a t e .  

And Category IfI is usually a low number 

of tortoise. We a r e  primarily c o n c e r n e d  o r  

focuslnq our effort~ on the Category I habitat. 

Mainly because we have greater manageability in the 

area, and two, if we can sustain Category I where 

there is a large enough population 9enetlcally, 

there is a good pool, there is somethln 9 good going 
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on  t h e r e ,  we c a n  s t u d y  t h a t  e v e n  f u r t h e r  t o  i m p r o v e  

that  a r e a .  

A SPEAKER: Do y o u  h a v e  a n y  s p e c i f i c s  o f  

how m a n y  t u r t l e s  y o u  t a g g e d ?  

MS. MRROUIS: I n  OUr o f f i c e ,  i n  o u r  

f i l e s .  

A SPHREERI I s  i t  p o s s i b l e  t h e r e  I s  m o r e  

p e o p l e  t h a n  we h a v e ?  

MS. MAROOIS: I t  c o u l d  b e  p o s s i b l e ,  y e s .  

Y e s ,  m a ' a m ?  

R EPEREEN~ With t h e  designation, what 

does that tell you more that you get to do that you 

c a n ' t  do now? 

MS, MAROUZS: Let me Just -- are we done 

with statements? A~e we into the formal question 

and answer? Don't forget that question. 

Yes, sir. You want to make a 

statement? 

A SPEAKER: I first came here in 1945, 

and llke some of these other people, I don't think 

this Is a heavily populated area for tortoises, 

however, you can correct me if llm wrong, I think 

tortoises have been around longer than human 

b e i n g s .  T h e y ' r e  g o i n g  t o  he  h e r e  a l o t  l o n g e r  than 

we are. They have learned how to survive. 
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MS. MARQUISt Any other statement before 

we go to question and answer? 

MR. LEWIS: Could X make a brief 

statement, another one? Just i n  response to this 

other guestlon. Let me get this on file here. 

The data that I have looked at available 

from Eingman gives us a relative number o£ tortoise 

in this Categury II area. 

From my review today, it appears to be 

four bransects. It represents the three-mile 

transect and transects the meandering or straight 

line over the ground. I don't know the numbers.. 

T h e r e  is another transect in here. There were two 

tsrtolse. There is another transect, and these are 

in the premium part uf town, south part of Bagdad. 

NO tortoise. The only other transect in this 

immediate area is till you get down here in the 

transect by this line, because this Is where the 

Stabs llne ends, and the ELM control llne begins 

this area r i g h t  here. There are no llve tortoise 

in 28. I think that will clarify that. 

MS. MARQUIS: Based on not unly 

transects but sigh,lugs that are reported to us are 

alSO included in o u r  ~- in this data and they're 

all mapped. I don't know if you got a chance to 

SOETHWEST REPORTING 
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see that, Scott, or not or just the transects. 

MR. LEWIS: What I looked at was -- i t  

was a composite map Betty Berge d id ,  p lus i t  had 

large circular areas. I got It. I have that with 

~e, if anybody wants to see it. 

M0. MARQUIS: We have -- and I don't 

know why you didn't see that, but we do have a map 

indicating all slghtlngsr live, dead, hltr 

sightlngs by ranchers, by our staff or people out 

there who call us and tell us they have seen them 

and we record that on a map also. 

A SPEAKER: What are you talking about? 

MS. MARQUIS: Slghtings of tortoise 

that's on a map, whether it's by our folks, our 

ranchers, people Just out there who report to us 

that they have seen tortoises in the area. We 

record all slghtings. 

A SPEAKER: DO you think there is a lot 

more tortoise than what is recorded? 

MS. MARQUIS. It depends. It depends. 

In some areas, yes. In  o t h e r  areas, I think we are 

pretty secure. We have plots in the resource area 

where we have done extensive, extensive, Just 

transects one after the other, and we have pretty 

good data there. 
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Are we in the question-and-answer 

period? 

MR. GILL: My name is Benton Gill, and I 

received this in the mall from BLM upon request. I 

requested it. And the reason why I did was I was 

flrstly concerned about the wilderness area that 

got passed. 

Well, i n  my opinionr the wilderness area 

was a rope. Now we got the noose. And the more I 

look at it, the more it's getting taken away. We 

got a o  place to r u n ,  We have to fight, stand up 

for it and keep them out. In this book -- I can't 

find it at the moment -- but it has people who help 

out and support and go out where you get your 

information. There is not a single area i n  the 

book from the people of Bagdad. Yt's Phoenix. 

It's Eingman is where they're coming from. They 

got no idea what i s  up here. There was no concern 

before all this started. The land was in better 

c o n d i t i o n  before everybody else started coming up. 

The people in Bagdad took care of the property. 

That's a11. Thank you. 

MS. MARQUIO: Thank you. ~ny more 

statements? Okay. I guess we c a n  officially close 

this formal portion, and I will open it up to any 
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(Whereupon, the prooeedlngs were 

concluded at 8:50 p.m.) 

SOUTHWEST REPORTING 

416 



CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

18 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

28 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

68 

STATK OF ARIZONA ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF MARICOPA ) 

CERTIFICATE 

BE IT KNOWN that the foregoing 

proceedings were taken before me, Sonia Y. Pellx, a 

Notary Puhllc in and fog the county of Marlcopa, 

State of A~Izona~ that the proceedings were taken 

down by me in shorthand and thereafter transcribed 

by a computer under my dlreotion3 that the 

foregolng 68 pages are ~ true and correct 

transcript of all proceedings, a11 done to the best 

of my skill and ability. 

I further certify that I am in no way 

related to nor employed by any of the parties 

hereto nor am I In any way interested in the  

outcome hereof. 

Dated at Phoenix, A~izona, this ~ d a y  

of ~ ,  lggl. of ~, lggl. 
~ 4  '-ZTodn~ 

SeNnA Z ~ F  £ X 
Notary PuF1~c 

My Commlsslon Expires: 
Aprll 2~, 1992 

417 



CHAPTER V 

D 
f-1 

1 

[] 
1 

 ORIGINAL 

TAKEN ON TUESDAY, MARCH 5, 1991 

AT 2475 BEVERLY AVENUE 

KINGMAN, ARIZONA 

AT 9:05 A.N. 
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E.L.M. AREA MANAGER: 

PHOENIX DISTRICT MANAGER: 

ADVISORY BOARD MEMBERS: 

STATEMENT__S 

DANIEL MEAD 

KEN MC REYNOLDS 

CaUCK NEELY 

DAVE KNISLEY 

JOHN MEAL 

MIKE GROSS 

ART ROGERS 

BOB WILSON 
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1 MR. KELLIS: THE ADVISORY BOARD WILL COME TO 

2 OBDER. TEE FIRST THING WE WOULD LIKE TO DO IS FOR EACH 

E PERSON TO INTRODUCE TEEIRSELVES, SO LET'S START RIGHT OH THE 

4 FRONT ROW WITH DAN. 

5 ME. MEAD: GOOD MORNING, D~NIEL MEAD, BYNER 

E CATTLE COMPANY, BAGDAD, ARIZONA. 

MR. NEAL: JOHN NEAL, JOHN NEAL RANCH. 

MR. WILSON: BOB WILSON, I'M WITH THE 

ARIZONA FARM BUREAU. 

MR. WILSON: JACK WILSON REPRESENTING THE BAR 

Ii "s" RANCH. 

12 MR. NEELT: CHUCK NEELY, CANE SPRINGS RANCH. 

MS. NI~EL: BEATRICE NIEEL. I'M W~TN THE 

X~ONE RANCH. 

MR. CAMFA: MIKE CAMPA WITH THE LAZY "YU" ON 

THE WALAPAI MOUNTAIN. MY PLACE IS TEE SPEAR "X" RANCH OF 

NIGHT CREEK. 

MR. HAMILTON: BILL HAMILTON, QOAI5 SPRINGS 

RANCH. 

R,~ICH.  

MR. HUNT: FRANK L. HUNT, MUSIC MOUNTAIN. 

MR. KNISELY: DAVE KMISELY, MOUNT TIPTON. 

MR. KELLY: CHESTER KELLY, CANE SPRINGS 

MR. GROSETA: ANDY GROSETA, REPRESENTING YOLO 

Associated Reporting of  Mohave Counly 
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MR. MENGES: JEFF MENGES, VICE-PRESIDENT OF 

THE B.L.M. PUBLIC LANDS COMMITTEE OF THE ARIZONA CATTLE 

GROWERS. 

MR. LANE: DOC LANE WITH THE ARIZONA CATTLE 

GROWERS. 

MR. MC REYNOLDS: KEN MC REYNOLDS, COFER 

RANCH AND MOHAVE COUNTY CATTLE GROWERS. 

MR. BOLES: PAT BOLES, STATE LAND DEPARTMENT. 

ME. BLANTON: MIKE BLANTON, RANGE 

CONSERVATIONIST. B.L.M. MERE IN KINGMAN, 

MR. DKENNEN: GRANT BKENNEH, RA~IGB 

CONSERVATIONIST WITH B.L.H., KZNGMAN. 

MR. JUDD: JESS JUDD WITH THE B.L.M. HERE IH 

KIEGMAN. 

MR. QUERTA: JOEL QHERTA WITH THE HUALAFAI 

TRIBE. 

MR. ELEFRITZ: SCOTT ELEFRITZ. Y'M A RANGE 

CONSERVATIONIST HERE IN EINGMAN. 

MR. CALLOWAy: HERB CALLOWAY. I'M ALSO A 

RANGE CONSERVATIONIST HERE IN KINGMAM. 

MR, GRISNAE: KELLY GRISMAN, B.L.M., EINGMAN, 

MR. HUNT: FRANK HUNT, B.L.M. ADVISORY BOARD. 

MR. MEAL: JOHN NEAL, JOHN MEAL RANCH. 

MR. GROSS: HIKE GROSS, GROSS RANCH. 

MR. STEPHEES: FRAEE STEPHENS, ADVYSOKY 
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MR. KELLIS: I'M ED HELLIS. 

MR. ASBJOAN: BRUCE ASBJORN, B.L.M., KING'LAW. 

MS, RUSSELL: DIANE RUSSELL, B.L.M., EING~L%N. 

MR. BENTLEY: GORDON BENTLEY, B.L.H., 

MR. BISSON: I'M HENRY BISSON. I'M THE 

DISTRICT MANAGER FOR THE PHOENIX DISTRICT. 

MS* MARQUIS: AND I'M ELAINE MARQUIS, A~EA 

MANAGER FOR THE KINGMAN RESOURCE AREA. 

MR, NELLIS: NOW, DO YOU WANT TO IHTRODUCE 

YOUEBELF? 

COURT REPORTER: DO YOU WANT ME TO? 

MR, NELLIS: YEAH. SURE. 

COURT REPORTER: OKAY. MY NAME IS JANZCE 

MINER. I'M THE COURT REPORTER HERE TODAY. 

MR. BISSON: GREAT. 

MR. KELLIS: WE WANT TO WELCOME EVERYONE 

HERE; AND THE FIRST ORDER OF BUSINESS IS HENRY IS GOING TO 

GIVE SOME OPENING REMARKS. 

ME*S GOT DOWN OPENING REMARKS, SO I GUESS THAT 

GIVES HIM THE RIGHT TO SAY ANYTHING HE WANTS TO. 

MR. BISSON: WELL, THE OPENING REMARKS ARE 

GOING TO BE REAL SHORT. HERE COMES ANOTHER STRAGGLER. ART 

ROGERS JUST WALKED IN. 

Assodated Repotting of Mohave County 

MR. KELLIS: THIS IS ART ROGERS. 

MR. BISSON: WE REALLY HAVE SEVERAL PURPOSES 

FOR THIS MEETING TODAY, AND I'M EXTREMELY PLEASED THAT WE'RE 

ABLE TO HOLD THIS MEETING. 

WE HAVE A COURT HEPORTER HERE TODAY WHO CAN TAKE 

DOWN THE COMMENTS OF ANYBODY THAT WOULD LIKE TO SAY 

SOMETHING ABOUT THE EINGMAN R.M.P. 

WHAT WE HOPE TO DO I S  TO HAVE KIND OF A FORMAL 

OPPORTUNITY TO RECEIVE COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD IF YOU'RH 

PREPARED TO DO IT TODAY OR FROM ANYBODY ELSE WHO WOULD LIKE 

TO PROVIDE US COMMENTS, AND THEN WHAT WE WOULD DO IS CLOSE 

THE FORMAL PART OF THE MEETING, EL. AND OPEN IT U2 TO ANY 

QUESTIONS ANYBODY MIGHT HAVE ABOUT ANY ASPECT OF THE R.M.P. 

I WANT ALL OF YOD TO KHOW THAT WE DIDN'T COME HEED 

TODAY WITH CLOSED MINDS. HE HAVE OPEN MINDS. WE ARE 

HONESTLY HERE TO LISTEN TO YOUR CONCERNS. 

THE R.M.P. THAT'S OUT RIGHT NOW IS A DRAFT 

DOCUMENT. IT'S NOT A FINAL. THEY ARE-- YOU KNOW, THERE 

ARE GOING TO BE SOME CHANGES WHEN HE GO TO THE FINAL. WE 

CAN ANTICIPATE THAT ALREADY BASED ON COMMENTS THAT WE'VE 

RECEIVED AND DISCUSSIONS I'VE HAD WITH ELA:NE AND STAFF, 

WE ANTICIPATE THAT THERE WILL BE SOME CHANGES IN 

THE N.M.P,. SO THIS TN:~:G TS NOT SET :N CO~CRETE. WE W-LL 

ACCEPT ANY COMMENTS, EITHER VERBAL OR PREFERABLY HR:TTIH 

AFTER THE MEETING, 
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YOU KNOW, THIS IS NOT YOUR ONLY CHANCE TO GET 

COMMENTS IN TO US. IF YOU'VE GOT SPECIFIC CONCERNS, WE'LL 

ACCEPT COMMENTS UNTIL APRIL ISTH. 

WE, IN FACT. EXTENDED THE COMMENT PERIOD 30 DAYS 

TO GIVE EVERYBODY A CHANCE TO SPEND THE TIME WITH THE 

DOCUMENT THAT IT NEEDS GIVEN HOW SIGNIFICANT AND HOW 

IMPORTANT IT IS TO EVERYBODY. 

ELAINE AND HER STAFF OR MYSELF PERSONALLY WILL BE 

AVAILABLE AND ARE AVAILABLE TO MEET WSTH ANYBODY AND 

EVERYBODY THAT WANTS TO TALK ABOUT THE R.M.P. 

THROUGHOUT THE COMMENT PERIOD AND EVEN AFTER WE 

GET THROUGH THE COMMENT PERIOD, IF--IF SOMETHING STRIKES YOU 

THAT YOU FORGOT ABOUT OR DIDN'T UNDERSTAND AND WANT SOME 

MORE CLARIFICATION, I JUST URGE YOU TO COME IN AND TALE WITH 

ELAINE AND TALK WITH THE STAFF. OKAY. 

UNTIL THIS THING GOES FINAL. NOTHING IS SET IN 

CONCRETE AffD EVERYTEING IS OPEN FOR DISCUSSION, END I WANT 

YOU ALL TO KNOW THAT. 

WHAT WE ANTECIPATE HAPPENING AND THE HAY I WOULD 

LIKE TO PROCEED WITH THE E.M.P. ONCE THE COMMENT PERIOD ES 

OVER IS I INTEND FOE ELAINE AND HER STAFF TO BIT DOWN AND TO 

GO THROUGH ALL THE COMMENTS. TO LOOK AT THEM AND TO LOOK AT 

THE EXISTING PREFERNED ALTERNATIVE THAT'S IN THE R.M.P. AND 

THEN MAKE ANY ADJUSTMENTS THAT THEY FEEL ARE APPROPRIATE 

BASED ON COMMENTS WE'VE RECEIVED. 

Associated Reporting of Mohave County 

THEN ELAINE AND I, WE'LL SIT DOWN AND WE'LL GO 

THROUGH HER RECOMMENDATIONS. Y WILL MAKE SOME DECISIONS AS 

TO WHAT THE FINAL DOCUMENT WILL LOOK LIKE. WE WILL THEN GO 

AND MEET WITH OUR STATE DIRECTOR, LES ROSEMCRANTZ, AND GET 

HIS BYLAW BEFORE WE GO OUT WITH THE FINAL DOCUMENT. 

WHEN WE COME OUT WITH A FINAL DOCUMENT. ALL IS NO~ 

hOST IF YOU STILL HAVE CONCERNS WITH IT; AND FRANKLY, I 

ANTICIPATE THERE MAY BE SOME CONCERNS WITH SOME PARTS OF IT. 

THINK THAT WHILE WE ANTICIPATE A NUMBER OF 

CHANGES IN THE DOCUMENT. AS WITH ANY PLANNING DOCUMENT, IT'~ 

NEVER PERFECT IN EVERYBODY'S EYES; AND I ANTICIPATE THERE 

WILL BE SOME CONCERNS WITH THE FINAL PRODUCT, BUT I SUSPECT 

THAT THE FINAL PRODUCT WILL COME A LDT CLOSER TO MEETING 

PEOPLE'S EXPECTATIONS THAN MAYBE IT DOES RIGHT NOW ON ALL 

SIDES. 

AT THAT POINT IN TIME, YOU WILL HAVE AN 

OPPORTUNITY TO PROTEST A~ APPEAL TEE DOCUMENT TO THE 

DIRECTOR OF THE B.L.M. 

ST GOES R=GHT OUT OF ARIZONA'S HANDS EIGHT TO THE 

DIRECTOR'S HANDS AND THERE WILL BE A 1C-DAY PERIOD THAT YOU 

CAN DO THAT IN AND YOU CAN SEND-- WELL, THERE WILL BE 

ADDRESSES PUT OUT AND YOU CAN APPEAL AND PROTEST THIS 

DOCUMENT RIGHT TO THE DIRECTOR OF THE B.L.H., SO EVE:: AT 

THAT POINT, IT'S NOT A FINAL DOCUMENT. 

THE DIRECTOR ~N-- MY SXPER=ENCE WITH OTHER 

Associated Reporting of Mohave County 
so ~x ,aee 

,~2, .e~ ,3e. 

419 



CHAPTER V 

r-- 

[] 
2 

[] 
3 

R.M.P.'S IS THE DIRECTOR WILL WORK TO TRY TO RESOLVE THE 

CONCERNS AND WILL TRY TO REACH SOME COMPROMISES AT THAT 

POINT, IF IT'S POSSIBLE, BEFORE A RESPONSE TO TEE PARTICULAR 

PROTEST IS ISSUED, BUT THE DIRECTOR'S WORD IS FINAL. 

ON THESE PLANNING DOCUMENTS, THE EXPERIENCE IN THE 

APPEAL'S PROCESS IS THAT IN THE WAY THE REGULATIONS ARE 

STRUCTURED, THE DIRECTOR HAS THE FINAL SAY ON THE DOCUMENT. 

IT IS NOT APPEALABLE OR PROTESTABLE TO I.B.L.A. AS OTHER 

B.L.M. DECISIONS. 

I.B.L,A. WON'T DEAL WITH THIS KIND OF DOCUMENT. 

GOD FORBID WE SHOULD GET TO THAT POINT. IF YOUR--IF 

THERE'S--IF THERE'S A DISSATISFACTION WITH THE FINAL 

OUTCOME, THEN AT THAT POINT IN TIME, THIS KIND OF A DOCUMENT 

OR TEE DECISIONS IN THE DOCUMENT WOULD HAVE TO GO RIGHT TO 

COURT. 

THERE'S NO INTERIM PROCESS WITH I.B.L.A. AS YOU 

MIGHT BE USED TO ON GRAZING DECISIONS AND SO ON. 

MR. MEAL: WHAT'S I.S.L.A.? 

MR. SISSON: THE INTERIOR BOARD OF LAND 

APPEALS. 

USUALLY WHEN THERE'S A GRAZING DECISION, JOHN, 

WHEN IT GETS APPEALED, IT GOES EEFOREANADMINISTRATIVE LAW 

JUDGE, AND THEN IF THAT GETS APPEALED-- AND SOME OF YOU ARE 

FAMILIAR WITH IT, WE DON'T--WE USUALLY GET THINGS WORKED 

OUT. WE DON'T HAVE MAN Y DECISIONS GO THAT ROUTE, BUT ONCE 

Associa ted  Report ing o f  Mohave  County  
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IT GETS TO--TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE, IF EITHER PART" 

IS NOT HAPPY WITH THE DECISION, THEN IT GETS APPEALED TO THE 

INTERIOR BOARD OF LAND APPEALS AND THEY MAKE THE FINAL 

DECISION ON IT. 

I AM VERY OPTIMISTIC THAT IN 95 TO 99 PERCENT OF 

THE CASES WHERE WE HAVE CONCERNS ON ALL SIDES WITH THE 

R.M.P. THAT WE CAN RESOLVE MOST EVERYTHING THAT PEOPLE ARE 

REALLY CONCERNED ABOUT. I HOPE THAT IN SOME CASES WE'RE 

ABLE TO REACH SOME COMPROMISES, BUT IN MOST CASES. I THINE 

WE CAN RESOLVE EVERYTHING. 

THERE'S A COUPLE OF DECISIONS IN THERE, AND I 

EON'T WANT TO KIND OF GET INTO THEM RIGHT NOW, BUT THERE'S A 

COUPLE OF DECISIONS THAT FRANKLY WE'RE GOING TO BE BACKED 

INTO 'A CORNER AND THERE MAY NOT BE ANYBODY HAPPY WITH WHAT 

WE COME OUT WITH, AND THERE'S JUST-- I DON'T KNOW WHAT WE 

CA~/ DO ABOUT IT AT THIS POINT. 

IT'S JUST SOMETHING THAT WE HAVE TO DO AND WE HAVE 

TO PROCEED WITH, BUT BEYOND THAT, I THINK EVERYTHING IS 

OPEN. EVEN THAT IS OPEN TO THE EXTENT THAT WE CAN OPEN IT 

AND DEAL WITH IT, SO WITH THAT, ED, WHAT I WOULD PROPOSE 

THAT WE DO IS PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY FOR THE BOARD. EITHER 

AS MEMBERS OR AS A GROUP, AND TEE MEMBERS IN THE AUDIENCE TC 

PROVIDE US WITH ANY COMMENTS THEY NIGHT WANT TO MAKE ON THE 

R.Id.P. 

WE'RE NOT GOING TO HAVE A PRESENTATION ON THE 
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R.M.P. I WOULD ASSUME EVERYBODY HAS HAD A CHANCE TO LOOK AT 

IT AND THINK ABOUT IT AND SO WITH THAT, I'LL--I'LL BE QUIET. 

ME. KELLIS: ALL RIGHT. YOU HAVE GOT ON 

"DISCUSSION TOPICS," ELAINE WAS SUPPOSED TO-- 

HR. LISSOM: YEAH. 

MR. KELLIS: --DISCUSS. 

DO YOU WANT TO SAY SOMETHING BEFORE WE OPEN IT UP? 

MS. MARQUIS: TEE ONLY THING THAT I WANTED TO 

SAY, I THINK MOST OF YOU HAVE READ TEE DOCUMENT, HAVE HAD 

SOME QUESTIONS, HAVE ALREADY TALKED TO US OR ATTENDED SOME 

OF OUR MEETINGS WHERE YOU'VE GOTTEN A SUMMARY OF THE R.M.P., 

SO I DON'T WANT TO BELABOR THAT POINT HERE. 

HOWEVER, I DID WANT TO SAY THAT WHAT I'D LIKE TO 

DO IS--WE HAVE A COURT REPORTER NOW--IS--IS GIVE EVERYONE AN 

OPPORTUNITY WHO WANTS TO HAKE A STATEMENT--A FORMAL 

STATEMENT THAT IS RECORDED, CAN DO SO AT THIS POINT; AND 

AFTER EVERYONE SPEAKS THAT WANTS TO SPEAK, WE CAN JUST OPEN 

IT UP TO QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS IF ANY OF YOU HAVE ANY 

QUESTIONS OR WANT TO DISCUSS ANYTHING AS PART OF THE R.M.P.; 

AND SO I THOUGHT ME WOULD HAVE TEE TWO PORTIONS OF THE 

R.M.P. DISCUSSION: ONE, TEE FORMAL ONE WITH THE COURT 

REPORTER AND THEN ANY INFORMAL QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS OR 

DISCUSSION PERIOD AFTER--AFTER THAT. 

MR° KELLIS: ALL RIGHT. THE FLOOR IS NOW 

OPEN FOR THE FORMAL STATEMENTS ON IT, SO ANYONE THAT WANTS 

Associated  Report ing o f  Mohave  County  
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TO MAKE A FORMAL STATEMENT, I'M SURE TEE COURT REPORTER 

WOULD LIKE TO HAVE YOU PREFACE IT WITH YOUR NAME. 

(INFORMAL DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD.} 

MR. MEAD: FIRST OF ALL, I'D LIKE TO THANK 

MR. KELLIS AND THE BOARD AND MR. BISSON AND THE B.L.Mo FOR 

THIS OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK HERE THIS MORNING. 

MY NAME IS DANIEL MEAD, MANAGER OF BYNER CATTLE 

COMPANY. WE OWN AND OPERATE AM ACTIVE COW/CALF CATTLE R~CH 

IN MOHAVE AND YAVAPAI COUNTY. 

I AM SPEAKING HERE THIS MORNING BECAUSE THE 

KINGHAN RESOURCE AREA RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND 

ENVIRONMENT--ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT. ALTERNATIVE S 

AND 3, WILL HAVE A NEGATIVE IMPACT ON ODE OPERATION. 

BURRO CREEK SPLITS OUR RANCH, THE BAGDAD 

ALLOTMENT, IN HALF, AND ONE-THIRD OF THE RANCH IS NOW AN 

UPPER BURRO CREEK WILDERNESS AREA PASSED BY CONGRESS ON 

NOVEMBER 28, 1 9 9 0 ,  

THE BADGAD ALLOTMENT RANCH HAS BEEN AN ACTIVE 

CATTLE RANCH CLOSE TO 1GO YEARS. PREVIDUS OWNERS AND 

OPERATORS HAVE ALWAYS WORKED VERY CLOSELY WITH THE B.L.M. IN 

THE PRESERVATION OF ITS NATURAL RESOURCES, ITS ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONCERNS, AND ALWAYS KEPT IT OPEN TO MULTIPLE USE. 

BEGINNING IN TEE EARLY 1970'S, THE OWNERS AND 

OPERATORS OF THE RANCH TOOK A PKOACTIVE ATTITUDE IN 

ESTABLISHING A NUMBER OF WINDMILLS, EARTHEN TANKS, DRINKER'S 
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AND SALT LICKS TO RNCOUNAGE UNIFORM LIVESTOCK DISTHIBUTION 

AND TO ENSURE PROPER UTILIZATION OF THE EHHHO CREEK RIPARIAN 

AREA. 

THE PLAN FOR LIVESTOCK GRAZING THROUGH THESE YEARS 

OF THE '7O'S AND '8S'S WAST O ALWAYS STOCK LIGHTLY, NEVER TO 

OVERSTOCK OR TAKE UNFAIR ADVANTAGE OR TO ENCOURAGE HEAVY 

GRAZING WHEN YEARS OF GDOD VEGETATION AND WATER WERE 

AVAILABLE. THE TREND FROM THE '70'E AND 'S0's HAS NOT BEEN 

STOPPED BUT INTENSZFIE~. 

IN 1987 HRNEE WITH THE B.L.M. DEVELOPED ADDITIONAL 

WATERS TO ENCOURAGE GRAZING AWAY FROM BURRO CREEK. EYNER IN 

ESTABLISHING THE NEW WATERS HAS INSTALLED SOLAR WATER 

PUMPING UNITS INSTEAD OP TEE TRADITIONAL WINDMILLS. 

TEE LOW PROFILE OF THE SOLAR UNITS MAKES IT BLEND 

WITH THE ENVIRONMENT. IT'S VERY EFFICIENT, WHICH STIMULATES 

WATER CO~SERVATIO~ PUMPING ONLY DURING DAYLIGHT HOURS AND IS 

VIRTUALLY NOISELESS. 

MODERN TECHNOLOGY 18 NOT CHEAP. TEE COST TO B~/~ER 

OVER THE LAST TWO YEARS HAS BEEN IN EXCESS OF $ 2 5 . 0 0 0  FOE 

DRILLING AND INSTRLLATIDH. THE MONEY SPENT ON THE RANCH 

PROM TEE 1970'S TO DATE WITH THE EXCEPTION OF $1,~S0 HAS 

BEEN OUT-OF-POCKET BY THE OUNER/OEEMATOR DE TEE RANCH MANY. 

MANY THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS. 

THE PRACTICES AND ATTITUDES MENTIONED SO FAR* AND 

I'D LIKE TO HEETRTE THIS. THE PRACTICES AND ATTITtq]ES 

Associated Rcportinj[ of Mohav¢ County 

MENTIONER SO FAR IS WHY EUERO CREEK IS WHAT IT IS TODAY. AN 

AREA OF GREAT DESIRABILITY BY ITS M~ USERS. 

BYNEE-- B~/NEE'S WILLIROHESS TO WORK WITH E.L.M. 

IS ALSO ORCHESTRATED IN OTHER FORMS. WE HAVE BAD EXTENSIVE 

LAND SWAPS. OVER 3,400 ACRES TRADED TO THE E.L.H. TO ALLOW 

FOR BETTER MANAGEMENT OF THEIR LAND AND TO CONTROL AREAS 

THAT ARE SENSITIVE. 

EXAMPLE: SIX-MILE CROSSING ON THE BURRO CREEK FO~ 

RECREATION AND CAMPING; THE HARROW RANCH. H~STOEICA~ SITE IN 

WIKIEUP OH THE RIG SANDY RIVER. IN WHICH WE TRADED LAND AND 

GAVE HISTORICAL BUILDINGS FOR PRESERVATION. 

EYNER WITHDREW FROM GRAZING ON THE BAGDAD 

ALLOTMENT. OVER 640 ACRES. FOB THE PRESERVATION OF TEE 

ENDANGERED ARIZONA CLIFFEOSE PLANT. AM EXCLOSURE WAS BUILT 

AROUND TEE ACREAGE AND LIVESTOCK AND BURROS ARE NOW KEPT 

FROM ENTERING TEE AREA. 

ON DECEMBER 1. 1989. BYNER LISTENED TO TEE 

PROPOSAL FOR AN A.C.E.C. IN THE HUERO CREEK REGION. NO 

MENTION OF WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS, NO MENTION OF TORTOISE 

DESIGNATION I. 2 AND 3. 

WE WERE ASKED BY THE B.L.M. TO HAVE INPUT INTO THE 

A.C.E.C. DESIGNATIONS OW BURRO CREEK. WE DID SO IN PERSON 

AND IN WRITING ON JAXUARY ~5TH. 1990 DEJECTING TO THE TOTAL 

ACREAGE A.O.E.C. CONCEPT AND PRESENTING SITE SPECIFIC. 

IT WAS A POINT OF WHICH WE. THE E.L.H. AND EY~ER, 
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COULD START FROM. WHY WEREN'T WE CONTACTED AFTER THE E.L.M. 

REVIEWED OUR MATERIAL? 

WHEN HE LEFT THE B.L.M. ON JANUARY 25. 1990 TO 

TODAY'S DATE, NO FURTHER VERBAL DISCUSSIONS EVER OCCURRED. 

BTNEH MADE SEVERAL CONTACTS WITH THE B.L.M. TO SEE WHAT WAS 

GOING ON. RUT WERE PUT OFF. IS THAT OUR INRDT WAS NOT 

NEEDED? 

ERNER TODAY WISHES TO EXPRESS DEEP CONCERN FOR THE 

UNASSESSED IMPACT ON RANCHERS BY THE HIGHLY RESTRICTIVE 

MANAGEMENT PROPOSED FOR THE A.E.E.C., WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

AND CATEGORIES I, 2 AND 3 TORTOISE MANAGEMENT AREAS. 

ELIMINATION OF GRAZING AND VEHICULAR ACCESS TO 

WELLS, SPRINGS AND RANGE IMPROVEMENTS WOULD--WOULD PUT NOT 

ONLY BYNEE BUT M~ RANCHERS OUT OF BUSINESS. 

TORTOISE HABITAT IS EXTREMELY WIDESPREAD 

THROUGHOUT ABOUT 60 PERCENT OF ARIZONA AND THERE IS NO VALID 

SCIENTIFIC DATA INDICATING THAT THE SONORAN DESERT TORTOISE 

IS TBEEATEHED OH ENDANGERED. 

TORTOISE CATEGORIES OF 1, 2 AND I HAVE BEEN MADE 

IN TEE EIMOMAN RESOURCE AREA CONSISTING OF SOME 50,E00 

ACRES. HOW DAN ANY CATEGORIES BE MADE IF SCIENTIFIC DATA IS 

NOT AVAILAELE SUPPORTING SUCH CATEGORIZATION? 

THE CLOSING OF WASHES TO MOTOR VEHICLES WOULD 

VIRTUALLY ELIMINATE--WOULD VIRTUALLY ELIMINATE ACCESS TO 

IMMENSE ACREAGES OF LAND. EFFECTIVELY ESTABLISHING HUGE 

Associated Reportfng of  Mohave Count£ 

t ~ 2 1 B s ~ l s a 6  

WILDERNESS IN THE KINGMAN HESOUHSE AND THE BURRO CREEK AREA 

WITH BAGDAD ALLOTMENT MOULD JOIN NOW TO TEE NORTH THE UPPER 

BURRO CHEEK WILDERNESS AHEA AND LANDS THAT WERE DESIGNATED 

FOR MULTIPLE USE BY CONGRESS ON NOVEMBER 28, 1990. 

ON NOVEMBER IS, 1990, CONGRESS SIGNED A WILDERNESS 

BILL DESIGNATING CERTAIN LANDS IN ARIZONA FOR WILDErnESS. 

CONGRESS ALSO MANDATED ON THAT DATE THAT ALL THE W.S.A.'S 

THAT DID NOT MAKE WILDERNESS BE RETURNED TO MULTIPLE USE. 

HOW CAN TEE H.L.H. NOW IETEODUCE MANAGEMENT PLANS 

THAT RESTRICT, DICTATE, AND ISOLATE LANDS FROM ALL MULTIPLE 

USERS? DIP CONGRESS SAY TO MANAGE FOR SPECIALIZED GROUPS 

AND CONCERNS OR FOR ALL PEOPLE TO USE TEE LAND ACCORDINGLY? 

OH PAGE 1 OF THE E.H.A./E.M.P./E.I.S., THE bAST 

PARAGRAPH, LEFT-BAND COLUMN STATES: "THE R.M.R. DOES NOT 

ADDRESS LIVESTOCK GRAZING," BECAUSE THE R.H.R. RAILS TO 

ADDRESS THE IMPACT ON RANCHING, ONE OF THE KINGNAE 

RESOURCES--KINSMAN AREA HEEODRCE'S MOST ZHPOETANT IHDUSTRIE~ 

IN THE KINSMEN AREA, ALTERNATIVES Z AND 3 ARE TOTALLY 

UNACCEPTABLE. 

ALTERNATIVE i, WITH REASONABLE MODIFICATIONS, IS 

THE ONLY SUPPORTABLE ALTERNATIVE; AND THERE AGAIN. IT 

REQUIRES EVERYONE'S INPUT. 

THANE YOU. 

MR. EELLIS: ARE YOU GOING TO PUT THAT--GIVE 

THAT IN WRITING. TOO, DAN? 
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5 MR. MEAD: YES, SIR. I AM, BEFORE THE 15TH OR 

THE 13TH. 

MR. BELDZS: I KNEW THEY WERE GOING TO ASK 

THAT IN JUST A MINUTE. 

MR. MEAD: YES, SIR, I AM. 

HE, KELDIS: ANYONE ELSE? THANK YOU. 

(INFORMAL DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD.) 

MR. MENGES: I'M JEFF MENGES. I'M 

VICE-CHAIRMAN OF THE PUBLIC LANDS COMMITTEE FOR THE ARIZONA 

CATTDE GROWERS ASSOCIATION. I'D LIKE TO JUST MAKE A COUPLE 

OF BRIEF COMMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE CATTLE GROWERS 

WHILE--WHILE WE*RE HERE. 

FIRST OF ALL, WE'D LINE TO SAY THAT WE--WE 

STRONGDY SUPPORT TEE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

E.I.S. INTO THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND HOF~ THAT'LL 

SECOME PART OF TEE FINAL DOCUMENT. 

WE-- I ASSUME THAT THAT DOCUMENT'S KEEN UPDATED 

ON A REGULAR BASIS AND IS BEING KEPT CURRENT SINCE IT 

ORIGINALLY WAS DRAFTED. 

MR. BISSON: WE--WE CAN TALK ABOUT THAT 

AFTER-- 

MR. NEMGES: OKAY. 

MR. BISSON: --AFTER THE FORMAL PART. 

MR. MENGES: OKAY. ASSt~MING-- 

MR. BISSON: IT'S-- 

Associated Repo.lng o f  Mohave County 
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ARE OPPOSED TO THE OFF-VEHICULAR ESCREATIONAL AREA. THAT'S 

SEEN DESIGNATED AT THE RED LAKES'~REA, SO OUR LETTER OF THE 

14TH--FEBRUARY THE 14TN STATES THAT VERY CLEARLY. 

MR. KNISELP: GOOE MORNING, MY NAME IS DAVE 

KNISELY, MOUNT TIPTOE RANCH; AND I'D LIES IT TO BE K~/OWN 

THAT I'M OPPOSED TO THE ENLARGEMENT OF H.M.A. IN THAT AREA. 

THANK YOU. 

MR. BELLIS: ANYONE ELSE? WHAT ABOUT THE 

MEMSERS OF THE ADVISORY BOARD? DO THEY WANT TO MAKE A 

FORMAL STATEMENT OH ANYTHING ON IT? 

MR. BUNT: I DOM'T AT THIS TIME. 

NR. NEAL: I DO. 

MR. NELLIS~ OKAY. 

HR. NEAL: MY NAME IS JOHN NEAD, AND I WANT 

TO MAKE IT CLEAR THAT--AND I GUESS MAYBE WE--WE COULD HAVE A 

VOTE, BUT TEE ADVISORY SOARD IS OPPOSED TO THIS DOCL~NT, 

THE A.M. R~MGE--RANGE MANAGEMENT PLAN. WHAT EO YOU CALL IT? 

MR. BISSON: RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

MR. NEAL: RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN, AND I 

WOULD DIKE TO ALSO MAKE YOU KNOW THIS-- I GUESS I COULD 

WAIT AND DO IT LATER* RUT I'M GOING TO GO AHEAD AND ASK IT 

NON. 

IS-- SHOUDDN'T THIS DOCUMENT ANSWER THE QUESTION 

THAT--THAT THE ORGANIC ACT HAS PLACED ON ALL OF US TO NOT 

HAVE ANY RANGE MANAGEMENT PLANS WITHOUT COOPERATION AND 

Associated Reporting o f  Mohave County 
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MR. MENGES: ASSUMING THAT THAT'S BEEN DONE, 

WELD, WE STRONGLY SUPPORT THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THAT INTO 

THE--INTO THE R.M.P., BUT BECAUSE OF THE-- WE'VE BRIEFLY 

LOOKED THROUGH THE DRAFT R.M.P. ANN BECAUSE OF THE LENGTH 

AND THE COMPLEXITY OF THE--THE DOCUMENT, BE WILL BE 

REQUESTING IN WRITING FROM THE KINSMAN RESOURCE AREA THAT 

THE B.L.M.--A SUMMABY--A SUMMARY PROM THE B.L.M. OF AHY 

CHANGES THAT ARE GOING TO OCCUR WITH REGARDS TO GRAZING ON 

THE AREA IF--IF THE--IF THE DRAFT--THE PROPOSAL OF THE DRAFT 

WERE IMPLEMENTED, SO THAT'S ALL I HAVE. 

MR. KELLIS: ANYONE ELSE IN THE AUDIENCE WANT 

TO MAKE A FORMAL STATEMENT? 

MR. MC REYNOLDS: KEN MC REYNOLDS. COFER 

RANCH. ON THE DESERT TORTOISE CATEGORY 3, TOWI~SHIP 20, 

RANGE 13 WEST AND TOWNSHIP IS NORTH* RANGE 13 WEST, THESE 

AREAS ARE STATE AND PRIVATE BANDS AND WERE INCLUDED IN THE 

DESERT TORTOISE CATEGORY, AND WE WOULD SURELY HOPE THAT THEY 

COULD EE REMOVED FROM THE CLASSIFICATION. 

THANK YOU. 

ME. KELLIS: NEXT. 

MR. NEELY: MY NAME IS CHUCK NEELY WITH THE 

CANE SPRINGS RANCH. ON FEBRUARY 14TH, I SENT A LETTER TO 

MR. CARTER STATING OUR CONCERNS WITH THE DRAFT THAT BAS SEN~ 

TO US. 

FOR THE RECORD, I WOULD LIKE TO REITERATE THAT WE 
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ALSO, I MOULD LI~E FOR EVERYONE TO LOOK AT THE MA~ 

THAT ME HAVE THAT SHOWS TEE PRIVATE LAND AND I DON'T F~OW 

HOW MANY ALLOTMENTS THERE ABE ON THERE, ELAINE, ABOUT 

PROBABLY 90, 8S, OR BOWMAN Y? 

MR. ASBJORN: EIGHTY. 

MR. NEAL: ABOUT 80. WE WANT TO MAKE A 

FORMAL R~QUEST, AND WE'RE VERY CONCERNED ABOUT THE NAME 

THAT'S GIVEN TO THESE ALLOTMENTS, THESE E.L.M. ALLOTMENTS; 

AND W E WOULD LIKE TO REQUEST E.L.M. TO CHANGE THAT AND IF 

THEY--THEY-- I AM SURE THEY HAVE SOME E.L.M. ALLOTMENTS, 

BUT IF THEY'RE NOT ALL S.D.M. ALLOTMENTS, THEN THEY SHOULD 

BE NAMED AND ALL TME LITERATURE THAT GOES OUT TO DIFFERENT 

PEOPLE SHOULD SAY INTERMINGLED ALLOTMENTS WITH PRIVATE AND 

B.L.E.; AND WE SHOULD USE OUR BASE PROPERTY RIGHT, WHICH IS 

THE WATERS AND THE IMPROVEMENTS, AS A PART OF THAT ALLOTMENT 

BECAUSE IT'S READ MISLEADING TO PEOPLE ALL OVER THE COUNTRY 

WHEN THEY TALK ABOUT A B.L.M. ALLOTMENT. 

OR THEY'LL SAY. "WELD THIS ALLOTMENT IS 7S PERCENT 

E.L.M." BELL, THAT DOESN'T CONSIDER ALL THE PRIVATE RIGHTS 

THE BASE PROPERTY RIGHTS, THE WATER AND THE IMPROVEMENTS; 

AND I THINE THAT REALLY WEEDS TO EE CLARIFIED AND MAY HELP 

US A LOT IN THE FUTURE TO KEEP DOWN PEOELEMS. 

MR. KELLIS: WAIT--WAIT JUST A MINUTE. I'LL 

GET SACK TO YOU IN JUST A MINUTE, ART. 
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1 MIKE, DO YOU WANT TO SAY--MAKE A STATEMENT? 

2 MR. GROSS: I WANT TO MAKE A LITTLE STATEMENT 

S TO TEE GRAZING SITUATION. I GOT A LITTLE DEAL HERE. I HAVE 

4 BEEN TO A LOT OF MEETINGS SITTING AROUND AND LISTENING AND 

H EVERYTHING AND I BELONG TO THE ARIZONA BRANCH OF THE CENTER 

FOR HOLISTIC RESOURCE MANAGEMENT. 

T I WANT TO READ A LITTLE DEAL HERE AND I THINK IT'S 

8 PRETTY IMPORTANT. AND THIS HAPPENS TO HE RUKIN JELKS. 

THEY'RE TALKING ABOUT EUKIN JELKS' PLACE AND I WANT TO READ 

10 THIS; AND THEM I WANT TO GO ON AND, YOU KNOW. THE~ I'M GOING 

II TO LEAD OFF IHT0 THIS. 

12 "WELL. THE RAINS CAME. A FEW PEOPLE ADMITTED THEY 

i~ WERE BEGINNING TO LOSE HOPE FOR A WHILE. BUT HERE IS A 

I~ LESSON WORTH LEARNING. A RANCHER FROM THIS AREA, WHO WOULD 

I~ PREFER TO REMAIN ANONYMOUS, RUT WHO ACTUALLY IS YOUR STATE 

16 BRANCH PRESIDENT. RURIN GELKE THE THIRD, HAD REALLY MOVED 

17 INT0 HIGH GEAR WITH ANIMAL IMPACT LAST YEAR. 

18 "WITH HERD CONSOLIDATION, HE WERE FINALLY GETTING 

~9 TO SEE SOME SOIL EISTHIEUTION AND RESULTS. HOWEVER, AS TIME 

20 WENT ON AND NO MOISTHRH FELL, MOST OF THE RANCEIRG INDUSTRY 

~i WAS NEARING LONG FACES, TIGHTENING BELTS AND SELLING OFF 

EXCESS STOCK; NOT RUKIN. 

E~ "IT'S GOING TO RAIN SOMEDAY," HE SAID, AND "E'H 

24 GOING TO BE READY." IT DID. HE WAS; AND THE RESULT WAS 

VIRTUALLY NO RUNOFF. 

Associated Reportir~ of Mol~ave County 

"BY ANYBYODY'S ESTIMATION. THE RANCH LOOKS BETTER 

THAN IT EVER HAS. NEARBY ALLOTMENTS WHO FOLLOWED THE 

CONSERVATIVE APPROACH AND REDUCED STOCKING RATES HAD NO 

MEASURE--NO MEANS TO SET UP THE SOIL SURFACE FOR RAIN AND SC 

MUCH OF THE MOISTURE HAS RUN OFF.'* 

THAT LEADS ME TO THIS PROCESS OF REDUCING NUMBERS 

AhD M~M~AGING YOUR COWS THROUGH A DROUGHT. IN THIS HOOE. IT 

DON'T MENTION ALL OF YOUR A.C.E.C. 'S AND RIPARIAN AREAS. 

YOUR DESERT TORTOISE HABITATS AND--AND YOUR OTHER CRITICAL 

ENNIROEMENT. 

THIS S0OK DON'T SAY "LET'S IMPLEMENT GRAZING IN 

THEM AREAS." I THINK IT'S IMPORT~.NT. GRAZING HAS TO EE 

DONE. HE HAVE-- MOST-- SOME OF US HAVE BEEN TO THIS 

SAVORY (PHONETIC) SCHOOL; AND I THINK AFTER WE COME OUT OF 

IT, I'M PRETTY WELL CONVINCED WE HAVE TO HAVE GRAZING, AND 

THINK WE'VE GOT TO HE A BETTER MANAGEMENT. 

WE HAVE TO HAVE MANAGEMENT PLANS. WE CAN GRAZE 

THESE DESERT TORTOISE AREAS. WE CAN GRAZE IN THESE 

ENVIROEMENT--I MEAN, THESE A.C,E.C* 'S RIPARIAN AREAS. 

WE--WE--WE HAVE TO BE ABLE--T0 BE ABLE TO GET THE PLANT 

GROWTH, THE IMPACT AND THE ECOLOGICAL SYSTEM. JUST RECENTLY 

YOU GUYS GAVE AN AWARD TO THE ERIMHALLS FOR--FOR WHAT THEY 

DID DOWN THERE IN THE HUNEO CREEK AREA WHERE IT'S HASHED 

OUT REALLY BAD AND THEY WENT IN THERE A.ND DID SOME 

MANAGEMENT; AND I THINK WE NEE0 TO GET IN THIS 50OR TO PUT 

As$ocfa~d ReporffngofMohaveCounty 
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IN GRAZING IN THESE AREAS, BUT IT'S GOT TO HE WITH 

MANAGEMENT PLANS. 

I HAVE A SYSTEM AND IT'S WORKING OUT REAL WELL. 

WHEN I STARTED THIS-- WHEN MY FAMILY STARTED THIS, WE 

HAVEN'T HAD A DECENT RAIN SINCE WE STARTED THIS. 

WE HAVE BEEN IN A DROUGHT EVER SENSE I PUT THE 

FIRST COW ON EOLISTIC RESOURCE MANAGEMENT. I STARTED 40 

COWS AND WENT TO 50 HEAD OF COWS. AND I'M MANAGING THEM 

THROUGH A DROUGHT; AND I'H STILL MANAGING THEM. THINGS ARE 

LOOKIN' GOOD OUT THERE. 

MY--MY COWS STAYED FAIRLY WELL AND IN GOOD 

CONDITION, SO I KNOW IF--IF--IF WE JUST DO SOME MANAGEMENT, 

EVERYBODY SITS DOWN AND FIGURE OUT A MANAGEMENT PLAN, EVEN 

WITH THE A.E.E.C.'S, THE DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT, RIPARIAN 

AREAS, AND ANy OTHER CRITICAL ENVIRONMENT, I THINK IT CAN El 

DONE. I KNOW IT CAN BE DONE. 

RE HAVE TO HAVE THE ANIMAL IMPACT TO HEAL THE 

LAND. TEE LANDS ARE REALLY GETTING--I MEAN, JUST GOING TO 

DESERT DESEETIFICATIOM. PLANT SPECIES ARE--WE'RE LOSING 

THEM; AND WHEN HE START LOSING OUR PLANT SPECIES, WE'RE 

GOING TO LOSE OUR WILDLIFE, OUR WATER CYCLE, AND ALL OF THE 

OTHER THINGS. YOU KNOW, THAT GOES--GOES--GOES WITH THIS 

SYSTEM. 

THANK YOU, 

HE. NELLIE: DID YOU WANT TO SAY ANYTHING? 

Associated Reporting of Mohave County 

ME. STEPHEHS: NO, NOT AT THIS TIME. 

HR. KELLIS: FRANE, You DIDN'T HAVE ANY 

STATEMENT TO MAKE? 

MR. HUNT: I HAVE NONE. I HAVE A QUESTION I 

WOULD LIKE TO ASK. 

MR. KELLIS: WAIT JUST A MINUTE, FRANK. 

LET'S GET THESE FORMAL STATEMENTS BEFORE WE START THE 

QUESTIONS. 

MR. HUNT: ALL RIGHT. 

MR. RELLIS: ART ROGERS WANTS TO MAKE A 

FORMAL STATEMENT BACK THERE. 

MR. ROGERS: I'M ART ROGERS FROM THE ARMASTRA 

MOUNTAIN ALLOTMENT, AND GOING THROUGH THIS DRAFT STATEMENT 

PERTAINING TO THE OLD LEGAL WATER RIGHTS ON THESE RANCHES, 

THAT'S BEEN THERE FOR CENTURIES. YOU MIGHT SAY, THE 

IHPEOVEMENTS. 

TO MY UNDERSTANDING THERE IS FORESEEABLE 

FORECLOSURE OF GRAZING, AND IS THERE ANY AMOUNT OF 

RESTITUTION TO BE MADE TO THOSE RANCHERS THAT HAS PUT THEIR 

LIFEWORK IN DEVELOPING THESE PLACES. DEVELOPINGTHE WATERS? 

SOME OF THEM ARE NEW: SOME OF THEM ARE THE OLD 

LEGAL RIGHTS GOING HACK TO 1816. I INTEND TO MAKE A RRITTE~ 

COMMENT ON THIS AND PRESENT IT W=~HIN THIS TIME PERIOD, AND 

! THANK YOU VERY MUSH. 

HR. KELLIS: DO WE HAVE ANN OTHER FORMAL 
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STATEMENTS FROM THE AUDIEMCE? 

ME. WILSON: OKAY. I'M ROE WILSON. I'M MIT~ 

TEE ARIZONA FARM BUREAU, AND THESE RANCHERS HERE TODAY NAVE 

A NUHSER OF CONCERNS. 

I HAVE MOT HAD A CHANCE TO HEAbLY LOOK THROUGH THE 

DOCUMENT TO ASK QUESTIONS. I'Lb PEOSAEbY BE ASKING SOME 

LATER, BUT I WOULD LIKE TO SAT THAT TEE 4,000 MEMSEKS IN 

ANIZOHA AND ALMOST S MILLION MEMBERS NATIONWIDE ARE VERY 

CONCERNED ABOUT GOVERNMENT ACTION; AND I--I JUST RSADAN 

EXCERPT FROM OUR POLICY: *'WE BELIEVE AMY ACTION SY 

GOVERNMENT THAT DIMINISHES AM OWNER'S RIGHT TO USE HIS 

PROPERTY, CONSTITUTES TEE TARING OF THE OHNEH'S PROPERTY 

THEREFORE, THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD PEOVI.~Z DUE PROCESS AHD 

COMPENSATION TO THE EXACT DEGREE THAT AN OWNER'S RIGHT TO 

USE HIS PROPERTY HAS BEEN DIMINISHED BY GOVERNMENT ACTION," 

SO ME WILL DE LOOKING AT THIS VERY CLOSELY AND WE'LL 

PROBABLY BE MAKING A WRITTEN COMMENT OH TEE PLAN. 

MR* EELLIS: ANY MORE FORMAL STATEMENTS OR 

COMMENTS? HOW ABOUT YOUR PEOPLE, HENRY, AMY OF THEM HANTTS 

MAKE A COMHEHT? 

MH. DISSON: IF THEY DO, I'LL SHOOT THEM* 

MR. KELLIS: I THOUGHT MAYBE WE MIGHT DRIVE A 

WEDGE HERE OR SOMETHING. 

MR. BISSON~ MOW ABOUT IT? DOES ANYBODY WANT 

TO MAKE A FORMAL COMMENT? THIS IS YOUR ONE TIME CHANCE. 

At~oclated Reporting of Mohav¢ County 
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MR. EELLIS: HEMHY WAMTS YOU TO SIGH yOUR 

NAME TO A SHEET JUST BEFORE YOU DO IT, DLANH, THOUGH. 

(INFORMAL DISCUSSION OFF TEE RECORD.} 

MR. EELLIS: Now, WE'RE--WE'RE GOING TO CLOSE 

TEE COURT RECORDS HERE OR THE COURT REPORTER IS GOING TO 

CLOSE HER RECORDS--LET'S PUT IT THAT WAY--WITH THE FORMAL 

COMMENTS; AND WE'RE GOING TO HAVE SOME QUESTIONS AND ANSWER 

PERIOD. BUT THEY WON'T BE ON A FORMAL RECORD. 

NOW, DOES ANYONE ELSE HAVE A FO&MAL STATEMENT THAT 

THEY WANT TO GET INTO THE RECORD? 

JUST DE SURE AND SIGN YOUR NAME TO THE LIST THAT'S 

GOING AROUND AHD EVERYBODY THAT MADE A COMMENT EE SURE THAT 

JANICE GETS YOUR CORRECT NAME AND WHO YOU'RE REPRESENTING TO 

PUT INTO THE RECORD. 

WE'LL HAVE A FIVE-MINUTE RECESS AND YOU CAN GIVE 

HER THOSE HAMES. 

MR. EISSOM: BEFORE WE DO THAT, I WANT TO 

MAKE JUST ONE CLOSING REMARK. 

ME. HELLIS; GO AHEAD. 

ME. DISSOH: AGAIN, I WANT TO REITERATE THAT 

z SINCERELY APPRECIATE YOU TAKING THE TIME TO COME AND HAKE 

THESE STATEMENTS. 

WE'RE VERY CONCERNED ASOUT THE THINGS YOU'VE SAID. 

SOME OF TEE~ I HOPE WE CAN ADDRESS WMEH ME GET INTO THE 

COMMENT AND ANSWER PERIOD AND HATER ALLEVIATE SOME FEARS AND 
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MADE A MATTER OF RECORD. 

HR. RISSOM: YEAR. 

MR. KELLIS: WELL, WE'LL TAKE A FIVE-MINUTE 

BREAK THEM. 

MR. EISSGN: OKAY. 

[TME TARING OF TEE HEARING WAS CONCLUDED 

AT 9:46 F.M.) 
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8 CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER 

STATE OF ARIZONA I 
SS. t 

COUNTY OF MOHAVE) 

I, JANICE MINER, COURT REPORTER, DO HEREBY CERTIFY 

THAT i TOOK DOWN IN SHORTHAND (STENOTYPE) ALL OF THE 

PROCEEDINGS HAD IN THE BEFORE-ENTITLED MATTER AT THE TIME 

AND PLACE INDICATED, AND THAT THEREAFTER SAID SHORTHAND 

NOTES WERE TRANSCRIBED INTO TYPEWRITYNG AT AND UNDER MY 

DIRECTION AND SUPERVISION A~'D THE FOREGOING TRANSCRIPT 

CONSTITUTES A FULh, TRUE AND ACCURATE RFCORD OF THE 

PROCEEDINGS HAD. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I HAVE HEREUNTO AFFIXED MY 

HAND THIS 18TH DAY OF MARCH, 1991. 
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CHAPTE R V 

RESPONSES TO TRANSCRIPTS 

C-1 

C-2 

C-3 

C-4 

See response 29-3. 

The concerns expressed by the Cyprus Bagdad Copper 
Corporation and Byner Cattle Company in January 1990 
were incorporated into changes in the Burro Creek Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern boundary. The boundary 
was moved substantially away from existing and proposed 
future tailing piles o fthe Cyprus Bagdad copper mine. The 
revised area of critical environmental concern boundary 
was shown on maps in the draft Resource Management 
Plan published in November 1990. 

B LM technical data used in developing the alternatives are 
found in the Management Situation Analysis, filed in the 
Kingman Resource Area office and available for public 
review. The Management Situation Analysis incorporated 
applicable decisions from the management framework 
plans. The Management Situation Analysis is incorpo- 
rated into this document by reference on page 19. 

BLM Manual 1601.05C, 1620.01D and 1622.11AI re- 
quire delineation of important wildlife habitat. This is 
based on existing data in the Kingman Resource Area 
office files and outlined in the Management Situation 
Analysis. BLM Manual 1601.08E requires the use of 
available inventory data in preparing resource manage- 
ment plans. 

C-5 

C-6 

D-1 

The BLM is complying with specific provisions in the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 by making eligibility 
determinations. The BLM does not have the option of not 
making these determinations. 

Specific provisions in Section 202(C)(3) of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and Section 
5(d) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act require classifica- 
tion of an area for several unique values. BLM Manual 
1623.41A2d requires eligibility determinations and BLM 
Manual 1601.08C requires the BLM to give priority to 
identification, designation and protection of areas of criti- 
cal environmental concern. In the ease of a riparian area 
of critical environmental concern and a wild and scenic 
river, these values are compatible. The area of critical 
environmental concern management prescriptions include 
proposing to Congress that the riparian zone be withdrawn 
from mineral entry. The several unique values of each area 
will be addressed when site-specific management plans 
are completed. 

See response C-2. 
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Sandy Naughton 
Executive Vlce President 
Arizona Cattle growers' Association 
1401 N. 24th Street, Suite #4 
Phoenix, Arizona 85008 

March 22,  1991 

Dear Ms. Naughton: 

Thank you for your letter to Henri Bisson, Phoenix District Manager, 
concerning our Kinsman Resource Area draft Resource Management 
Plan/Envlronmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS). He has asked me to respond to 
your questions and the following information is in answer to them. We 
appreciate your willingness to participate in helping BLM to develop the best 
possible plan for managing the public lands in Mohave Colmty for the next 20 
years. 

The RMP summarizes the decisions in the Cerhat-Black and Hualapai/Aquarlus 
flnal grazing Envlronmental Impact Statements. This information is found in 
Appendix i, pages 155 through 158 of the draft RHP. Preference on each 
individual allotment, either active or suspended, is shown in the table on 
pages 155 and 156, along wlth information on allotment management plans, base 
property, management category (management priority in response to resource 
values), and forage availability (perennial versus ephemeral). Preference 
will only change in response to monitoring data obtained from utilizatlon and 
trend studies. This is standard BLM policy, and is outllned in the grazing 
HISs and the draft RHP/EISj with no changes. 

Mew AHPs will be written aeeordlng to a schedule to be included in the next 
updated Range Program Summary (RPS), to be published within a year. 
Construction of new range improvements wlll follow schedules built into new 
and existing Allotment Management Plans (AMP). The presence of Areas of 
Crltlcal Environmental Concern (ACre) within allotments will be an important 
factor in determining priorities for AMP development. Maintenance of existing 
range improvements wlll continue to be the responsibility of the party 
deriving the primary benefit from the improvement, in accordance with BLM 
p o l i c y .  

Actions needed to improve access would follow the decisions outlined on page 
59 and as shown in Appendix 24. The Bureau's intent is to pursue access 
acquisitions with the agreement of the private land owner. 

Rangeland management actions proposed for the Preferred Alternatlve, 
Alternatlve 2, are summarized on pages 20, 21, and 43 of the draft RMP° Other 
than being slte specific for the individual ACres, these proposed management 
actions are "business as usual", as outlined In the grazing EISs. 
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Specific Management Prescriptions for each ACEC proposed, are shown in 
Appendix 18. The proposed  management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  each ACEC arc  des igned  
to  p r o t e c t  and enhance  i m p o r t a n t  o r  un ique  va lues  such  as t he  Joshua t r e e  
forest, bighorn sheep, Hualapal Mexican vole, bald eagle, black-hawk~ desert 
tortoise, riparian areas, cultural and paleontologleal resources, and scenic 
values. The desired plant communltles we plan to reach through grazing 
m~nage~aent will be tied directly to these imlque values. Livestock are a very 
important component of the public lands and are an extremely important tool in 
h e l p i n g  us  t o  r e a c h  ACEC o b j e c t i v e s ,  s i n c e  v e g e t a t i v e  communit ies  can be 
improved through proper grazing practices. Most Management Prescriptions in 
the Preferred Alternative do not exclude livestock, exceptions are the 
Hualapal Mountain, Carrow-Stcphens, and Clay Hills ACECs. 

The following are the management prescriptions for each Acre, which apply to 
livestock grazing. You will note these prescriptions are in concert with the 
desired plant community objectives for range management, identified in the 
grazing EIS documents. 

Joshua Tree Forest - grand Wash Cliffs ACEC (see page 202) 

Includes allotments Diamond Bar A (0029) and Gold Basin (0037). 

Mgt. Presc. 16. Review current management to  assure livestock grazing is in 
accordance with goals and objectives of the ACEC. Develop desired plant 
community d e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  Joshua  t r e e  s i t e s  and i n c l u d e  t h e s e  i n  AMP 
o b j e c t i v e s  and d e s i g n  g r a z i n g  management t e c h n i q u e s  to  ach ieve  them. 

Black Mountains ACBC (see page 204) 

Includes allotments BIg Ranch A (0007), Black Mountain A (0010), Fort 
MacEwen A (0034), gedlondla (0036), Mud Springs (0056), Portland 
Springs (0051), Thnmb Butte (0068) I Big Ranch B (0081), and Fort 
MacEwen B (0082). 

Met, Presc. 12. Develop desired plant community descriptions for important 
bighorn sheep habitat and include these in AMP and I~ (Habitat Management 
Plan) obJectlves~ and design specific management actions to achieve them. 
Manage livestock grazing to prevent excess utilization. 

MEt. Presc. 13. Review the existing burro Herd Management Area Plan (HMAP) to 
ensure it conforms with goals and objectives of the ACEC. Keep burro numbers 
within 320 to 480. 

WriRht and Cottonwood Creeks RiDarlan and Cultural ACBC (see page 207) 

Includes allotments Crozier Canyon (0026), Hackberry (0042)~ Truxton 
Canyon A (0070), and Valentine (0072). 

MEt. P r e s c .  iB.  Manage l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g  to  ach ieve  g o a l s  and o b j e c t i v e s  of  
t he  ACEC. Develop d e s i r e d  p l a n t  comxaunlty d e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  t he  r i p a r i a n  zone 
and design grazlngmanagement objectives and grazing systems to achieve them. 

Cherokee Point Antelove Habitat ACEC (see page 207) 

Includes allotment Crozier Canyon (0026). 

MEt. Press. 8. Manage llvestoek grazing to achieve goals and objectives of 
the ACEC. Develop desired plant community descriptions and incorporate these 
into the AMP. Manage pronghorn antelope habitat at its optlm~ potentlal. 
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Hualaval Mountain Research Natural Area ACEC (see page 208) 

Includes allotments Borlana A (0011), Hualapal Peak (0047)j Hibernia 
Peak A (0050), La Cienega (0051), and Yellow Pine (0078). 

MEt. Presc. i0. Exclude livestock from occupied and historic vole habitat 
(2,114 acres). Note: Occupied sites are currently fenced to exclude 
grazing. C~rrant rangeland management goals are to restore all riparian 
areasj which includes historical vole habitats. 

Met. Presc. Ii. Review existing allotment management plans and incorporate 
objectives designed to protect and enhance watersheds surroundlnE the ACEC. 
Develop desired plant community descrlptlon~ and desi~specific management 
actions to achieve them. 

Whlte-Mar~Ined Penstemon Reserve ACEC (see page 209) 

Includes allotments Borlana A (0011), Happy Jack Wash (0043), and 
La Cienega (0051). 

MEt. Press. i0. Develop and implement a livestock management plan to achieve 
g o a l s  and o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h e  ACEC. Develop d e s i r e d  p l a n t  community 
descriptions and include these in the AMP. 

Carrow-SteDhens Ranches ACEC (see page 210) 

Includes allotments Big Sandy (0008) and Diamond Joe (0028). 

MEt. Press. 6. Fence the ACEC ~d remove it from consideration of public 
llvestock grazill 8 (i,i07 acres). Note: The permlttee is currently excluding 
livestock from the portion of the ACEC east of Hishway 93 in order to maintain 
the historical character of the ranch houses. This aetlon is voluntaryj 
because of their interest in protecting the area, and the permittee agrees 
with this management prescription. 

MeCraeken Desert Tortoise ACEC (see page 211) 

Includes allotments Artillery Range (0003), Batsman Springs (0006), and 
Chicken S p r i n g s  (0021). 

MEt. Press. I0. Develop and implement llvestochmanagement plans 
incorporating desired plant communlty descriptions to achieve goals and 
objectives of the ACEC on the following allotments: 

Chicken Spri~IgB 0021 
Batsman Springs 0006 
Artillery Range 0003 

MEt. Presc. 11. Manage llvestockgrazlng to ensure adequate and suitable 
perennial and ephemeral forage and cover for tortoises t~Lroughout the year, 
especially during the spring and late summer-fall. 

I i 
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Ngt .  P r e s c .  1S. Conduct t o r t o i s e  i n v e n t o r y ,  m o n i t o r  h a b i t a t  c o n d i t i o n ,  and 
a s s e s s  impac t s  o f  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g .  Make n e c e s s a r y  a d j u s t m e n t s  i n  l i v e s t o c k  
mushers  and g r a z i n g  s e a s on .  

Mote: These Mauagement P r e s c r i p t i o n s  a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  BLH p o l i c y  as 
o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  document - Dese r t  T o r t o i s e  H a b i t a t  Management on t h e  P u b l i c  
Lands :  A Rangewtde P l a n  and BIJ~ Ar izona  S t a t e  and Phoen ix  D i s t r i c t  I n s t r u c t i o n  
Memoranda. 

Poachle Desert Tortoise Habitat ACBC (see page 212) 

I n c l u d e s  a l l o t m e n t s  A r r a s t r a  Mountain (0002 ) ,  Black Mesa A (0009 ) ,  Burro  
Creek Ranch ( 0 0 1 4 ) ,  Greenwood Community (0030 ) ,  and Black  Mesa B (0110) .  

Mgt. P r e s c .  10.  Develop and implement  l i v e s t o c k  management p l a n s  
i n c o r p o r a t i n g  d e s i r e d  p l a n t  community d e s c r i p t i o n s  t o  a c h i e ve  g o a l s  and 
o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h e  ACEC on t h e  f o l l o w i n g  a l l o t m e n t s :  

Greenwood Community 0039 
Bur ro  Creek Ranch 0014 
Arrastra Mountain 0002 

Met. Presc. ii. Manage livestock grazing to ensure adequate and sultable 
perennial and ephemeral forage and cover f o r  tortoises throughout the year, 
especlally during the spring and late s~mer-fall. 

Mgt. Presc. 12. Conduct tortoise inventory, monitor habitat condition, and 
assess impacts of livestock grazing. Make necessary adjustments in livestock 
numbers and grazing season. 

Mote.- These Management Prescriptions are consistent with BLM policy as 
outlimed in the document - Desert Tortoise Habitat Management on the P~blle 
Lands: A Rangewide Plan and BLM Arizona State and Phoenix District Instruction 
Memoranda. .  

Aubrev Peck Bighorn Sheep Habitat A~ C (see page 213) 

Includes allotments Artillery Range (0003) and planet Ranch (Lake Havasu 
Resource Area). 

MEt. Press. 13. Develop desired plant communlty descriptions for blghor~ 
sheep habitat and include these in AMP and ~P objectives, and design 
management objectives to achieve them. Manage habitat at its optimum 
potential for bighorn sheep. 

Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural ACEC (see page 215) 

Include allotments Bagdad (0005), Black Mesa A (0009), Burro Crack 
(0013), Burro Creek Ranch (0014), Greenwood Community (0039), Greenwood 
Peak Community (0040)j and 7L Cattle Company (0111). 

MEt. Press. ii. Develop and implement livestock management plans 
incorporating desired plant conmnmlty descriptions to achieve goals and 
objectives o f  the ACEC on the following allotments: 

Bagdad 0005 
Greenwood Peak Community 0039 
Burro Creek Ranch 0014 
Artillery Range 0003 
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Mgt. Presc. 12. Review the existing burro m~AF to ensure it conforms with 
goals and objectives of the AcRe. Keep burro numbers within the limits set in 
t h e  HNAP. 

Clay Hills Research Natural Area ACEC (see page 216) 

Includes allotment Bagdad (0005). 

Mgt. Presc. 8. Continue to exclude grazing by livestock and burros. Rote: 
Much of the ACRe is currently fenced to exclude grazing by livestock. 
Mgt. Presc. 9. Monitor the effects of browsing by deer and modify fences if 
necessary. 

Three Rivers Riparian ACRe (see page 217) 

Includes allotments Alamo Crossing (0001), Artillery Range (0003), 
Chicken Springs (0021), DON (0031), Greenwood Co,unity (0039), Alamo 
(3001), Palmerlta (3063), Primrose (3069), Santa Maria Co~inlity (3074), 
Santa Maria Ranch (5046). 

Mgt. Presc. 13. Manage livestock and burro grazing to achieve goals and 
objectives of the Acre. Develop desired plant community descriptions and 
incorporate these into AHPs and I~Ps. 

Desired Plant Conenunitv (DPC) 

I belleve it would be helpful for me to explaln and define the Desired Plant 
Community (DPC) concept. 

The Bureau of Land Management conducts ecological slte inventories to identify 
ecological sites and the ecological status of the plant COmmunities occurring 
on them. A particular ecological slte may support several unique communities 
(seral communities), which may be relatively similar, or entirely dissimilar 
from the potentlal natural eomunlty (PNC)2 or climax stage of plant community 
development. At the same time, two seral communities in "early" or "mid" 
seral status may be as dlsslmilar to each other as they are to the PNC. Most 
importantly, these seral plant commmlltles often differ markedly in their 
relative value for providing cover, habitat, forage, or other desired 
"products" identified in the land use plan. 

The concept of "desired plant communities" takes the "potential natural 
community", or climax seral stage of Ecological Site, one step further. BLM 
recognizes it may not always be feasible, or desirable, to manage for a climax 
seral stage, in order to achieve livestock or other resource management 
o b j e c t i v e s .  

BLMdeflnes "desired plant community" as - 

A plant eon~nunlty which produces the kind, proportlonj and amount of 
vegetation necessary for meeting or exceeding the land use plan goals and 
activity plan objectives established for the site. The DPC becomes the 
vegetation management objective for the site and must be consistent with 
the site's capability to produce the desired vegetation through 
management, land treatmentj or a combination of the two. 
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The RMP calls for a reexamination of perennial - ephemeral allotments, to 

identify areas producing too small a volume of perennial forage to carry 
llvestock throughout the year. Areas primarily producing ephemeral forage 
will be designated as ephemeral rangeland, to protect the small population of 
peremllal plants, dependent wildllfe, and soil-watershed values. 
Classlfleatlon of ephemeral rangelands will be accomplished by collectlng 
Ecological Site Inventory data, utillzatlon and trend data through monitoring 
studies, and evaluating current grazing practices. All data will be analyzed 
and the results used to classify rangelands, as mandated in regulations 
defined in the ,,Ephemeral Rule." Season of use, livestock preference, and 
pasture rotation may be affected on some allotments. 

We will continue to work closely with the individual permlttees, the Kingman 
Grazing Advisory Board, Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.B. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and interested environmental groups to prepare new ANPs and 
update existing AMPs. 

I hope this information will help you in preparing your specific comments on 
the Kingman draft P~4P. If you have any further questions please contact me, 
or Gordon Bentley, at (602) 757-3161. 

Since re ly~  

/S/ELAINE E ~RQUIS 
E l a i n e  F. Marquis  
Area Manager 

CO; 
Henr i  B i s son  
Hen NcKe~Tno l d s  
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March 26, 1991 

James L. Nelson 
Secretary-Treasurer 
grapevine Springs Ranch, inc. 
P.O. Box 1016 
Wlckenburg, Arizona 85358 

Dear Mr. Nelson: 

We have received your comments on our Kingman Resource Area draft Resource 
Management Plan/Envlronmental Impact Statement (RMP/BIS). Thank you for 
participating in this public document and for your interest in making it the 
best possible plan for managing the public lands in this resource area for the 
next 20 years. 

The proposed decision in the draft RMP/EIS which deals with acquiring private 
lands along the Santa Maria River is a management prescription in the proposed 
Three Rivers Riparian Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), as shown 
on page 217. Managment Prescription number 8, states, "Acquire 14,496 acres 
of private and 3,655 acres of State (surface and subsurface) and close to 
mineral entry." All proposed actions in the Resource Management Plan are 
analyzed to determine their impacts on the natural environment of public 
lands, through the Environmental Impact Statement process. The RMP sets forth 
general guidelines for the management of public lands for twenty years in the 
future. Plans for specific actions for each resource will then be developed 
in activity plans. 

This is only a proposed action and does not represent in any way a taking of 
private property. If the decisions outlined in the draft RMP become the plan 
for management of public lands in the resource area, nothing would be done 
without the desire and consent of private land owners. We recognize your 
rights as a land owner. However, exchange of private and public lands cannot 
occur in the future, even if both parties desire such an aetlon, if it has not 
been analyzed in an environmental document and made a part of a resource 
management plan. 

Another management prescription which would affect your livestock grazing 
operation is Management Prescription number 13, "Manage livestock and burro 
grazing to achieve goals and ob~ectlves of the ACEC. Develop desired plant 
community descriptions and incorporate these into AHPs (Allotment Management 
Plans) and (Herd Management Area Plans, for wild horses and burros) HMAPs.' 
Development of AMPs and }~APs for livestock and wild horse and burro 
management alone the Santa Maria River is a standard BLM process, which was 
discussed in our two existing grazing EISs. Decisions in the EISs are being 
brought forward and made current In the RMP. 

p a g e  2 

The p r e s e n c e  o f  ACECs w i t h i n  a n  a l l o t m e n t  will b e  a n  i m p o r t a n t  f a c t o r  i n  
d e t e r m i n i n g  p r i o r i t i e s  f o r  AMP d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  new r a n g e  i m p r o v e m e n t s .  
C o n s t r u c t i o n  Of  n e w  r a ~ e  i m p r o v e m e n t s  w i l l  f o l l o w  s c h e d u l e s  b u i l t  i n t o  new 
a n d  e x i s t i n g  AMPs. M a i n t e n a n c e  o f  e x i s t i n g  r a n g e  i m p r o v e m e n t s  w i l l  c o n t i n u e  
to b e  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  p a r t y  d e r i v i n g  t h e  p r i m a r y  b e n e f i t  f r o m  t h e  
improvement, I~ accordance with BLM policy. 

The proposed management prescriptions for the Three Rivers ACRe are designed 
tO p r o t e c t  add  e n h a n c e  i m p o r t a n t  o r  u n i q u e  v a l u e s  s u c h  a s  t h e  b a l d  e a g l e ,  
r i p a r i a n  r e s o u r c e s ,  a n d  s e e D / e  v a l u e s .  The  d e s i r e d  p l a n t  c o m m u n i t i e s  we p l a n  
t o  r e a c h  t h r o u g h  g r a z i n g  m a n a g e m e n t  w i l l  b e  t i e d  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e s e  u n i q u e  
v a l u e s .  L i v e s t o c k  a r e  a v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  c o m p o n e n t  o f  t h e  p u b l i c  l a n d s  and  a r e  
a n  e x t r e m e l y  i m p o r t a n t  t o o l  i n  h e l p i D E  u s  t o  r e a c h  ACEC o b j e c t i v e s ,  s i n c e  
v e g e t a t i v e  c o m m L m i t i e s  e a ~  b e  i m p r o v e d  t h r o u g h  p r o p e r  g r a z t ~ 8  p r a c t i c e s .  

I b e l i e v e  i t  w o u l d  b e  h e l p f u l  f o r  me t o  e x p l a i n  a n d  d e f i n e  t h e  D e s i r e d  P l a n t  
Communi ty  (DPC) c o n c e p t .  

The B u r e a u  o f  L a n d  M a n a g e m e n t  c o n d u c t s  e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  i n v a n t o r l e s  t o  i d e n t i f y  
ecological sites and the ecological status of the plant co~munltles oceurrln8 
on them. A particular ecological site may support several unique coE~mmltles 
(stEal co~aunltles), which may be relatlvely similar, or entirely dlsslmllar 
from the potential natural community (PNC), or climax stage of plant community 
d e v e l o p m e n t .  A t  t h e  same t i m e ,  two  s e r a l  c o m u n t t l e s  i n  " e a r l y , ,  o r  " m i d "  
s e r a l  s t a t u s  may  b e  a s  d i s s i m i l a r  t o  e a c h  o t h e r  a s  t h e y  a r e  t o  t h e  PNC. Most  
i m p o r t a n t l y ,  t h e s e  s e r a l  p l a n t  c o ~ u n i t i e s  o f t e n  d i f f e r  m a r k e d l y  i n  t h e i r  
r e l a t i v e  v a l u e  f o r  p r o v i d i n g  c o v e r ,  h a b i t a t ,  f o r a g e ,  o r  o t h e r  d e s i r e d  
" p r o d u c t s "  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  l a n d  u s e  p l a n .  

The concept of "desired plant co~unltles" takes the "potential natural 
community", or climax seral stage of Ecological Site, one step further. BLM 
recognizes it may not always be feasible, or deslrable, to manage for a climax 
seral stage, in order to achieve livestock or other resource management 
objectives. 

BLMdeflnes "desired plant community" as - 

A plant con~nunlty which produces the kind, proportion, and amount of 
vegetation necessary for meetlng or exeeedlnE the land use plan goals and 
activity plan objectives establlshed for the site. The DPC becomes the 
vegetation management objective for the site and must be consistent with 
the site's capabillty to produce the desired vegecatlon through 
management I land treatment, or a combination of the two. 

We will continue to collect Ecological Site Inventory data and data from 
utilization and trend monltorlnE studies, to evaluate the effectiveness of 
current grazIDE practices and to propose changes for the future. Season of 
use, livestock preference~ and pasture rotation may be affected on some 
allotments. Again, this is standard BLM policy, and is outlined in the 
grazing EISs and the draft RMP/BIS, with no changes. 
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Your  com~en t  l e t t e r  w i l l  b e  p u b l i s h e d j  a l o n g  w i t h  a l l  l e t t e r s  r e c e i v e d ,  i n  t h e  
p r o p o s e d  R e s o u r c e  Managemen t  P l a n  and  f i n a l  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t .  

A f t e r  t h e  comment  p e r i o d  e n d s  o n  A p r i l  13 ,  1 9 9 1 ,  we w i l l  a n a l y z e  a l l  
c o m m e n t s .  T h o s e  comments  w h i c h  p r o v i d e  new  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  o r  a d d r e s s  t h e  
a d e q u a c y  o f  t h e  RMP/EIS o r  t h e  m e r i t s  o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s ~  o r  b o t h ,  w i l l  b e  
i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  t h e  p r o p o s e d  R e s o u r c e  Managemen t  P l a n  a n d  f i n a l  
Environmental Impact Statement. We hope to have this second document 
completed by late summer. 

You will receive a copy of the document when it has been printed and is ready 
for distribution to the public. 

We went to eontlnue to work elosely wlth you and all the other individual 
permlttees, the KillgmanGrazlng AdvlsoryBoardj Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, U.S. Fish and Wildllfe Servlee, and interested envlro~ental 
groups to properly manage all uses, including livestock grazing, on the publle 
rangelands in the KingmanResource Area. 

I hope this information will help you if you desire to make further eoments 
on the Kingman draft RMP. If you have any further questions please contact 
me,  o r  a n y  o f  o u r  r a n g e  c o n s e r v a t i o n i s t s ,  o r  G o r d o n  B e n t l e y j  RMP Team L e a d e r ,  
at (602) 757-3161o Agatnp t h a n k  y o u  f o r  y o u r  h e l p  a n d  i n t e r e s t .  

Slneerely, 

E l a l n e  F .  M a r q u i s  
A r e a  M a n a g e r  
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Dan Pearson 
Senior Co-chairman 
The Desert Tortoise Council 
5319 Cerritos Avenue 
Long Beach, Californla 90805 

April l,lggl 

Dear Mr. Pearson: 

Thank you for your letter concerning our Kinsman Resource Area draft Resource 
Management Plan/Envlronmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS). We appreciate your 
willingness to participate in helping BLM to develop the best possible plan 
for managing the public l~ds in Hohave County for the next 20 years. 

The followin S information is in response to your specific comments and 
questions. 

Answers to Comment in First ParaRrap~ 

All Areas of Crltinal Envlronmental Concern (ACES), proposed for desert 
tortoise habitat in the KinSman P/4P, contain lands classified as Category I 
desert tortoise habitat~ except for the Western Bajada ACRe. The criterion 
for Category I classification includes the existence of a habitat area 
essential to the maintenance of large~ viable populations of desert tortoises, 
and areas where BLM can effectively resolve conflicts. Based on the best 
available information, the ACECs proposed in the EMP, meet these 
erlterla...they do support ~lable populations. The ACECs are often adjacent 
to other tortoise habitats classlfled in a lower category, due to lower 
tortoise densities and/or a reduced capability to resolve conflicts, usually 
due to scattered land ownership patterns. 

We have received criticism that we have tried to include too much of the 
tortoise habitat in our resource area within ACECs. We feel this criticism is 
not valid. We have attempted to only include the most productive tortoise 
habitat, where BLM has a high percentage of management authority. On the 
other hand, we have not left tortoise habitat outside of ACECs wltho~t 
protection. Livestock grazing and other rallgeland uses on Category II and liI 
habitat will be managed under specific guidelines outlined in the "Desert 
Tortoise Habitat Management on the Public Lands: A Rangewide Plan", which we 
are using as a guide when making management decisions on proposed activities 
in tortoise habitat. 
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Answers to Comment for Pa~e 47 (Wildlife Corrldors~ 

A map sbowlng the location and width of wildlife corridors will be incl~ded in 
the proposed Plan and final HIS. We do not know where tortoises traditionally 
migrated before their habitats were fragmented by roads, powerllnes, 
residential developments, and towns. What we have attempted to do in the RMP 
is to promote wildlife movement corridors connectln E major mountain ranges. 
Corridors were proposed based on topography, land statusp and known movement 
routes for big and small game (animals with exlstln8 data). Move/ae~t corridor 
width ranged from one to four miles based on the same factors, with amount of 
public land being one of the most limiting factors. 

Answers to Cogent for PaRe 50 (Candidate SDecles) 

Proposed aetloIIs under this P/4P focused on federally listed threatened and 
endangered plants and a~imals. Actions involving candidate speeles were less 
intenslve~ except for species of particular concern, as Ide/Itlfled by the 
general public, and BLM resource management specialists. Two plant species 
and the desert tortoise were the only candidate species identified as issues 
f o r  this RMP. 

Answers to Comment for Pa~e 51 (Blaek Mo~ntaln8 ACES) 

The Black Mountalns were proposed as an ACHC because of the eXtent and quality 
of habitat for ome of Arizona's premier herds of desert bighorn sheep and rare 
and t~llque cultural resources. According to the best available imformatlon 
and the experlenee of our wildlife biologists, this ACEC provides only 
marginal habitat for desert tortoise. Much of the Black Mo%~ltalns ACES, as 
well as the surrounding areap is non-habltat or classified as Category Ill 
tortoise habitat. Most of the southern portlon of the orlglnal proposed ACES 
is now in wilderness, and only the Eastern BaJada area is classified as 
CatesorY I habitat, whlchwill be well protected by wilderness deslgnatlon. 

Answers to Comment for Pa~e 52 (Western Ba~ada) 

We agree the Management Prescriptions in the Western BaJada ACES are adequate 
to protect desert tortoise in this area. The area is used only llghtly or not 
at all by burros. However, we are considering dropping this ACES in the 
proposed plan and final EIS. Addltlonal inventory data collected last summer 
was more extensive than in the past and resulted in fewer animals and sign. 
This data caused us to reclassify this area as category lY desert tortoise 
habitat. Again, we believe we can adequately protect the habitat in this area 
through our normal management procedures. The area is not wlthina grazing 
allotment and has not been grazed for many years. Two sections along the 
MoJave Trail-Beale Road would be designated as a cultural resources ACES. 

Answers to Comment for PaRe 53 (Whlte-Mar~ined Penste~ 

Because of the checkerboard l&~d status in Dutch Flat, the area is classified 
as Category II and III habitat. If we had more significant management control 
and thereby the ability to resolve conflicts, some of the area might have been 
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classifled as Category I. We have designated an expanded area to the west for 
disposal~ using the scattered public land in the disposal area as land 
suitable for exchange for important tortoise habitat on private land in the 
Category II area. Once these lands become well-blocked public ownership, they 
can be reclassified as Category I habitat and possibly considered for ACES 
status. Until this time, we will manage the Category II habitat according to 
Bureau procedures outlined in the tortoise rangewide plan. This area provides 
the best habitat in the entire resource area for the unique whlte-margined 
pensteJ~on and this is why it was considered for ACES designation. 

The Eastern BaJada was originally proposed as an ACES by BLMwildlife 
biologists, but managers felt very confident the Warm Springs Wilderness Study 
Area would be designated wilderness by Congress. Most of the desert tortoise 
habitat now lles within wilderness. ACES designatlon was dropped with the 
understanding the proposed ACEC goals, objectives and management prescriptions 
would he incorporated into the Wilderness Management Plans. 

Answers to Comment for Pa~e 54 (McCracken ACEC) 

0HV use has not been documented as a problem in the MeCraeken Mountains 
because of the rugged, steep topography. Within the ACES very few of the 
washes are navigable. Also, desert tortoise do not make significant use of 
the washes in areas where boulders are a significant feature of the 
environment. The Sonoran population of the desert tortoise is much more 
dependent on boulder-strewn hillsides and knolls than the Mohave desert 
populatlon. They are not principally inhabltlng wash ecosystelas as in the 
Mohave. There is no evidence of 0HV destruction of habitat or tortoises in 

washes anywhere in the resource area. 

Answers to Coment for Poachle ACES 

We are considering dropping the proposed closure of washes in the Poachie ACES 
for the reasons given above. We agree that Mining Plans of Operation and 
mandatory bonding is important for the protection and mitigation of impacts on 
desert tortoise habitat for all ACECs. 

Answers to Comment for Aubrev Peak ACES 

The Aubrey peak area has not been determined to be -signlfleallt" tortoise 
habitat . The only evidence of tortoise in the Aubrey Peak area is one seat 
and one carcass reported by BLM and Arizona Game and Fish Department 
biologists. Transects conducted by BLM tortoise biologists have resulted in 

no tortoise sign. 

Answers to Co~uent for Pa~e 78 (Closure to Livestock) 

We see no need to close ACECs to llvestoek grazing at this time. Existing 
research literature does not support damage to desert tortoise habitat when 
livestock are managed properly. It would be legally impossible for us to 
restrict livestock completely from desert tortoise habitat without sufficient 
research evidence that moderate grazing is harmful. On the other hand, we 
have the laws, regulations, and policy necessary to properly manage livestock 
grazing in desert tortoise habitat. We also have a large volume of research 
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and practical application data which points to livestock and wildlife being 
compatible on rangelands, as long as grazing occurs properly~ aecordillg to 
established rules of good grazing principles. Our challenge is to continue to 
collect scientific data needed to make solmd manageJ~ent decisions, and to 
graze arid rangelands moderately, even during years of exceptional rainfall. 

DisDosal of "Coverslte" Boulders 

Both the McCracken and Poachie ACBCs are closed to mineral material 
disposals. Thls includes a closure to removal of boulders, as well as sand 

and gravel~ and clay. 

Answers to Comment for Pa~e 87 (Factors Tri~Rerln~ Review of Management Aetlons 

We agree that downward population trends, increases in mortality, and 
r e d u c t i o n s  i n  fo r age  ( i . e . ,  d r o u g h t ,  o v e r g r a z i n g ,  e t c . )  shou ld  t r i g g e r  a 
review of management actions in desert tortoise habitat. This wording can be 
incorporated into the proposed plan and final EIS. 

Answers to Comment for PaRe 128 (Imvacts From Mineral Development) 

We will change the wording on page 128, under "IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS 
SPECIES-from Mineral Development" to include animal species in the last 
sentences of paragraphs i and 2. The sentence would read, "Review and 
possible modiflcation...causlng a plant or anlmal species to be llsted ..." 

We agree that mineral development would have long-term cumulative impacts on 
desert tortoise habitat~ but this would occur on very small areas and impacts 
could be mitigated. This wording can he added to page 128. 

Answers to Comment for PaRe 137 (Alternative 1 Versus Alternative 27 

We do not agree that impacts of mineral development on wlldllfe under 
Alternative 2 are "Slightly less" than under Alternative 1. We believe HP0s 
and mandatory bonding will allow us to mitigate impacts to wlldlife and result 
in significantly less cumulative impacts. We have not singled out any one 
species in this analysis, but have implied this is true for all wildllfe 

species. 

Answers to Comment for Last ParaRravh 

The RHP is designed to provide general guidance and direction to management, 
there is not sufficient room in one volume to satisfy the needs of all 
resources for specific guidance. Specific guidance is provided by activity 
plans, which adhere to the guidance given in an RMP. The state~aents on page 
34, ,,Desert Tortoise:" follow the desert tortoise rangewide plan and Arizona 
State and Phoenix District guidance in Instruction Memoranda. These 
statements provide adequate guidance to the Area Manager to prepare resource 
activity plans (e.g., AMPs, burro Herd Management Area plans (HHAP), and 
recreation plans), which include protection Of desert tortoise habitat. 
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~e want to continue to work £1o~ely wlthycm and other interested 
envlronmental groups, individual permlttees~ the Kingman Grazing Advisory 
Board~ Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.So Fish and Wildllfe Servlce~ a~d 
tecreation groups to properly manage all uses, Includln~ livestock grazing, on 
the publle rangeiands Ln the Kingman Resource Area. 

I hope thls information will help you better tmderstand the P2~ developme~t 
process and the actions w e  are proposing for the protection of desert tortoise 
~abltat° If you have any fu~the2 questions please contact me~ or any of our 
range eonservatlonlsts~ or Gordon Bentley, RMP Team Leader, at (602) 757-3161. 

Sincerely, 

/S/ELAINE E I~IQUI$ 
Elalne F. Marq~le 
Area Manager 
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Lois J. Hubbard 
Supervisor, District 4 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors 
Hohave County 
P.O. Box 390 
Kingmsn, Arizona 86402 

March 25, 1991 

Dear Ms. Hubbard: 

Thank you for your letter expressing concern for the Kingman Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) and continued livestock grazing as an important ~se 
on public lands. I would llke to take this opportunity to state that I am 
also co~mitted to doing all I can, as a public land manager, to ensure the 
continuation of livestock grazing on allotments within the resource area. 

Grazing was not identified by any person or group as an issue, during the 
publlc scoping process, at the beginning of the development of the Kingman 
p~. Livestock grazing has been identified as impacting other resources 
and uses and, therefore, has been discussed in the P~. Council on 
Envlronmental Quallty (CEQ) regulatlons and ELM planning manual procedures 
do not allow us to cover subjects in a proposed Plan and final 
Environmental Impact Statement, which were not discussed In the draft 

P~/EIS. 

Through the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976, as 
amended, Congress has directed the Secretary of the Interior to: 

* promptly develop plans and regulations for the protection of Areas of 
Crltlcal Environmental Concern (ACEC), see Section 102(a)(11); 

* g i v e  priority to ACECs in developing and maintaining inventories o f  the 
public land, see Section 201(a); 

* 81ve priority to the designation and protection of ACECs in developing 
and revising land use plans, see Section 202(c)(3). 

The Bureau of Land Management has incorporated the AGEC regulations in its 
plaD111ng regulations. These regulatlons require that "...areas having 
potential for ... ACES designation and protection management shall be 
identified and considered throughout the resource management plannlng (RMP) 
process...", see 43 CFE 1610.7-2. The ELM's intent is not to identify and 
designate all areas that have special values, but to focus on those requiring 
special management attention. 
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The Arizona Natural Areas Protection Act of 1986 states "It is, therefore, the 
p u b l i c  p o l i c y  o f  t h e  S t a t e  o f  A r i z o n a  t o  s e c u r e  f o r  t h e  p e o p l e  o f  p r e s e n t  and 
f u t u r e  g e n e r a t i o n s  t h e  b e n e f i t  o f  a n  e n d u r i n g  r e s o u r c e  of  n a t u r a l  a r e a s  by  
establishing a system of natural area preserves, and to provide for the 
protection of these natural areas." The Governor set up the Riparian Habitat 
Task Force2 Executive Order 89-16, to begin complying with provisions of the 
Act and begin a Natural Areas Study. The Department of the Interior has four 
bureau's in the core group of the Natural Areas Study, including the Eurea~ of 
Land Management (ELM). Some of the recolanendations made by the StUdy are: 

* Additional state statutes including protective pollcles and mechanisms 
for the protection of streams, wetlands, and riparian systems, threatened 
fish and wildlife speeles and their critlcal habitats, and endangered 
plant species are urgently needed. 

* Natural areas represent ecological systems that include soil, rocks, 
minerals, waterp air, plantsj animals, and human influences. A more 
hollstic educational approach including all aspects of the environment 
should be implemented, reaching all segments of the public. 

The Department of the Interior fully supports the goals of the Arizona Natural 
Areas Program as stated in the 1989 Arizona Statewlde Comprahenslve Outdoor 

Recreation Plan. 

The Arizona Riparian Council has stated that Arizona has lost a significant 
percentage of its original riparian areas and remaining areas are in only fair 
to poor condition. Protection of riparian areas is extremely important in a 
state where arid and semi-arld climatic conditions cause streams and wetlands 
to he Jewels in the desert. An extremely high percentage of wildlife 
indlglnous to the desert, or using the desert in the winter, or as a stop on a 
seasonal flyway, rely heavily upon the water, cover, and forage produced by 

r i p a r i a n  a r e a s .  

BLM h a s  b e e n  s e v e r e l y  c r l t c i z e d  b y  t h e  G e n e r a l  A c c o u n t i n g  O f f i c e  (GAO) f o r  
their lack of dynamic leadership in managing riparian areas on public lands, 
(Public Rangelands - Some Riparian Areas Restored, But Widespread Improvement 

Will Be Slow GA0/RCED-88-105). 

In 1988, Charles H. Callison, Director of the Public Lands Institute of the 
Natural Resources Defense Council (RRDC) stated, ,,There are ... many areas of 
exceptional scenic beauty, or having life-sustalnlng springs and riparian 
zones, or holding archaeological or botanic treasures in the arid lands of 
Arizona ... Yet not a single ACEC has been desisnated within the 12.2 million 
acres of BLM lands in Arizona, ..." 

The Bureau of Land Management desisnates ACECs only through its resource 
management planning process. To he considered in an RHP, a potential ACEC 
must first pass a screenlngproeessbymeetlngspeeiflc criteria of being both 
relevant and important. Thls is a public participation process. 
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The following are the objectives of Areas of Critical Envlro~ental Concern 
outlined in DLN Manual 1613.02: 

* "ACEC designation highlights areas where special management attention 
is needed to protect, ~d prevent irreparable damage to, important 
historic, cultural, and scenic values, fish, or wildlife resources or 
other natural systems or processes; or to protect human llfe and safety 
from natural hazards°'*; 

* '*Designation may also support a funding priority." 

* "..o indicates to the public that the DLM recognizes that an area has 
sie~Iflcant values and has established special management measures to 
protect those values."; 

* "... serves as a reminder that significant value(s) or resource(s) 
ex/st which must be accommodated when future management actions and land 
use proposals are considered near or within an ACEC°- and; 

BI~ Manual 1613.IIA3 states, "A natural process or system (includes) 
endangered, s e n s i t i v e ,  or  t h r e a t e n e d  p l a n t  s p e c i e s ;  r a r e ,  endemic, or r e l i c  
p l a n t s  or p l a n t  e o ~ u n i t i e s  which a re  t e r r e s t r i a l  t aqua t i c l  or r i p a r i a n ;  or 
rare geological features." 

Protection of ACres is accomplished by special management ~prescrIptlons which, 
"... would not be necessary ~d prescribed if the erltlcal and important 
features were not present .... Management pres~rlptlons providing special 
management attention should include more detail than prescriptions for other 
areas and should establish priority for implementation." (ELM Manual 1513.12) 

"ACECs may be designated within wilderness areas." However, "ACre designation 
shall not be used as a substltute for a wilderness ~ultabillty 
recommentatlon." An ACEC should be able to stand on its own relevance and 
importance. (DLM Manual 1613.33D) 

The Joshua Tree Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs AcRe was proposed by the Phoenix 
District Advisory Council  (multiple use  council), a citizens group in 
Meadvlew, and ELM biologists, and is supported by the Matlonal Park Service - 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area. In 1957, the area was designated as a 
National Matural Landmark by the Secretary of the Inerlor. The area contains 
the most outstanding exemples of the Joshua tree co~unlty. 

The Black Mountains ACEC contains outstanding habitat for one of Arizona's 
premier herds of desert bighorn sheep ~nd extremely rare and important 
cultural resources. As human activities increase at a tremendous rate, 
suitable habitat of adequate size for blghorn sheep is becoming very scarce. 
This ACED is supported by the Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society, Arizona 
Game and Fish Department, The Desert Tortoise Council, and The Arizona Mature 
Conservancy. 

The McCraeken and Poathle ACres for desert tortoise have been proposed by The 
Arizona Mature Conservancy and the Desert Tortoise Council. These areas are 
classified as category I desert tortoise habitat. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Servlce is currently analyzing whether the desert tortoise in Arizona should 
be listed as threatened or endangered. ELM managers are developing plans to 
manage desert tortoise habitat to reduce the need for listing. 
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The proposed ACECs on Wright Creak, Cottonwood Creek, Burro Creak, Big Sandy 
Rive r ,  San ta  Maria  River ,  and B i l l  Will iams River have been proposed by The 
Axlzona Mature Conservancy and the  U.S, F i sh  and Wildllfa Serv ice  a~d are  
suppor ted  by the  Maricopa ~ d  P r e s c o t t  Audubon s o c i e t i e s  and the  gene ra l  
public. These areas contain rare and unique riparian areas, rare cultural 
resources, such threatened and endangered or state llsted Species as the bald 
eagle and black-hawk, and unique scenic values. 

Y4~an Resource Area personnel recognize the importance of livestock grazing 
i ~  t h e s e  Acres .  S p e c i f i c  management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  i n  each ACEC provide for  
cont inued g r a z i n g  thzough s p e c i f i c  g raz ing  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  now e x i s t t J l g ,  or to  
b e  developed i n  f u t u r e  Al lo tment  Management Plans° We a re  CoEmttted to  
h e l p i n ~  i n  every way p o s s i b l e  to  ensure g raz ing  ope ra t i ons  can cont inue .  We 
a re  a l s o  committed to  p r o t e c t i o n  of n a t u r a l  r e sou rces .  

In the past several weeks I and my staff have met with Kingman and Bullhead 
City and Mohave Dotty personnel, Council members from the four Indian Tribes 
su~roundlng public lands in our resource area, Matlonal Park Service 
personne l ,  t he  Cyprus Bagdad Copper Company, Byner C a t t l e  Company, Kt"Em-, 
Resource Area Crazing Advisory Board, Mohave L ives tock  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  and mining 
i n d u s t r y  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  working in  Nohave County. 

We have d i s c u s s e d  the  RMP i n  d e t a i l  and through coopera t ion  wich a l l  
i n t e r e s t e d  p a r t i e s ,  we have been ab le  to solve a number of  communication 
prob!ems and c l a r i f y  confusing language in  the  RMP. We w i l l  cont inue  to  seek 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  tO work wi th  u se r  groups and the gene ra l  p u b l i c :  We have 
scheduled mee t tn s s  in  the  nea r  fu tu re  w i th  Cyprus Bagdad Copper Company, B~ner 
C a t t l e  Company, s e v e r a l  members of  the Grazing Advisory Board, and the  Mohave 
L i v e s t o c k  A s s o c i a t i o n  to  d i s cus s  changes in  the  P~Pj as we inco rpo ra t e  the  
comments we have r ece ived .  

We appreelate the help we have received from the public to improve our 
Resource Management Plan. AEaln, we appreciate your interest in improving 
management on the public lands in Mohave CoUnty. If you have further 
questions, or would llke to discuss this further, please give me a call at 
757-3161. 

Since re ly ,  

Elaine F. Marquis 
Area Manager 
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Cecil H. Miller, Jr., President 
Arizona Farm Bureau Federation 
3401 g. Elwood Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85040-1625 

March 22,1991 

Dear Mr. M i l l e r !  

Thank you f o r  your  l e t t e r  to  Henr i  B i s son ,  Phoen ix  D i s t r i c t  Manager,  
c o n c e r n i n g  our  Klngman Resource Area d r a f t  Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS). He has asked me to respond to 
your questions and the following information is in answer to them. We 
appreciate your willingness to participate in helping DLM to develop the best 
possible plan for managing the public lands in Mohave County for the next 20 
years. 

The RMP summarizes the decisions in the Cerbat-Dlack and Hualapai/Aquarlus 
final grazing Environmental Impact Statements. This info~atlon is foluld in 
Appendix 1, pages 155 through 158 of the draft RMP. Preference on each 
individual allotment, either active or suspended, is shown in the table on 
pages 155 and 156, along with information on allotment management plans, base 
property, management category (management priority in response to resource 
values), and forage availability (perennial versus ephemeral). Preference 
wlll only change in response to monitoring data obtained from utilization and 
trend studies. This is stalldard BLM policy, and is outlined in the grazing 
EISs and the draft P~IP/BIS, with no changes. 

New AMPs will be written according to a schedule to be included in the next 
updated Range Program Summary (RPS), to be published within a year. 
Construction of new range improvements wlll follow schedules built into new 
and existing Allotment Management Plans (AMP). The presence of Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) within allotments will be an important 
factor in determining priorities for AMP development. Maintenance of existing 
range improvements will continue to be the responsibility of the party 
deriving the primary benefit from the improvement, in accordance with BLM 
pollcy. 

Actions needed to improve access would follow the decisions outlined on page 
59 and as shown in Appendix 24. The Bureau's intent is to pursue access 
acquisitions with the agreement of the private land owner. 

Rangeland management actions proposed for the Preferred Alternative, 
Alternative 2, are summarized on pages 20, 21, and 43 of the draft RMP. Other 
than being site specific for the Indlvldual ACECs, these proposed management 
actions are "business as usual", as outlined in the grazing EISs. 
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S p e c i f i c  Management P r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  each AGEC proposed ,  a r e  shown i n  
Appendix I g .  The proposed management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  each ACEC a r e  d e s i g n e d  
to  p r o t e c t  and enhance i m p o r t a n t  or  ml lque va lues  such  as t h e  Joshua  t r e e  
f o r e s t ,  b i g h o r n  sheep ,  Hualapa l  Mexican v o l e ,  b a l d  e a g l e ,  b l ack-hawk,  d e s e r t  
t o r t o i s e ,  r i p a r i a n  a r e a s ,  c u l t u r a l  and p a l e o n t o l o g i c a l  r e s o u r c e s ,  and s c e n i c  
v a l u e s .  The d e s i r e d  p l a n t  eo~mt~ll t les  we p l a n  to  r e a c h  t h r o u g h  g r a z i n g  
management w i l l  be t l e d  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e s e  lmlque v a l u e s .  L i v e s t o c k  a r e  a ve ry  
i m p o r t a n t  component o f  t he  p u b l i c  l ands  and a r e  an e x t r e m e l y  i m p o r t a n t  t o o l  i n  
h e l p i n g  us t o  r e a c h  ACEC o b j e c t i v e s ,  s i n c e  v e g e t a t i v e  communlt les  can be 
improved t h r o u g h  p rope r  g r a z i n g  p r a c t i c e s .  Most Management P r e s c r i p t i o n s  i n  
t h e  P r e f e r r e d  A l t e r n a t i v e  do no t  exc lude  l i v e s t o c k ,  e x c e p t i o n s  a r e  t he  
H u a l a p a i  Mounta in ,  Car row-Stephens ,  and Clay H i l l s  ACECs. 

The following are the management prescriptions for each ACEC, which apply to 
livestock grazing. You wlll note these prescriptions are in concert with the 
d e s i r e d  p l a n t  community o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  range management,  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  
g r a z i n g  EI3 documents .  

Joshua Tree Forest - Grand Wash Cliffs ACEC (see page 202) 

Includes allotments Diamond Bar A 40029) and Gold Basin 40037). 

Mgt. Presc. 16. Review current management to  assure livestock grazing is in 
accordance  w i t h  g o a l s  and o b j e c t i v e s  o f  the  ACEC. Develop d e s i r e d  p l a n t  
community d e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  Joshua  t r e e  s i t e s  and i n c l u d e  t h e s e  i n  AMP 
o b j e c t i v e s  and d e s i g n  8 r a z l n g m a n a g e m e n t  t e c h n i q u e s  to  ach ieve  them, 

Black Mountains ACRe (see page 204) 

Includes allotments Dlg Ranch A (0007), Black Mountaln A (0010), Fort 
MacEwen A (0034), Gediondla (0036), Mud Springs (0056), Portland 
Springs (0061), Thumb Butte (0068), Big Ranch B (0081), and Fort 
MacEwen B (0082). 

Hgt. Presc. 12. Develop desired plant co~mlmlty descriptions for important 
bighorn sheep habitat and include these in AMP and H~ (Habitat Management 
Plan) objectives, and design specific management actions to achieve them. 
Manage livestock grazing to prevent excess utilization. 

MEt. Presc. 13. Review the existing burro Herd Management Area Plan (m4AP) to 
ensure It conforms with goals and objectives of the ACEC. Keep burro numbers 
within 320 to 480. 

Wright and Cottonwood Creeks Riparian and Cultural ACEC (see page 207) 

includes allotments Crozier Canyon (0026), Hackberry (0042), Truxton 
Canyon A (0070), and Valentine (0072). 

Hgt. Prese. 13. Manage livestock grazing to achieve goals and objectives of 
the ACEC. Develop desired plant community descriptions for the riparian zone 
and design grazing management objectives and grazing systems to achieve them. 

Cherokee Point Antelove Habitat ACEC (see page 207) 

Includes allotment Crozier Canyon (0026). 

Mgt. Prese. 8. Manage livestock grazing to achieve goals and objectives of 
the ACEC. Develop desired plant community descriptions and incorporate these 
into the ~. Manage pronghorn antelope habitat at its Optimum potential. 
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HualaDal Mo~taln Research Natural Area ACEC (see page 208) 

Includes allotments Boriana A (0011), Hualapal Peak (0047), Hibernia 
Peak A (0050), La Cienega (0051), and Yellow Pine (0078). 

Mgt. P r e s c .  I 0 .  Exc lude  l i v e s t o c k  from occup ied  and h i s t o r i c  v o l e  h a b i t a t  
(2,114 acres). Note: Occupied sites are currently fenced to exclude 
grazing. Current rangeland management goals are to restore all riparian 
areas~ which includes historical vole habitats. 

Ngt. Presc. ii. Review existing allotment m~agement plans and incorporate 
objectives designed to protect and enhance watersheds surrounding the ACEG. 
Develop desired plant community descriptloDs and desiBn speclfi~ m~agement 
actions to achieve teem. 

Whlte-Har~ined Penstemon Reserve ACEC (see page 209) 

Includes allotments Boriana A (0011), Happy Jack Wash (0043)~ and 
La Cienega (0051). 

Mgt. Presc. I0. Develop and implement a livestoakmanagement plan to achieve 
goals and obJeetlves of the ACEC. Develop desired plant community 
descriptions and include these in the AMP. 

Carrow-Steohens Ranches ACEC (see page 210) 

Includes allotments BiB Sandy (0008) and Diamond Joe (0028). 

Met. Prese. 8. Fence the ACEC and remove it from consideration of public 
livestock grazing (I~I07 aere~). Hot~ The permlttee is c~rrently e~eluding 
livestock from the portion of the ACEC east of Highway 93 in order to maintain 
the historical character of the ranch houses. This action is voluntary, 
because of their interest in protecting tee area~ and the permlttee agrees 
with this management prescription. 

HnCrackenDesert Tortoise ACEC (see page 211) 

Includes allotments Artillery Range 40003), Bateman Springs (0006), and 
Chicken Springs (0021). 

Met. Prose. i0. Develop and implement livestock management plans 
incorporating desired plant eo~unlty descriptions to achieve goals and 
objectives of the ACEC on the following allotments: 

Chicken Springs 0021 
Bateman Springs 0006 
hrtillery Range 0003 

MEt. Presc. II. Manage livestoek grazing to easure adequate and suitable 
perennial and ephemeral forage and cover for tortoises throughout the year, 
especially during the spring and late summer-fall. 

Rage 4 

HSto P r e s c .  12. Conduct t o r t o i s e  i n v e n t o r y ,  m o n i t o r  h a b i t a t  c o n d i t i o n ,  and 
a s s e s s  impac ts  o f  l i v e s t o c k  B r a z i n g .  H*lce n e c e s s a r y  a d j u s t m e n t s  i n  l i v e s t o c k  
n ~ b e r s  and g r a z i n g  season .  

Note:  These Hanagement P r e s c r i p t i o n s  a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  BLN p o l i c y  as  
OUt l ined  i n  t h e  document - D e s e r t  T o r t o i s e  H a b i t a t  Hanagement on t h e  P u b l i c  
Lands:  A Ransewide P l a n  and BLH A r i z ona  S t a t e  and P hoe n i x  D i s t r i c t  I n s t r u c t i o n  
Memoranda. 

Poach ie  Dese r t  T o r t o i s  e H a b i t a t  ACEC ( s e e  p a s t  212) 

I n c l u d e s  a l l o t m e n t s  A r r a s t r a  H o u n t a i n  (0002 ) ,  B lack  Mesa A ( 0 0 0 9 ) ,  Burro  
Creek Ranch ( 0 0 1 ¢ ) ,  Greenwood Community (0039 ) ,  and Black  Mesa B (0110) .  

MSt. P r e s c .  10. Develop and implement  l i v e s t o c k  manaBement p l a n s  
i n c o r p o r a t i n g  d e s i r e d  p l a n t  c o ~ t m i t y  d e s c r i p t i o n s  t o  a c h i e v e  8 o a l s  and 
o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h e  ACEC on t e e  f o l l o w i n g  a l l o t m e n t s :  

Greenwood Community 0039 
Bur ro  Creak Ranch 0014 
A r r a s t r a  Ho lmta in  0002 

HEr. P r e s c ,  I i .  Manage l i v e s t o c k  8 r a z l n g  to  ensu re  adequa te  and s u i t a b l e  
p e r e n n i a l  and ephemera l  f o r a s e  and cover  f o r  t o r t o i s e s  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  y e a r ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  d u r i n g  t h e  s p r i n g  and l a t e  s u m m e r - f a l l .  

Hg t .  P r e s c .  12.  Conduct t o r t o i s e  inven to ry~  m o n i t o r  h a b i t a t  c o n d i t i o n ,  and 
assess impacts of livestock grazing. Make necessary adjustments in livestock 
numbers and Brazing season. 

Rote: These Management Prescriptions are consistent with BLM policy as 
outlined in the document - Desert Tortoise Habitat Management on the Public 
Lands: A Rangewlde Plan and BLH Arizona State and Phoenix District Instruction 
Memoranda.. 

Auhrev Peak BiRhor~ ShReD Habitat ACE_C (see paBe 213) 

Includes allotments Artillery Range (0003) and Planet Ranch (Lake Havasu 
Resource Area). 

Mgt. Prose. 13. Develop desired plant community descriptions for bighorn 
sheep habitat and include these in AMP and HMP objectives, and design 
management objectives to a c h i e v e  them. ManaBe habitat a t  its optimum 
potential for bighorn sheep. 

Burro Creek RioarSsn and Cultural ACEC (see page 215) 

Include allotments Bagdad (0005)i Black Mesa K 40009), Burro C~eek 
(0013)~ Burro Creak Ranch (0014), Greenwood Community (0039), Greenwood 
Peak Community (0040), and ?L Cattle Company (0111). 

Mgt. Presc. II. Develop and implement llvestock management plans 
incorporating desired plant con~unlty descriptions to achieve goals and 
oh~ectlves of the ACBC on the following allotments: 

Bagdad 0005 
Greenwood Peak Community 0039 
Burro Creek Ranch 0014 
Artillery Range 0003 
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Mgt .  P r e s e .  1 2 .  R e v i e w  t h e  e x i s t i n g  b u r r o  HHAP t o  e n s u r e  i t  c o n f o r m s  w i t h  
8 o a l s  and  o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h e  ACEC. Keep  b u r r o  n u m b e r s  w i t h i n  t h e  l i m i t s  s e t  i n  
t h e  ~ A P ,  

Clay Hills Research Natural Area ACRe (see page 216) 

Includes allotment Bagdad (0005). 

H ~ t .  P r e s c .  8 .  C o n t i n u e  t o  e x c l u d e  g r a z i n g  b y  l i v e s t o c k  a n d  b u r r o s .  Notez  
Much o f  t h e  ACRC i s  c u r r e n t l y  f e n c e d  t o  e x c l u d e  g r a z i n g  b y  l i v e s t o c k .  
Mgt. Prese. 9. Monitor the effects of browsing by deer and modify fences if 
necessary. 

Three Rivers Eioarlan ACES (see page 217) 

includes allotments Ala~o Srosslns (0001), Artillery Range (0003), 
Chicken Springs (0021), D0E (0031), Greenwood Community (0039), Alamo 
(3001), Palmerlta (3063), Primrose (3069), Santa Maria Con~unity (3074), 
Santa Maria Ranch (5046). 

MEt. Presc. 13. Manage livestock and burro grazing to achieve goals and 
objectives of the ACEC. Develop desired plant community descriptions and 
incorporate t h e s e  i n t o  AMPs a n d  ~APs. 

Desired Plant Com~Imltv (DPC~ 

The Bureau of Land Management conducts ecological site inventories to identify 
ecological sites and the ecological status of the plant communities occurring 
on them. A particular ecologlcal site may support several unique co~munltles 
(sere1 eomm~nltles), whlchmay be relatively slmilar, or entirely dissimilar 
from the potential natural con~aunlty (PNC), or ellmax stase of plant community 
development. At the same time, two seral communities in "early" or "mid" 
seral status may be as dissimilar to each other as they are to the PNC. Most 
importantly, these sere1 plant communities often differ markedly in their 
relative value for providing cover, habitat, forage, or other desired 
"products" identified in the land use plan. 

The concept of "desired plant co~unitles" takes the "potential natural 
community", or climax seral stage of Ecologleal Site, one step further. BLH 
recognizes it may not always be feasible, or desirable, to manage for a climax 
seral stage, in order to achieve livestock or other resource management 
objectives. 

SLN defines "desired plant communlty" as - 

A plant co~munlty which produces the kind, proportion, and amount of 
vegetation necessary for meeting or exceeding the land use plan goals and 
activity plan objectives establlshed for the site. The DPC becomes the 
v e g e t a t i o n  m a n a g e m e n t  o b j e c t i v e  f o r  t h e  s i t e  and  m u s t  b e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  
t h e  s i t e ' s  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  p r o d u c e  t h e  d e s i r e d  v e g e t a t i o n  t h r o u s h  
m a n a g e m e n t ,  l a n d  t r e a t m e n t ,  o r  a c o m b i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  t w o .  

P a g e  S 

The  RMP c a l l s  f o r  a r e e x a m i n a t i o n  o f  p e r e n n i a l  - e p h e m e r a l  a l l o t m e n t s ,  t o  
i d e n t i f y  a r e s s  p r o d u c i n g  t o o  s m a l l  a v o l u m e  o f  p e r e D n l a l  f o r a g e  t o  c a r r y  
l l v e s t o c k  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  y e a r ,  A r e a s  p r i m a r i l y  p r o d u c i n g  e p h e m e r a l  f o r a g e  
w l l l  b e  d e s i g n a t e d  a s  e p h e m e r a l  r a n g e l a n d ,  t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  s m a l l  p o p u l a t l o n  o f  
p e r e n n i a l  p l a n t s ,  d e p e n d e n t  w i l d l l f e ,  a n d  s o i l - w a t e r s h e d  v a l u e s ,  
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  e p h e m e r a l  r a n g e l a ~ d s  w i l l  b e  a c c o m p l i s h e d  b y  c o l l e c t i n g  
Ecologleal Site Inventory data, utilization and trend data through monitoring 
studies, and evaluating current grazing practices. All data will be analyzed 
and the results used to classlfy rangelands, as mandated in regulations 
defined in the -Ephemeral Rule." Season of use, livestock preference, and 
pasture rotation may be affected on some allotments. 

I n f o r m a t i o n  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  e x t e n t  o f  p u b l i c ,  s t a t e ,  a n d  p r i v a t e  l a n d  a c r e s  i n  
e a c h  o f  o u r  83  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g  a l l o t m e n t s  i s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  f i l e  o f  e a c h  
i n d i v i d u a l  g r a z i n g  p e r m i t t e e .  The c o n s o l i d a t i o n  o f  t h i s  d a t a  w o u l d  p l a c e  a 
t r e m e n d o u s  w o r k l o a d  o n  my s t a f f .  W i t h  o u r  c u r r e n t  p r i o r i t i e s ,  we c a n n o t  
provide you with this information at this time. These files are located in 
the Kinsman Resource Area office and they are available for your examination 
during regular business hours (7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.). 

Your request that we delineate and ren~ze the allotments as BLM or co-mlngled 
allotments cannot be accomplished in the RMP process. This would represent a 
b u r e a u w i d e  c h a n g e  i n  p r o c e d u r e s  a n d  c a n  o n l y  b e  i n i t i a t e d  b y  o u r  D i r e c t o r  i n  
W a s h i n g t o n .  

We w i l l  c o n t i n u e  t o  w o r k  e l o s e l y  w i t h  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  p e r m i t t e e s ,  t h e  K i n s m a n  
G r a z i n g  A d v i s o r y  B o a r d ,  A r i z o n a  Game a n d  F i s h  D e p a r t m e n t ,  U . S .  F i s h  a n d  
Wildlife Service, and interested environmental groups to prepare new AMPs and 
update existing AMPs. 

I hope this information will help you in preparing your specific comments on 
the Kinsman draft RNP. If you have any further questions please contact me, 
or Gordon Bentley, at (602) 757-3161. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

ELAINE E MARQUIS 
Elaine F. Marquis 
A r e a  M a n a g e r  

ca: 
Henri Slsson 
Ken McReynolds 
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United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
KINGMAN P,.ESOURCE AREA 

~475 BEVERLY AVENUE 
KINGMAN. ARIZONA 80401 

R o b e r t  L. Harrison 
Regi~t~redProfesslonal Geologlst 
P.0. Box 7228 
Brookings, Oregon 97415 

xN R~LYR~TO: 

1610 
025 
0488r 

April 9, 1991 

Dear Mr. Harrison~ 

Thank you for your letter concerning our Kingman Resource Area draft Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS). We appreciate your 
willingness to partlclpatelnhelplngBLNto develop the best possible plan 
for managing the public l~ds~ Mohave County for the next 20 years. 

I would like to respond to y o u r  specific co,ants ~ith the intent of 
clarifying your questions and concerns about our proposed actions affecting 
mineral development in the resource area. 

The specific actions we have proposed in the RMP are consistent with federal 
laws and Department and Bureau policy. We are responding to our legal mandate 
to encourage and facilitate the development of public land mineral resources 
by private industry. The actions proposed in the RMP do meet this mandate and 
the followlng information taken from the RMP highlights and summarizes our 
proposals for better understanding. 

Map IV-I on page 121, shows the location of areas where locatable minerals are 
expected to have a high potential to occur. Map III-2 on page 98, shows the 
loeatlon of areas where sand and gravel are expected to have a high potential 
to occur. I would ask you to compare these two maps with the map of Special 
Management Areas - Aft 2 (see map pockets), showing the boundaries of Areas of 
Critical EnvlroDmental Concer~ (ACEC), and the specific Management 
Preserlptlons listed for each ACEC in Appendix 18. Let us take the Black 
Mountains ACEC as an example. 

Loeatable Mineral8 

No land within the area of high potential for locatable mlnerals, in the Black 
Mountains ACEC, has been withdrawn from mineral entry. Management 
Prescription n~mber 3, page 203, states "Mining Plans of Operation (MP0) and 
mandatory bonding would be required for all mineral exploration and 
development activities." This does not restrain any individual or corporation 
from eontlnuln~ thei~ normal mining activities on valid claims on public 
lands. By requiring an NP0 and mandatory bonding on all Operations, including 
those with soil disturbing activities of less than five acres, BLM can better 
monitor compliance with regulations and e n s u r e  rehabilltatlon is adequate and 
complete after mining ceases• In our meetings with representatives of the 
mining industry, we have received no negative comments about the requirement 

Page  2 

o f  NPOs a n d  m a n d a t o r y  b o n d i n g  f o r  s m a l l  o p e r a t i o n s .  On t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  we h a v e  
b e e n  t o l d  b y  l a r g e r  o p e r a t o r s  t h e y  a r e  g l a d  o f  t h i s  r e q u i r e m e n t ,  b e c a u s e  
o p e r a t o r s  who a c t  i r r e s p o n s i b l y  g i v e  t h e  e n t i r e  i n d u s t r y  a b a d  image•  They  
believe everyone should be required to comply with the same procedures. 

The Managemeut Prescriptions for mlnezals on the Black Mountains ACEC, are not 
"defacto wlthdrawal(s) under the guise of protecting a species ..." They are 
designed to protect the solltude and habitat of blghorn sheep. We agree 
bighorn sheep are not an endangered species. The-relevance and importance 
statements in the Black Mountalns and Aubrey Peak ACEOs address only their 
uniqueness and value as an important natural component of the Arizona desert, 
worthy of protectlon and enhancement. 

You made no mention of the withdrawals from mineral entry along the stream 
channels in the several riparian ACECs• An area one-eighth mile on either 
side of the stream has been proposed for withdrawal from mlneral entry in 
order to protect the riparian habitat from degradation. These areas generally 
do not have a high potential for occurrence of ioeatable mlnerals. One 
exception is the central portion of Burro Creek, adjacent to the Cyprus Bagdad 
copper mine. We have tentatively discussed removlng this area from our ACEC 
proposal in the proposed Plan and final EIS. 

All ~ithdra~als are subject to valid existing rights. 

Saleable Mlnerals 

Map III-2 shows little potential for sand aDd gravel within the Black ~ -~ 
Motmtalns ACEC~ but hlghpotentlal along Detrltal Wash and Just east of 
Bullhead City• The Black Mountains do contain areas of sand and gravel, but 
the deposits in Detrltal Wash and near Bullhead City are more extensive and 
closer to where the material would be used. Management Prescription number 6 
for the Black Mountains ACEC, page 204, states "Do not allow new areas for 
mineral material disposals•" However, no restrietlons are placed on the 
removal of mineral materials in Detrltal Wash. We have proposed Management 
Prescription number 6 to prevent unnecessary disturbance to bighorn sheep. 

Mineral material disposals would not be allowed in desert tortoise habitat to 
keep boulders from being removed for urban landscaping. Boulders provide 
critical habitat for the tortoise and these areas generally have a low 
potential for sand and gravel. Riparian areas would be closed to mineral 
material disposals, to protect stream channels and streambank vegetation from 
destruction caused by sand and gravel removal. Most of these areas do not 
have a high potential for large deposits of sand and gravel, and other 
suitable sources are readily available in the same general areas• 

Leasable Minerals 

The Black MountalnsAOEC, as well as the entire resource area, have a low to 
zero potential for occurrence of oll and gas. 

Management Prescription number 4, page 204, states "Mineral leaslngwould be 
allowed, subject to the following stipulations designed to protect resource 
values: 

• No activity in lamblng grounds from December 1 through May 31. 

• To avoid harassment and undue disturbance of bighorn sheep, workers 
would not be allowed to llve on-slte•" 

O 
"I- 
> 
-0 

m 

< 



4~ 
J~  

P a g e  3 

O t h e r  s t i p u l a t i o n s  d e a l  w i t h  r e ~ t r i c t i n g  p u b l i c  a c c e s s  o n  r o a d s  u s e d  b y  
d r i l l e r s  a n d  r e h a b i l i t a t i n g  r o a d s  n o  l o n g e r  n e e d e d .  

M a n a g e m e n t  P r e s c r i p t i o n  n u m b e r  5 s t a t e s  " P r o h i b i t  o i l  a n d  g a s  p r o d u c t i o n  
f a c i l i t i e s  i n s i d e  t h e  b o u n d a r i e s  o£  l a m b i n g  g r o u n d s . "  

T h e s e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  a r e  d e s i g n e d  t o  m i n i m i z e  c o n f l i c t s  b e t w e e n  p e o p l e  and  
b i g h o r n  s h e e p  a n d  a l l o w  l a m b i n g  t o  o c c u r  i n  s o l i t u d e ,  w h i c h  i s  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  
t h e  h e a l t h  and  m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  b i g h o r n  s h e e p .  The l a m b i n g  s r o u n d s  a r e  v e r y  
s i t e  s p e c i f i c  and  s m a l l  i n  s i z e ,  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  r e s t  o f  t h e  m o u n t a i n  r a n g e  
and  o t h e r  a r e a s  o p e n  t o  l e a s e .  They  s h o u l d  h a v e  l i t t l e  n e g a t i v e  i m p a c t  o n  t h e  
o i l  a n d  g a s  i n d u s t r y .  E x t e n s i v e  o i l  and  g a s  e x p l o r a t i o n  and  d e v e l o p m e n t  
a c t i v i t i e s  o c c u r r i n g  i n  a r e a s  o f  h i 6  h p o t e n t i a l ,  i n  s t a t e s  s u c h  a s  Wyoming and  
New H e x i e o ,  h a v e  p r o v e n  t h e s e  s t i p u l a t i o n s  a r e  n o t  a d e t e r r e n t  t o  p r o d u c t i o n  
o f  o i l  a n d  g a s .  AS you  a r e  w e l l  a w a r e ,  t h e s e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  do n o t  a p p l y  t o  
i o e a t a b l e  m i n e r a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  

As y o u  c a n  s e e j  t h e  p r o p o s e d  a c t i o n s  i n  t h e  B l a c k  H o u n t a i n s A O B C  do n o t  
w i t h d r a w  l a r g e  a r e a s  f r o m  l e a s e ~  o r  p l a c e  t h e m  u n d e r  a "no  s u r f a c e  o c c u p a n c y "  
(NSO) restriction. They do, however~ remove the existing 327j000 acre mS0 
r e s t r i c t i o n  c u r r e n t l y  c o v e r i n g  t h e  B l a c k  M o u n t a i n s .  

R i p a r i a n  z o n e s  h a v e  a mS0 r e s t r i c t i o n  o n e - e i g h t h  m i l e  o n  e i t h e r  s i d e  o f  t h e  
s t r e a m  c h a n n e l  t o  p r o t e c t  r i p a r i e n h a b i t a t .  S l a u t  d r i l l i n g  f o r  o i l  a n d  Bas  
c a n  l o g i c a l l y  o c c u r  a t  t h i s  d i s t a n c e .  T h e r e  i s  n o  NSO r e s t r i c t i o n  i n  a n y  
o t h e r  a r e a .  

We b e l i e v e  o u r  ~ p r o p o s e d  a c t i o n s  a r e  d e s i g n e d  t o  a c t i v e l y  e n c o u r a g e  and  
f a c i l i t a t e  - e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y  s o u n d  e x p l o r a e l o n l  e x t r a c t i o n p . . . "  o f  m i n e r a l  
r e s o u r c e s  a n d  " r e c l a m a t i o n "  o f  m i n e d  l a n d s  i n  t h e  r e s o u r c e  a r e a .  T h e s e  ACECs 
a r e  d e s i g n e d  t o  p r o t e s t  c r i t i c a l  r e s o u r c e s ,  w h i l e  s t i l l  a l l o w i n g  a m u l t i t u d e  
o f  u s e s  s u c h  a s  m i n i n g ,  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g ,  c a m p i n g ,  h i k i n g ~  p i c n i c k i n g ,  
s w i ~ i l l g ,  h u n t i n g ~  f i s h i n g ,  0HV u s e ,  r i g h t s - o f - w a y m  t o  o c c u r  o n  t h e  l a n d .  

I am e n c l o s i n g  a t a b l e  we a r e  p r e p a r i n g  f o r  i n c l u s i o n  i n  t h e  p r o p o s e d  P l a n  a n d  
f i n a l  E I S ,  l i s t i n g  t h e  a c r e a g e s  o f  p r o p o s e d  m i n e r a l  c l o s u r e s  f o r  e a c h  ACEC. 
As y o u  c a n  see~ t h e  a c r e a g e s  o f  w i t h d r a w a l  a r e  s m a l l  f o r  l o e a t a b l e  a n d  
leasable minerals. As I pointed out earllerj areas where we will not allow 
mineral material dlsposals do not occur In high value areas near major use 
centers. In add~tlon, we are pla~nln8 to eliminate the Western BaJada ACEC 
and its proposed wlthdrawalsj further lowering the acreages shown in the table. 

I hope this letter has addressed and clarified your concerns. We are 
connnitted to ¢ompleelng a RMP~ which accurately reflects the use and 
protection of the varied resources occurring on the resource area. We are 
also eo~Itted to protecting the valid existing rlghes of all users of the 
puhlle lands and encouragln8 development of public mineral resources. 

If you have further questions or want more information, please contact me or 
Gordon 8entley~ to schedule a day and time when we ean vlslt wlthyou. AEalnj 
thank you for your interest In management of the publle lands and your help in 
developing the Kingman RMP/EIS. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

R / ~ L  JJM 
J e s s e  3 .  J u e n  
A s s i s t a n t  A r e a  M a n a g e r  

E n c l o s u r e  ( 1 )  
M i n e r a l  C l o s u r e  T a b l e  

ACEC Name 

Preferred Alternative Mineral Closures 
by Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

Federal Mineral Estate* 
Total 

Mineral Leasing Federal 
Mineral Withdrawn from with NO Surface Withdrawn from Surface 

Material Disposals Mineral Entw Occupancy Mineral Leasing Acres 

Joshua Tree Forast- 
Grand Wash Cliffs 22.896 5.596 O 0 39.085 

Black Mount~ns 95.938 0 0 0 122,832 

Western Bajada 
Tortoise & Cultural 8.909 8.909 0 6.909 15,866 

Wright-Cottonwood 
Cracks P, JpaJ~an & 
Cultural 3.925 3,925 3.925 O 2 Z, 300 

Cherokee Point 
Antelope Habitat 0 0 0 0 54, 457 

Hualapai Mounfa]n 2.183 2.163 2.183 O 3.200 

White-Margined 
Penstemon 13.980 O O 0 17, 493 

Canow-Stephens 
Ranches 1.172 1.172 1.172 0 1,795 

McCracken Desert 
Tortoise Habitat 19.039 0 0 9 22,354 

Poachie Desert 
Tortoise Habitat 31.388 0 0 0 32.118 

Aubray Peak Bighorn 
Sheep Habitat 2.391 O O 0 2, 391 

Burro Creek Ripadan 
& Cultural 6.850 6.850 6.850 O 28.089 

C[ay HillS Researc~ 
Natural/Vea 1.113 1.113 0 1.113 1,113 

Three Rivers Ripadan 9.880 9.680 9.880 0 32.089 

Campgrounds 320 320 320 0 320 

Total Federal 
Mineral Acres"  219 .084  39.948 24,330 10,022 

Total Federal 
Surface Acres 400.602 

*Acreages do not include Closures for Wilderness 
**Acreages computed by Geographic Information System (GIS) 
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F r a n k  L .  H u n t  
P.O. Box SS 
Peach S p r i n g s ,  A r i z o n a  
86434 

March 26, 1991 

Dear Mr. Hunt: 

Thank you for your letter coneernlng our Kinsman Resource Area draft Resource 
Management Plau/Envlronmental Impact Statement (P/~/EIS). We appreelate your 
willlngness to participate in helpSn E BLM to develop the best posslble plan 
for m~aglng th e public lands in Mohave County for the next 20 years. 

The RMP summarizes the decisions in the Gerber-Black and Rualapal/Aquarlus 
final grazln 8 Environmental Impact Statements (EIS). This information is 
found in Appendix 1, pages 155 through 158 of the draft RMP. Preference on 
each Indlvldual allotment, either active or suspended, is shown 111 the table 
on pages 155 and 156, alo~ with information on allotment management plans, 
base property, management category (management priority in response to 
resource values), and forage availability (perennial versus ephemeral). 
Preference will only change in response to monltorlnE data obtained from 
utilization and trend studies. This Is standard BLM policy, and is outllned 
in the grazlng BISs and the draft RMP/EI$, with no changes. 

The presence of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACre) within an 
allotment will be an  important factor in determlnlng priorities for AMP 
development and new range improvements. Construction of new range 
improvements will follow schedules built into new and eXlstln~ Allotment 
Management Plans (AMP). Malntena~ee of exlsti~ range improvements will 
continue to be the responslbillty of the party derlvln8 the primary benefit 
from the improvement, in accordance with BLM policy. 

Actions needed to improve access would follow the decisions outlined on page 
59 and as shown in Appendix 24. The Bureau's intent is to pursue access 
acquisitions with the aBreement of the private land owner. 

Ranaeland management actions proposed for the Preferred Alternative, 
Alternative 2, are summarized on pages 20, 21, and 43 of the draft R~. Other 
than being site specific for the indlvldual ACres, these proposed management 
actions are "business as usual", as outlined In the grazing EISs. 
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We a r e  p r e s e n t l y  c o n d u c t i n g  a n  E c o l o g i c a l  S i t e  I n v e n t o r y  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  
r e s o u r c e  a r e a .  Usi11E t h i s  d a t a ,  t h e  B u r e a u  w i l l  s e t  o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  d e s i r e d  
p l a n t  c o ~ u n i t i e s .  C h a n g e s  i n  d e s i r e d  p l a n t  c o ~ m t t i e s  w i l l  b e  m o n i t o r e d  
a l o n g  w i t h  t h e  d e g r e e  o f  f o r a g e  u t i l i z a t i o n .  T h i s  d a t a  w i l l  b e  a n a l y z e d  a n d  
t h e  r e s u l t s  w i l l  b e  u s e d  t o  m a k e  l i v e s t o c k  u s e  a d j u s t m e n t s  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  
S e a s o n  o f  u s e ,  l i v e s t o c k  p r e f e r e n c e ,  ~ d  p a s t u r e  r o t a t i o n  may  b e  a f f e c t e d  o n  
some a l l o t m e n t s .  A g a i n ,  t h i s  i s  s t a n d a r d  BLM p o l i c y ,  a n d  i s  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  
g r a z i ~  E I B s  a n d  t h e  d r a f t  RMP/BIS ,  w i t h  n o  c h a n g e s .  

I b e l i e v e  i t  w o u l d  b e  h e l p f u l  f o r  me t o  e x p l a i n  a n d  d e f i n e  t h e  D e s i r e d  P l a n t  
C o . u n i t y  (DPG) c o n c e p t .  

The Bureau of Land Management conducts ecological site inventories to identify 
ecologlcal sites and the ecological status of ~he plant eo~munltles occurring 
on them. A particular ecological site may support several unlque com~unltIes 
(seral co~unltles), which may be relatlvely similar, or entirely dissimilar 
from the potential natural community (PRC), Or climax stage of plant co~tmlty 
development. At the same time, two seral communities in "early" or "mid" 
seral status may be as dissimilar to each other as they are to the PNC. Most 
importantly, these seral plant co~m/tles often differ markedly in their 
relative value for provldlng cover, habitat, forage, or other desired 
"products" identified in the land use plan. 

The concept of "desired plant communities" takes the "potential natural 
community,,, or climax seral stage of Ecological Site, one step further. BLM 
recognizes it may not always be feasible, or desirable, to manage for a climax 
seral stage, in order to achieve livestock or other resource management 
obJ e c t f v e s .  

BLM d e f i n e s  " d e s i r e d  p l a n t  commun i ty , ,  a s  - 

A p l a n t  c o m m u n i t y  w h i c h  p r o d u c e s  t h e  k i n d ,  p r o p o r t i o n ,  a n d  a m o u n t  o f  
v e g e t a t i o n  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  m e e t i n g  o r  e x c e e d i n g  t h e  l a n d  u s e  p l a n  g o a l s  and  
actlvlty plan objectives established for the site. The DPC becomes the 
vegetation management objective for the site and must be consistent with 
the site's capability to produce the desired vegetation through 
management, land treatment, or a combination of the two. 

Woodcutti~ would be allowed in areas fmmd suitable for removal of woodland 
trees, through a site analysis, and after a management plan has been 
prepared. A management plan will outllne program obJeetlves, lona-rallge 
goals, and mitigation practices needed to minimize resource conflicts and 
potential resource damage. In other words, the site must contain trees of 
sufficient size for harvest, be on slopes end soils which will not be damaged 
and cause deterioration of the watershed, harvest will not create an eyesore 
to people on well traveled roads~ and will not cause damage to cultural 
resources or to threatened and endangered plants or animals. 

Manipulation of vegetation would continue to be considered on areas found 
suitable for such treatment through slte-speclflc analysis of important site 
factors such as slope, aspect, climate, soll type and depth, potential natural 
con,nunity, and existing vegetative type. The type of vegetatlve manipulation 
treatment suitable for the site would be determined by analyzln8 the impacts 
of possible treatment procedures. Prescribed fire, plowln8 and seeding, 
chalning, brush-beatlng, land imprlntlng, and herbicides are treatments which 
would be considered. An environmental analysis would be done on each area to 
determine impacts. 
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We want  t o  c o n t i n u e  to  work c l o s e l y  w i t h  you and a l l  t h e  o t h e r  i n d i v i d u a l  
p e r m i t t e e s ,  t h e  K i n R m a n G r a z i n g A d v i s o r y B o a r d ,  A r i z o n a  Game and F i s h  
Depar tment ,  U.S.  F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e ,  and i n t e r e s t e d  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  
groups  to  p r o p e r l y  manage a l l  u s e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g ,  on t h e  p u b l i c  
r a n g e l a n d s  i n  t h e  K ingmanResouree  Area.  

I hope t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  w i l l  h e l p  you i n  p r e p a r i n g  y o u r  s p e c i f i c  c o m e n t s  on 
t he  K i l l . a n  d r a f t  P ~ .  I f  you have any f u r t h e r  q u e s t i o n s  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  me, 
o r  any o f  our  rauge c o n s e r v a t i o n i s t s ,  o r  Gordon Bent ley~ P /~  Team Leader~ a t  
(602) 757-3161. 

$ i n c e r e l y ~  

E l a i n e  F.  Marquis  
Area Manager 
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March 22,1991 

W J ,  Robinson 
P.0. Box 200 Star Route 
Peach Springs, Arizona 8 6 4 3 4  

Dear Mr. Robinson: 

Thank you for your letter to Henri Bissonj Phoenix District Manager, 
concerning our Klngman Resource Area draft Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (R~/EIS). He has asked me to respond to 
your questions and the following information is in answer to them. We 
appreciate your willingness to participate in helping BLM to develop the best 
possible plan for managing the public lands in Mohave County for the next 20 
years. 

The RM~ summarizes the decisions in the Cerbat-Black and Hualapai/Aquarlus 
final grazi~ Environmental Impact Statements (SIS). This information is 
found in Appendix i, pages 155 through 158 of the draft RHP. Preference on 
each individual allot~ent~ either active or suspended~ is shown in the table 
on page8 155 and 156, along with information on allotment management plans, 
base property, management category (management priority in response to 
resource values), and forage availabillty (perennial versus ephemeral). 
Preference will only change in response to monitoring data obtained from 
utilization and trend studies. Thls is stoJldard ELM policy, and is outlined 
in the grazing EISs and the draft RMP/EIS, with no changes. 

The presence of Areas Of Critical Environmental Concern (ACES) within an 
allotment will be an important factor in determining priorities for AMP 
development and new range improvements. CoD~tr~tlon of new r~e 
improvements will follow schedules built into new and existing Allotment 
Management Plans (AMP). Maintenance of existing range improvements will 
continue to be the responsibility of the party deriving the primary benefit 
from the improvement, in accordance wlth BLM policy. 

Actions needed to improve access would follow the decisions outlined on page 
59 and as shown in Appendix 24. The Bureau's intent is to pursue access 
acquisitions wlth the agreemen~ of the prlvu~o land owner. 

Rangeland management actions proposed for the Preferred Alternatlve, 
Alternative 2, are s~arlzed on pages 20, 2!~ ~d ~3 of the draft R~P. Other 
than being site specific for the individual ACECs, these proposed management 
actions are "business as usual", as outllnedlnthe grazlngEISs. 
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Spec i f t~  Manag~ent  ~ r e s e r i p t i o n s  for  each ACEC proposed, a re  show~ i n  
Appendix 18. The proposed management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  for  each ACEC are  designed 
to  p r o t e c t  and enhance important  or  v~ique va lues  such as the  Joshua t r e e  
forest, bi~hor~ sheep, Hualapai Me~Ican ~olej bald eagle, blach-hawk, desert 
tortoise, antelope habitat, riparian areasj cultural and paleontological 
resources, and scenic values. The desired plant communities we plan to reach 
through Brazing manometer will be fled dlzeetly to the~e  unique values. 
Livestock are a very Important component of the public lends and are an 
extremely important tool in helping us to reach ACES objectives, since 
v e g e t a t l v e  communities can be improved th~ouBh proper  g r az ing  p ~ a c t i ~ e s .  

The Wright and Cottonwood Creeks R ipa r i an  and C u l t u r a l  ACES and Cherokee Poin t  
Antelope Habitat ACES have been proposed for the Crozler alltoment (0026)~ see 
pages 206 and 207 of the draft RMP/EIS. The m-nagement prescriptions which 
most affects your livestock operation are shown as followsz 

Wright end Cottonwood Creeks RiDarlan and Cultural ACES 

Mgt. Presc. 13. Manage livestock grazing to achieve goals and objectives of 
the ACES. Develop desired plant community descriptions for the rlparlen zone 
and desl~ grazing manaBement objectives and grazing systems to achieve them. 

HoEs: As Walt end I discussed during OUr meeting with the Mohave 
Livestock Association on March 2Oth, these ar e the same objectives we are 
currently working on with you, In developing the Crozier allotment AMP. 

Cherokee Point AnteloDe Habitat ACES 

~t. Press. E. ~anage livestock grazing to achieve goals and objectives of 
the  ACEC. Develop de s i r ed  p l a n t  community d e s c r i p t i o n s  and i nco rpo ra t e  t he se  
into the A~. Manage pronghorn antelope habitat at its optlm~m potential. 

I belleve it would De helpful for me to explain and define the Desired Plant 
Community (DPC) concept.  

The Bureau o f  Land Management conducts e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  i n v e n t o r i e s  to  i d e n t i f y  
ecological sites and the ecological status of the plant communities occurring 
on them. A particular ecological slte may s~ppo~t several unique tootles 
(seral con~nltles), which may be relatively slmilar, or entirely dissimilar 
from the potential natural eommunlty (PNC), Or climax stage of plant community 
development. At the same time, two seral communltles in "early" or "mid" 
seral status may be as dlsslmilar to each other as they are to the PNC. Most 
importentlyp these seral pleat Co~unltles often differ markedly in their 
relative value for providing cover, habitat, forage , or other desired 
"products" identified in the land use plan. 

The concept of "desired pleat communltles" takes the "potential ~atural 
community", or climax seral stage of Ecologlcal Site, one step further. BLM 
reco~Izes it may not always be feasible, or desirable, to manage for a climax 
seral stage, in order to achieve livestock or other resource management 
obJec t ives .  
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gI~t d e f i n e s  " d e s i r e d  p l a n t  comnmnity" as  - 

A p l a n t  c o m i t y  wh ich  produces  t h e  k i n d ,  p r o p o r t i o n ,  and m o u n t  o f  
v e g e t a t i o n  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  meet i l tg  o r  ezeeed ing  t he  l and  use  p l a n  g o a l s  and 
a c t i v i t y  p l a n  o b j e c t i v e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  t he  s i t e .  The PPC becomes t h e  
v e g e t a t i o n  management o b j e c t i v e  f o r  t he  s i t e  and must be c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  
t h e  s i t e ' s  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  produce t h e  d e s i r e d  v e g e t a t i o n  t h r o u g h  
management,  l a n d  t r ea tmen t~  o r  a combina t ion  o f  t he  two. 

We w i l l  c o n t i n u e  to  c o l l e c t  E c o l o g i c a l  S i t e  I n v e n t o r y  d a t a  and d a t a  f rom 
u t i l i z a t i o n  and t r e n d  m o n i t o r i n g  s t u d i e s ,  t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  
c u r r a n t  g r a z i n g  p r a c t i c e s  and to  propose changes  f o r  t he  f u t u r e .  Season o f  
use~ l i v e s t o c k  p r e f e r e n c e j  and p a s t u r e  r o t a t i o n  may be a f f e c t e d  on some 
a l l o t m e n t s .  Aga in ,  t h i s  i s  s t a n d a r d  BLM pol ieyp and i s  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  
grazing ElSs and the draft P~/EIB, with no changes. 

We want to continue to work closely with you and all the other individual 
permitteesj the KinKman GrazlnE Advisory Board, Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servlee~ and interested envlronmental 
groups to properly manage all uses, including livestock grazlng, on the public 
rauEelands In the Kinsman Resource Area. 

I hope this infomatlon will help you in preparing your specific co~ents on 
the Kinsman draft RMPo If you have any further questions please contact me, 
or any of our range conservatlonlstss or Gordon Bentley~ P/~ Team Leader, at 
(602) 757-3151o 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

/S/ELAINE E MARQUIS 
E l a i n e  F. Marquis 
Area Manager 

ec! 
Henri Blsson 
Ken McReynolds 
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Howard Grounds 
W.F. Cattle Co. 
P.O. BOX 270 
Kinsman, Arizona "86402 

A p r i l  1,1991 

Dear Mr. Grounds: 

Thank you f o r  y o u r  l e t t e r  c o n c e r n i n g  our  Kt-~  -m-~ Resource Area d r a f t  Resource 
M s n a g ~ a n t  Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/BIS). We appreciate your 
williv~11ess to participate in helping BLM to develop the best possible plen 
for mauaginE the public lands in Mohave Co~ty for the next 20 years. 

The RMP s~marlzes the decisions i n  the Csrbat-Black and Hualapal/Aquarlus 
final grazing Envlronmental Impact Statements (SIS). This informatlon is 
found in Appendix i, pages 155 through 158 of the draft RMP. Preference on 
each individual allotment, either active or suspended, is shown in the table 
on pages 155 and 156, along with information on allotment management plans, 
base property, m~agement category (management priority in response t o  
resource values), and forage availability (perennial versus e p h e m e r a l ) .  
Preference will only change in response to monitoring data obtained from 
utilization and trend studies. This is standard BLN policy, and is outlined 
in the graziDg EISs and the draft RMP/EIS, with no changes. 

The presence of Areas of Critical Enviro~ental Concern (ACES) within an 
allotment will be an important factor in determiv/ag priorities for AMP 
deve lopmeut  and new r a n g e  improvements .  C o n s t r u e t l o n  o f  new r a n g e  
improvements will follow schedules built into new and existing Allotment 
Hanagemant Plans (AMP). Maintenance of exlstin8 range improvements will 
continue to be the responsibility of the party deriving the primary benefit 
from t h e  improvement, in accordance with ELM polley. 

Actions needed to improve access would follow the decisions outlined on page 
59 and as sh~n in Appendix 2~. The Bureau's intent ~s to pursue access 
acquisitions with the agreement of the private land owner. 

Ranseland management aetlo~s proposed for the Preferred Alternative, 
Alternative 2, are sum~arlzed on pages 20, 21, and 43 of the draft RMP. Other 
than beltS site specific for individual ACECs, these proposed management 
actions are "business as usual", as outlined in the grazing EISs. 

We are presently conducting an Ecological Site Inventory throughout the 
resource area. Using this data, the Bureau will set objectives for desired 
plant communities. Changes in desired plant eo~nitles will be ~onltored 
along with the degree of forage utilization. This data will be analyzed and 
the results will be used to make livestock use adjustments in the future. 
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Season o f  u s e ,  l i v e s t o c k  p r e f e r e n c e ,  and p a s t u r e  r o t a t i o n  may be a f f e c t e d  on 
some a l l o t m e n t s .  A g a i n ,  t h i s  i s  s t a n d a r d  El/q p o l i c y ,  and i s  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  
g r a z i n g  EISs  a~d t h e  d r a f t  P / ~ / B I S ,  w i t h  no chan~ea.  

I b e l i e v e  i t  would be  h e l p f u l  f o r  me t o  e x p l a i n  and d e f i n e  t h e  Des i r ed  p l a n t  
Community (DPC) c o n c e p t .  

The Bureau o f  Land Management c o n d u c t s  e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  i n v e n t o r i e s  t o  i d e n t i f y  
e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e s  and  t h e  e c o l o g i c a l  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  p l a n t  eommunlt les  o c c u r r i n g  
on them. A p a r t i c u l a r  e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  may s u p p o r t  s e v e r a l  tmlq~e  eommtmlt les  
( s e r a l  c o ~ u n i t l e s ) ,  w h i c h  may be  r e l a t i v e l y  s i m i l a r ,  o r  e n t i r e l y  d i s s i m i l a r  
from t h e  p o t e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  community ( I ~ C ) ,  o r  e l l m s x  s t a g e  o f  p l a n t  eon~ml i ty  
development .  At t h e  same t i m e ,  two s e r e 1  communi t ies  i n  " e a r l y  n o r  "mid" 
s e r a l  s t a t u s  m a y b e  a s  d i s s i m i l a r  t o  each  o t h e r  as  t h e y  a r e  t o  t h e  PNC. Most 
i m p o r t a n t l y ,  t h e s e  e e r a l  p l a n t  communi t i es  o f t e n  d i f f e r m a r k e d l y  i n  t h e l r  
r e l a t i v e  v a l u e  f o r  p r o v i d i n g  c o v e r ,  h a b i t a t ,  f o r a g e ,  o r  o t h e r  d e s i r e d  
" p r o d u c t s "  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  l a n d  u s e  p l a l l .  

The concep t  o f  " d e s i r e d  p l a n t  c o ~ m m i t i e s "  t a k e s  t h e  " p o t e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  
coan~D/ ty" ,  o r  c l i m a x  s e r a l  s t n g e  o f  E c o l o g i c a l  S i t e ,  one s t e p  f u r t h e r .  BLM 
~eaoEni~es i t  may n o t  a lways  be  f e a s i b l e ,  o r  d e s i r a b l e ,  t o  manage f o r  a c l imax  
meta l  s t a s e ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  a c h i e v e  l i v e s t o c k  o r  o t h e r  r e s o u r c e  management 
o b j e c t i v e s .  

SIR d e f i n e s  " d e s i r e d  p l a n t  community" as  - 

A p l a n t  c o E m t m t t y w h i c h p r o d u c e s  t h e  k i n d , : p r o p o r t i o n ~  and amount o f  
v e g e t a t i o n n e e e s s a r y  f o r  m e e t i n g  o r  exceed ing  t h e  l e n d  use  p l a n  g o a l s  and 
a c t i v i t y  p l a n  o b j e c t i v e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  t h e  s i t e .  The DPC becomes t h e  
v e g e t a t i o n  management  o b j e c t i v e  f o r  t h e  s i t e  and must  be c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  
t h e  s i t e ' s  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  p roduc e  t h e  d e s i r e d  v e g e t a t i o ~  t h r o u g h  
management,  l a n d  t r e a t m e n t ,  o r  a c o m b i m a t i o n o f  t h e  two. 

We want t o  c o n t i n u e  t o  work c l o s e l y  w i t h y o u  and a l l  t h e  o t h e r  i n d i v i d u a l  
p e a m i t t e e s ,  t h e  B ~ E  ~ Crazin@ Adv i so ry  Board ,  A r i z ona  Game end F i s h  
Depar tment ,  UoS. F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e ,  and i n t e r e s t e d  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  
groups  to  p r o p e r l y  manage a l l  u s e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g ,  on  t h e  p u b l i c  
r anBelands  i n  t h e  K i n ~ m a n R e s o u r e e  Area .  

I hope t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  w i l l  h e l p  you i n  p r e p a r i n g  your  s p e c i f i c  e o m e n t s  on 
t he  K i n g m a n d r a f t  P / ~ .  I f  you  h a v e  amy f u r t h e r  q u e s t i o n s  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  me, 
o r  any o f  ou~ r a n g e  c o n s e r v a t i o n i s t s ,  o r  Gordon B e n t l e y ,  RMP Team L e a de r ,  a t  
(602) 757-3161. 

ec:  
Ken McReynolds 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

/ e / ~ I n e  P. ~ r q ~  

B l a i n e  F.  Marquls  
Area Manager 
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William L. Nugent 
2634 Airway Avenue 
Kingman, Arizona 86401 

March 28,1991 

Dear Hr .  Nugent :  

Thank you f o r  your  l e t t e r  c o n c e r n i n g  our  Kingman Resource Area d r a f t  Resource 
Management Plan/Envlronmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS). We appreciate your 
willingness to participate in helping BLM to develop the best posslble plan 
for managing the public lands in Mohave County for the next 20 years. 

The RMP summarizes the decisions in the Cerbat-Black and Hualapal/Aquarlus 
final grazlngEnvi¢onmental Impact Statements (EIS). This Info~atio~is 
found in Appendix 1, pages 155 through 158 of the draft RMP. Preference on 
each individual allotment, either active or suspended, is shown in the table 
on pages 155 and 156, along with information on allotment management plans, 
base property, management category (management priority in response to 
r e s o u r c e  v a l u e s ) ,  and fo rage  a v a i l a b i l i t y  ( p e r e n n i a l  v e r s u s  e p h e m e r a l ) .  
P r e f e r e n c e  w i l l  o n l y  change i n  response  to  m o n i t o r i n g  d a t a  Obta ined  from 
u t i l i z a t i o n  and t r e n d  s t u d i e s .  Th i s  i s  s t a n d a r d  BLM p o l i c y ,  and i s  o u t l i n e d  
i n  t he  g r a z i n g  EISs  and t h e  d r a f t  RMP/EIS, w i t h  no changes .  

The p r e s e n c e  of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACRC) within an 
allotment will be an important factor in determining priorities for AND 
development and new range improvements. Construction of new range 
improvements will follow schedules built into new and existing Allotment 
Management Plans (AMP). Maintenance of existing range improvements will 
continue to be the responslbility of the party deriving the primary benefit 
from the improvement~ in accordance with BLM policy. 

Actions needed to improve access would follow the decisions outllned on page 
59 and as show~ in Appendix 24. The Bureau's intent is to pursue access 
acquisitions with the aEreement of the private lan~ o~ner. 

Rangeland manaBement actions proposed for the Preferred Alteenatlve, 
Alternative 2, are suE~arized on pasts 20, 21, and 43 of the draft RMP. Other 
t h e n  b e i n g s i t e  s p e c i f i c  f o r  t he  i n d i v i d u a l  ACECs, t h e s e  proposed  m e n a g ~ e n t  
aetlons are "business as usual", as outlined in the grazing EIgs. 
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S p e c i f i c  Management P r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  each ACEC proposed ,  a r e  shown i n  
Appendix 18.  The proposed  manaBement p r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  each ACEO a re  d e s i g n e d  
to  p r o t e c t  and enhance  i m p o r t a n t  o r  un ique  va lues  such  as  t he  Joshua  t r e e  
f o r e s t ,  b i g h o r n  sheep ,  Hua lapa i  Mexican v o l e ,  b a l d  eag le  B b lack-hawk,  d e s e r t  
tortolsej antelope habitat, riparian areas~ cultural and paleontological 
r e s o u r c e s ,  and s c e n i c  v a l u e s .  The d e s i r e d  p l a n t  communit ies  we p l a n  to  r e a c h  
t h r o u g h  B r a z i n g  management w i l l  be  t i e d  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e s e  unique v a l u e s .  
Livestock are a very important component of the public lands and are an 
e x t r e m e l y  i m p o r t a n t  t o o l  i n  h e l p i n g  us  t o  r each  ACEG o b j e c t i v e s ,  s i n c e  
v e B e t a t i v e  communi t ies  can  be improved t h r o u g h  p r o p e r  g r a z i n g  p r a c t i c e s .  

The Hua lapa i  Mounta in  Resea rch  N a t u r a l  Area ACEC has  been  proposed f o r  t h e  
H i b e r n i a  Peak A a l l o t m e n t  ( 0050 ) ,  see  page 208 o f  t h e  d r a f t  RMP/EIS. The 
management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  wh ich  most a f f e c t  your  l i v e s t o c k  o p e r a t i o n  a r e  shown 
as follows= 

Huslaoal Mountain Research Natural Area ACEC 

MEt. P r e s e .  10. Exc lude  l i v e s t o c k  from occupied  and h i s t o r i c  vo le  h a b i t a t  
( 2 ,114  a c r e s ) .  Note :  Occupied s i t e s  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  fenced  to  exclude  
g r a z i n g .  C u r r e n t  r a n g e l a n d  management goa l s  a re  t o  r e s t o r e  a l l  r i p a r i a n  
a r e a s ,  wh ich  i n c l u d e s  h i s t o r i c a l  v o l e  h a b i t a t s .  

MEt. P r e s e .  11. Review e x i s t i n g  a l l o t m e n t  management p l a n s  and i n c o r p o r a t e  
o b j e c t i v e s  d e s i g n e d  to  p r o t e c t  end enhance wa te r sheds  s u r r o u n d i n g  t he  ACEC. 
Develop d e s i r e d  p l a n t  community d e s c r i p t i o n s  and d e s i g n  s p e c i f i c  management 
a c t i o n s  to  a c h i e v e  them.  

I b e l i e v e  i t  would be h e l p f u l  f o r  me to  e x p l a i n  and d e f i n e  t he  Des i red  p l a n t  
C o ~ t q z i t y  (DPC) c o n c e p t .  

The Bureau o£ Land Nanagement cond@ets e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  i n v e n t o r i e s  t o  i d e n t i f y  
e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e s  and t h e  e c o l o g i c a l  s t a t u s  o f  t he  p l a n t  c o ~ m l t l e a  o c c u r r i n g  
on them.  A p a r t i c u l a r  e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  may suppor t  s e v e r a l  en ique  communit ies  
( s e r a l  c o m m u n i t i e s ) ,  w h i c h  may be r e l a t i v e l y  s i m i l a r ,  o r  e n t i r e l y  d i s s i m i l a r  
from t h e  p o t e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  c o ~ a u n i t y  (PBO), or  c l imax  s taBe o f  p l a n t  community 
development. At the same time, two seral communities in "early" or "mid" 
s e r a l  s t a t u s  may be as  d i s s i m i l a r  t o  each o t h e r  as t h e y  a r e  to  t h e  PNC. Most 
i m p o r t a n t l y ,  t h e s e  s e r a l  p l a n t  communit ies  o f t e n  d i f f e r  markedly  i n  t h e i r  
r e l a t i v e  v a l u e  f o r  p r o v i d i n g  c o v e r ,  h a b i t a t ,  f o r a g e ,  o r  o t h e r  d e s i r e d  
" p r o d u c t s "  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  l a n d  use  p l a n .  

The concep t  o f  '*desired p l a n t  eo~muni t i e s "  t akes  t he  " p o t e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  
comm~nlty", o~ climax seral stage of E c o l o g i c a l  Site, one step fucthez. BLM 
reeognizes it may not always be feasible, or desirable, to manage for a climax 
s e r a l  s t a g e  j i n  o r d e r  t o  a c h i e v e  l i v e s t o c k  o r  o t h e r  r e s o u r c e  management 
o b j e c t i v e s .  
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3tb[ defines "desired plant co~m~Ity" as - 

A p l a n t  con~mmity wh ich  p roduces  t h e  k i n d ,  p r o p o r t i o n ,  and amotmt o f  
vegetation necessary for meetlnE or exceeding the land use plan goals and 
activity plan objectives established for the site. The DPC becomes the 
vegetation management objective for the site and must be consistent with 
the site's capability to produce the desired vegetation through 
management, land treatment, or a combination of the two. 

~e will continue to collect Ecological Site Inventory data and data from 
~tillzation and trend monitorln E studies, to evaluate the effectiveness of 
~urrent grazlnE practices and to propose changes for the future. Season of 
~se, livestock preference, and pasture rotation may be affected on some 
allotments. Again s thls is standard BLM policy, and is outlined in t h e  
~razlng EISs and the draft RMP/EIS, with no changes. 

~e want to continue to work closely with you and all the other individual 
~ermlttees, the Kingman Grazi~ Advisory Board, Arizona Came and Fish 
~epartment~ U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and interested environmental 
~roups to properly manage all uses, including livestock grazinet on the public 
rangelands in the KinRman Resource Area. 

[ hope this information will help you in preparing your specific comments on 
~he Kir~man d£aft RHP. If you have any further questi6ns please contact me, 
~r any of our range conservationists, or Gordon Bentley~ RMP Team Leader, at 
(602) 757-3161. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

/ e / E l a l n s  I-. M a r q u h i  

E l a l n e  F. Marquis  
Area Manager 

,'en McReynolds 

0 
I 
> 

m 

< 



4~ 
r..O 

L - l l  
United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
EiNGMAN RESoURcE AREA 

2475 BEVERLY AVENUE 
KINGMAN, ARIZONA 86401 

Charles Earle 
Laughli~La~d a~d Cattle CO. 
P.O. Box 6303 
KinEman, Arizona 86402 

1610 
025 
0486r 

April 2,  1991 

Dear Mr. Earle: 

Thank you for your letter concerning our EinEman Resource Area draft Resource 
Management Plan/Envlro~mental Impact Statement (RMP/EI$). We appreciate your 
willlnsness to participate in helpin~ gLMto deve lop  the best possible plan 
for managln8 the public lands in Mohave County for the next 20 years. 

The ~ su~marlzes the decisions in the Cerbat-Black and Eualapal/Aquarlus 
final grazing Environmental Impact Statements (EIS). This information is 
foand in Appendix l, pages 155 through 158 of the draft RMP. Preference on 
each individual allotment, either active or suspended, is 8how~ In the table 
on pages 155 and 156, eloPE with information on allotment management plans, 
base  p r o p e r t y ,  management ca t ego ry  (management p r i o r i t y  i n  r e s p o n s e  to  
r e s o u r c e  v a l u e s ) ,  and fo rage  a v a i l a b i l i t y  ( p e r e ~ l i a l  v e r s u s  e p h e m e r a l ) .  
P r e f e r e n c e  w i l l  on ly  change i n  response  to  moni to r i l lE  d a t a  o b t a i n e d  from 
u t i l i z a t i o n  and t r e n d  s t u d i e s .  This  i s  s t a n d a r d  ELM p o l i c y ,  and i s  o u t l i n e d  
I n  t h e  g r a z i n g  EISs  and t he  d r a f t  RMP/EIS, w i t h  no changes .  

The p r e s e n c e  o f  Areas o f  C r i t i c a l  Env i ronmenta l  Concern (ACEC) w i t h i n  an  
a l l o t m e n t  w i l l  be an  i m p o r t a n t  f a c t o r  i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  p r i o r i t i e s  f o r  AMP 
development  and new range  improvements.  C o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  new r a n g e  
improve~ents will follow schedules built into uew and exlsti~E Allotment 
Management Plans (AMP)° Maintenance of exlstln8 range improvements will 
c o n t i n u e  to  be t he  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t he  p a r t y  d e r i v i n g  t h e  p r i m a r y  b e n e f i t  
from the  improvement ,  i n  accordance w i t h  ELM p o l i c y .  

Ac t i ons  needed to  improve access  would f o l l o w  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  o u t l i n e d  on page 
59 and as shown i n  Appendix 24. The Bureau ' s  i n t e n t  I s  t o  pursue  access  
acquisitions with the agreement of the private lend owner. 

Range land  management a c t i o n s  proposed f o r  t he  P r e f e r r e d  A l t e r ~ a t i v e ,  
Alternative 2, are s~narized on pa~es 20, 21, a~d ~3 of the draft RMP. Other 
t h a n  b e i n g  s i t e  s p e c i f i c  f o r  the  i n d i v i d u a l  ACECs, t h e s e  proposed  management 
actions are "business as usual", as outlined in the 8razing EISs. 
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M o n i t o r i n g  o f  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  i s  a S t a t e  o f  A r i z ona  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  I t  i s  t he  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  each  l a n d  owner t o  ensu re  t h a t  r u n o f f  o r  s t r e a m  d i s c h a r g e  
from t h e i r  l a n d s  meets  q u a l i t y  s t a n d a r d s  s e t  by t he  s t a t e .  As t h e  agency i n  
cha rge  o f  management o f  t h e  p u b l i c  l a n d s ,  BLM i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  m a i n t a i n i n g  
t he  q u a l i t y  o f  w a t e r  d i s c h a r g e d  from p u b l i c  r a n E e l a n d s .  

S p e c i f i c  ManageEeqat P r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  each  ACEC proposed ,  a r e  shown i n  
Appendix 18.  The proposed management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  each  ACEC a r e  d e s i g n e d  
to  p r o t e c t  and ~,~l ,~.e  i m p o r t a n t  o r  un ique  v a l u e s  such  as  t h e  Joshua  t r e e  
f o r e s t ,  b i g h o r n  sheep ,  Hua lapa i  Mexican v o l e ,  b a l d  e a g l e ,  b l ack -hawk ,  d e s e r t  
t o r t o i s e ,  a n t e l o p e  h a b i t a t ,  r i p a r i a n  a r e a s ,  c u l t u r a l  and p a l e o n t o l o g i c a l  
r e s o u r c e s ,  and s c e n i c  v a l u e s .  The d e s i r e d  p l a n t  communit ies  we p l a n  to  r e a c h  
t h r o u g h  g r a z i n g  mauagament v i i 1  he  t i e d  d i r e c t l y  to  t h e s e  un ique  v a l u e s .  
L i v e s t o c k  a r e  a v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  component o f  t he  p u b l i c  l a n d s  and a r e  an 
ex t remely  i m p o r t a n t  t o o l  i n  he l p i nK  us  t o  r e a c h  ACEC o b j e c t i v e s ,  s i n c e  
v e g e t a t i v e  co~muni t i e s  cel t  be improved t h r o u ~  p r o p e r  g r a z i u ~  p r a c t i c e s .  

The E u a l a p a i  Mot~ltain Research  N a t u r a l  Area ACEC has  been  proposed  f o r  t he  
Yellow P i n e  a l l o t m e n t  (0078) ,  see  page 208 o f  t h e  d r a f t  RMP/EIS° The 
management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  which  most a f f e c t  your  l i v e s t o c k  o p e r a t i o n  a r e  shown 
as f o l l o w s :  

H~slaDal Momtaln Research ~atural Area ACEC 

MEt. P r e s s .  10.  Exclude  l i v e s t o c k  from occup ied  end h i s t o r i c  v o l e  h a b i t a t  
(2 ,114  a c r e s ) .  Note :  Occupied s i t e s  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  f enced  to  exc lude  
g r a z i n g .  C u r r e n t  r a n g e l a n d  management g o a l s  a r e  t o  r e s t o r e  a l l  r i p a r i a ~  
a r e a s ,  wh ich  i n c l u d e s  h i s t o r i c a l  v o l e  h a b i t a t s .  

l~gt. Presc°  11.  E e r i e r  e x i s t i n g  a l l o t m e n t  management p l a n s  and i n c o r p o r a t e  
o b j e c t i v e s  d e s i g n e d  to  p r o t e c t  and enhance wa te r sheds  s u r r o u n d i n g  t h e  ACEC. 
Develop d e s i r e d  p l a n t  com~nulity d e s c r i p t i o n s  and d e s i g n  s p e c i f i c  management 
actions to achieve them. 

I believe it would be helpful for me to explain and define the Desired Plant 
Community (DPG) concep t .  

The Bureau o f  Land Nanagezant  conducts  e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  I n v e n t o r i e s  t o  i d e n t i f y  
e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e s  ~ d  t he  e c o l o g i c a l  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  p l a n t  commani t ies  o c c u r r i n g  
oll chem. A p a r t i c u l a r  e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  may s uppo r t  s e v e r a l  un ique  c o w ~ t t i e s  
( s e r a l  c o m ~ m i t i e s ) ,  which may De r e l a t i v e l y  s i m i l a r ,  o r  e n t i r e l y  d i s s i m i l a r  
from t h e  p o t e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  eo~munity (PNC), o r  c l imax  s t a g e  o f  p l a n t  commmlity 
development. A t  t h e  same time, two seral co=unlties in "early" or "mid" 
s e r a l  s t a t u s  may be as  d i s s i m i l a r  t o  each  o t h e r  as  t h e y  a r e  t o  t h e  PNC. Most 
i m p o r t a n t l y ,  t h e s e  s e r a l  p l a n t  e o ~ n u n i t i e s  o f t e n  d i f f e r  markedly  i n  t h e i r  
r e l a t i v e  v a l u e  f o r  p r o v i d i n g  cove r ,  h a b i t a t ,  f o r a g e ,  o r  o t h e r  d e s i r e d  
"p roduc t s "  I d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  l a n d  use  p l a n .  

The concep t  o f  " d e s i r e d  p l a n t  come,uni t ies"  t a k e s  t he  " p o t e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  
c o m i t y " ,  o r  c l i m a x  s e c a l  s t a g e  o f  E c o l o g i c a l  S i t e ,  one s t e p  f u r t h e r .  5~M 
r e c o g n i z e s  i t  may n o t  always be f e a s i b l e ,  o r  d e s i r a b l e ,  t o  manage f o r  a c l imax  
se re1  s t a g e ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  a c h i e ve  l i v e s t o c k  o r  o t h e r  r e s o u r c e  management 
o b j e c t i v e s  • 
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LH d e f i n e s  " d e s i r e d  p l a n t  c o m u n l t y "  as - 

A plant :  c o ~ m m i t y  wh ich  produces  t h e  k i n d ,  p r o p o r t i o n ,  and amount o f  
v e g e t a t i o n  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  m e e t i n g  o r  exceed ing  t h e  l a u d  use  p l a n  g o a l s  and 
a c t i v i t y  p l a n  o b j e c t i v e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  t h e  s i t e .  The DPC becomes t he  
v e g e t a t i o n  management o b j e c t i v e  f o r  t h e  s i t e  and must  be c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  
t h e  s i t e t s  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  produce  t h e  d e s i r e d  v e g e t a t i o n  t h r o u g h  
management,  l a n d  t r e a t m e n t ,  o r  a combina t ion  o f  t h e  two. 

re w i l l  c o n t i n u e  t o  c o l l e c t  E c o l o g i c a l  S i t e  I n v e n t o r y  d a t a  and d a t a  f rom 
i t i l t z a t i o n  and t r e n d  mon i to r tDg  s t u d i e s ,  t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  e £ f e c t i v e n e s s  Of 
u r r e n t  g r a z i n g  p r a c t i c e s  and to  propose  oh .n~es  f o r  t h e  f u t u r e .  Season  o f  
tse, l i v e s t o c k  p r e f e r e n c e ,  and p a s t u r e  r o t a t i o n  may be a f f e c t e d  on some 
l l o t m e n t s .  ~ a i n ,  t h i s  i s  s t a n d a r d  BLM p o l i c y ,  and t s  o u t l i n e d  i l l  t h e  
: r a z ing  EISs  and t h e  d r a f t  P~P/EIS ,  w i t h  no changes .  

'e waut  t o  c o n t i n u e  t o  work c l o s e l y  w i t h  you and a l l  t h e  o c h e r  i n d i v i d u a l  
e r m t t t e e s ,  t h e  Kinsman Graz ing  Advisory  Board,  Mohave L i v e s t o c k  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  
r i z o n a  @ame and F i s h  Depar tmen t ,  U.S .  F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e ,  and  
n t e r e s t e d  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  g roups  to  p r o p e r l y  manage a l l  u s e s ,  i n c l u d t u g  
i v e s t o c h  g r a z i n g ,  on t h e  p u b l i c  t a b l e l a n d s  i n  t h e  Klngman Resource  Area .  

hope  t h i s  t n f o m a t i o n  w i l l  h e l p  you  i n  p r e p a r i ~  y o u r  s p e c i f i c  c o m e n t s  on 
he  K i n g . a n  d r a f t  PJ~P. I f  you have any f u r t h e r  q u e s t i o n s  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  me, 
r any o f  our  r ange  c o n s e r v a t i o n i s t s ,  o r  Gordon B e n t l e y ,  ~ Team L e a d e r ,  a t  
602) 757-S161.  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

Bruce N. AsbJorn  
A c t i n g  Area Nauager 

~en McReynolds 
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United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
KINGMAN RESOURCE AREA 

2475 BEVERLY AVENUE 
KINGMAN. ARIZONA @6401 

Dave Enisely 
P.O. Box 455 
D o l a n  S p r i n g s ,  A r i z o n a  
86441 

1610 
025 
0487r  

April 2 ,  1991 

Dear Mr. Kulsely~ 

Thank ysu for your letter to Henri Bisson, PhoenlxDistrlct Manager, 
c o n c e r n i n g  o u r  K i n g m a n R e s o u r c e  A r e a  d r a f t  R e s o u r c e  Managemen t  
P l a n / E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t  ( R M P / B I S ) .  Be h a s  a s k e d  me t o  r e s p o n d  t o  
y o u r  q u e s t i o n s  and  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  i n  a n s w e r  t o  t h e m .  We 
a p p r e c i a t e  y o u r  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  h e l p i n g  BLM t o  d e v e l o p  t h e  b a s t  
p o s s i b l e  p l a n  f o r  m a n a g i n g  t h e  p u b l i c  l a u d s  i n  Nohave  C o u n t y  f o r  t h e  n e x t  20  
y e a r s .  

The  RNP s u m m a r i z e s  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  i n  t h e  C e r b a t / B l a c k  a n d  H u a l a p a l - A q u a r i u s  
f i n a l  g r a z i n g  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t s  ( R I S ) .  T h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  
f o u n d  i n  A p p e n d i x  l ,  p a g e s  155 t h r o u g h  158 o f  t h e  d r a f t  RMP. P r e f e r e n c e  o n  
e a c h  i n d i v i d u a l  a l l o t m e n t ,  e i t h e r  a c t i v e  o r  s u s p e n d e d ,  i s  shown  i n  t h e  t a b l e  
on pages 155 and 156, along with information On allotment management plane, 
base property, management category (management priority in response to 
resource values), and forage availabillty (perennial versus ephemeral). 
Preference will only change in response to monitoring data obtained from 
utillzatlon and Erend studies. This is standard BLM policy, and is outllned 
in the grazing EISs and the draft RMP/EIS, with no changes. 

The presence of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) within an 
allotment will be an important factor in determining priorities for AMP 
development and new range improvements. Construction of new range 
improvements will follow schedules Built into new and existing Allotment 
Management Plans (AMP). Malntenanee of existing range improvements will 
continue to Be the responslbillty of the party deriving the primary benefit 
from the improvement, in accordance with BLHpolicy. 

Actions needed to improve access would follow the decisions outlined on page 
59 and as show~ in Appendlx 24. The Bureau's intent is to pursue access 
acquisitions wlth the agreement of the private land owner. 

Rengeland management actions proposed for the Preferred Alternative, 
Alternative 2, are summarlzed on pages 20, 21 t and 43 of the draft RHP. Other 
than being site specific for the individual ACECs, these proposed management 
actions are "business as usual", as outlined in the grazing BISs. 

P a g e  2 

N o n i t o r i n g  o f  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  i s  a S t a t e  o f  A r i z o n a  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  I t  i s  t h e  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  e a c h  l a n d  o w n e r  t o  e n s u r e  t h a t  r u n o f f  o r  s t r e a m  d i s c h a r g e  
f r o m  t h e i r  l a n d s  m e e t s  q u a l i t y  s t a n d a r d s  s e t  b y  t h e  s t a t e .  As t h e  a s e n e y  i n  
c h a r g e  o f  m a n a g e m e n t  o f  t h e  p u b l i c  l a n d s ,  BLN i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  m a i n t a i n i n g  
t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  w a t e r  d i s c h a r g e d  f r o m  p u b l i c  r a u g e l a u d s .  

We a r e  p r e s e n t l y  c o n d u c t i n g  a~  E c o l o g i c a l  S i t e  I n v e n t o r y  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  
r e s o u r c e  a r e a .  U s i n g  t h i s  d a t a ,  t h e  B u r e a u  w i l l  s e t  o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  d e s i r e d  
p l a n t  c o m m u n i t i e s .  C h a n g e s  i n  d e s i r e d  p l a n t  c o u ~ n l m i t i e s  w i l l  b e  m o n i t o r e d  
a l o n g  w i t h  t h e  d e g r e e  o f  f o r a g e  u t i l i z a t i o n .  T h i s  d a t a  w i l l  b e  a n a l y z e d  and  
t h e  r e s u l t s  w i l l  b e  u s e d  t o  make  l i v e s t o c k  u s e  a d j u s t m e n t s  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  
S e a s o n  o f  u s e ,  l i v e s t o c k  p r e f e r e n c e ,  a n d  p a s t u r e  r o t a t i o n  may b e  a f f e c t e d  o n  
some a l l o t m e n t s .  A g a i n ,  t h i s  i s  s t a n d a r d  DLN p o l i c y ,  a n d  i s  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  
g r a z i n g  r I S e  a n d  t h e  d r a f t  RMP/EIS ,  w i t h  n o  c h a n g e s .  

I b e l i e v e  i t  w o u l d  b e  h e l p f u l  f o r  me t o  e x p l a i n  a n d  d e f i n e  t h e  D e s i r e d  P l a n t  
C o E E ~ l i t y  (DPC) c o n c e p t .  

The  B u r e a u  o f  L a n d  Managemen t  c o n d u c t s  e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  i n v e n t o r i e s  t o  i d e n t i f y  
e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e s  a n d  t h e  e c o l o g i c a l  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  p l a n t  e o m m l m i t i e s  o c c u r r i n g  
o n  t h e m .  A p a r t i c u l a r  e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  may s u p p o r t  s e v e r a l  u n i q u e  c o m m u n i t i e s  
( s e r a l  c o m ~ n u n i t i e s ) ,  w h i c h  may b e  r e l a t i v e l y  s i m i l a r ,  o r  e n t i r e l y  d i s s i m i l a r  
f r o m  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  c o m ~ t ~ i t y  (PRC) ,  o r  c l i m a x  s t a g e  o f  p l a n t  c o m m u n i t y  
d e v e l o p m e n t .  A t  t h e  same t i m e ,  two s e r a l  c o m m u n i t i e s  i n  " e a r l y "  o r  " m i d "  
s e r a l  s t a t u s  may b e  a s  d i s s i m i l a r  t o  e a c h  o t h e r  a s  t h e y  a r e  t o  t h e  PffC. Most  
i m p o r t a n t l y ,  t h e s e  s e r a l  p l a n t  c o m m u n i t i e s  o f t e n  d i f f e r  m a r k e d l y  i n  t h e i r  
r e l a t i v e  v a l u e  f o r  p r o v i d i n g  c o v e r ,  h a b i t a t ,  f o r a g e ,  o r  o t h e r  d e s i r e d  
" p r o d u c t s "  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  l a n d  u s e  p l a n .  

The c o n c e p t  o f  " d e s i r e d  p l a n t  c o m m u n i t i e s , '  t a k e s  t h e  " p o t e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  
c o m m l m i t y - ,  o r  c l i m a x  s e r a l  s t a g e  o f  E c o l o g i c a l  S i t e ,  one  s t e p  f u r t h e r .  DLN 
r e c o g n i z e s  i t  may n o t  a l w a y s  b e  f e a s i b l e ,  o r  d e s i r a b l e ,  t o  m a n a g e  f o r  a c l i m a x  
s e r a l  s t a g e ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  a c h i e v e  l i v e s t o c k  o r  o t h e r  r e s o u r c e  manaEemen ~ 
o B J e c t  i v e s  o 

SLH d e f i n e s  ' * d e s i r e d  p l a n t  c o m m u n i t y "  a s  - 

A p l a n t  con~nun i ty  w h i c h  p r o d u c e s  t h e  k i n d ,  p r o p o r t i o n ,  a n d  a m o u n t  o f  
v e g e t a t i o n  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  m e e t i n g  o r  e x c e e d i n g  t h e  l a n d  u s e  p l a n  g s a l s  and  
a c t i v i t y  p l a n  o b j e c t i v e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  t h e  s i t e .  The  DPC becomes  t h e  
v e g e t a t i o n  mana&eme~t  o b j e c t i v e  f o r  t h e  s i t e  and  m u s t  b e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  
t h e  s i t e ' s  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  p r o d u c e  t h e  d e s i r e d  v e g e t a t i o n  t h r o u g h  
m a n a g e m e n t ,  l a n d  t r e a t m e n t ,  o r  a c o m b i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  t w o .  

We w a n t  t o  c o n t i n u e  t o  w o r k  c l o s e l y  w i t h  a l l  i n d i v i d u a l  p e r m i t t e e s ,  t h e  
K t n g m a n  G r a z i n g  A d v i s o r y  B o a r d ,  Nohave  L i v e s t o c k  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  A r i z o n a  Came and  
F i s h  D e p a r t m e n t ,  U . S .  F i s h  and  W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e ,  a n d  i n t e r e s t e d  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  
g r o u p s  t o  p r o p e r l y  m a n a g e  a l l  u s e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g j  o n  t h e  p u b l i c  
r a n g e l a n d s  i n  t h e  K t n g m a n  R e s o u r c e  A r e a .  
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The  B u r e a u  w i l l  m a n a g e  w i l d  h o r s e s  o n  t h e  C e r b a t  Mou~ta iDs  H e r d  M a n a g e m e n t  
A r e a ,  t o  a c h i e v e  a n d  m a i n t a i n  a t h r i v i n B n a t u r a l  e c o l o g i c a l  b a l a n c e  o n  t h e  
p u b l i c  l a n d s ~  i n  c o m p l i a n c e  w i t h  t h e  W i l d  a n d  F ree -RoamiD~  H o r s e s  a n d  B u r r o  
A c t  o f  1 9 7 1 .  T h i s  t h r i v i n g  e c o l o g i c a l  b a l a n c e  i n c l u d e s  d o m e s t i c  l i v e s t o c k ,  a s  
w e l l  a s  w i l d l i f e  a n d  w i l d  h o r s e s .  We w i l l  w o r k  w i t h  y o u  a n d  o t h e r  a f f e c t e d  
p e r m i t t e e s  t o  m a n a g e  l i v e s t o c k  a n d  w i l d  h o r s e  s r a z i n 8  i n  a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  
p r o v i s i o n s  t o  h e  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  a p p r o v e d  R e s o u r c e  Managemen t  P l a n  ( P ~ ) ,  w h e n  
i t  h a s  b e e n  a c c e p t e d  a n d  s i g n e d  by  t h e  A r i z o n a  BI/~ S t a t e  D i r e c t o r .  A H e r d  
Management Area Pla~ (HHAP) will then be completed, finalizing the management 
s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  n e c e s s a r y  t o  m a i n t a i n  a v i a b l e  w i l d  h o r s e  p o p u l a t i e n .  The  
w e i g h t  o f  a v i a b l e  w i l d  h o r s e  h e e d  w i l l  n o t  f a l l  e n t i r e l y  o n  t h e  Mt .  T i p t o n  
a l l o C m e n e ,  b u t  i t  w i l l  b e  a n  i n e e s r a l  p a r t  o f  t h e  h e r d  a r e a .  The HNAP w i l l  b e  
c o m p l e t e d  a f t e r  t h e  RMP i s  a p p r o v e d .  

We will manage wild horses, livestock srazlnE, and other uses, on the Mount 
Tipton Wilderness Area in accordance with the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 
1990 and the Wilderness Act of 1964. We will work with you and other affected 
permlttees to assist, and facilitate moveme~it of livestock and maintenance of 
waters, fences, and other range improvements within the Mount Tipton 
Wilderness Area. A~ Allotment Management Plan (AMP) for your allotment, will 
be~developed-ln consultation with you, in order ~o meet the~obSectlves in the 
Cerbat/Black Mountain Grazing Environmental Statement, the approved RMP, and 
the wilde~ess leBislation° 

I hope this Informatlon will help you to understand the impacts an approved 
Kingman RMP might have on your cow-calf operatlon. If you have any further 
questions please contact me, or any of our range conservationists, or Gordon 
Bentley, RMP Team Leader, at (602) 757-3161. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

B r u c e  M. A s b J o r n  
A c t i n g  A r e a  M a n a g e r  

ec: 
Ken McReynolds 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

KINGMAN RESOURCE AREA 

KINGMAN. ARIZONA ~6401 

Clinton C. and Sandra J. Cofer 
Corer Ranch 
R C 30 Box 230 
KlnEman, AZ 86401 

O25 
0484 r  

April 2,  1991 

Dear Mr. and  Mrs. Core r :  

Thank you f o r  your  l e t t e r  c o n c e r n i n g  our  Kinsman Resource Area d r a f t  Resource 
Management P l a n / E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Impact  S t a t ~ e n t  ( P ~ / E I S ) .  We a p p r e c i a t e  your  
w i l l i n ~ n e s s  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  h e l p i n E  BLM to  develop  ~ e  b e s t  p o s s i b l e  p l a n  
f o r  mauagin8 t h e  p u b l i c  l a n d s  i n  Mohave County f o r  t he  n e x t  20 y e a r s .  

The RMP em~marizes t h e  d e c i s i o n s  i n  t h e  Cerba t -B lack  end Hua laps i /Aqua r iu s  
final grazi~E Environmental Impact Statements (EIS). This information is 
found in Appendix I, pages 155 through 158 of the draft RMP. Preference on 
each individual allotment, either active or suspended, is shown in the table 
on pa~es 155 a~d 156~ alone with ~nformation on all~tment ~e~age~ent plana~ 
base property~ management category (management priority in response to 
resource values), end forage availabillty (perennial versus ephemeral). 
Preference will only change in response to monitorlnE data obtained from 
utilization and trend studies. This is standard BLM policy~ and is outlined 
in the grazing EISs and the draft P/~/EIS, wichno chanses. 

The presence of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) within an 
allotment will be an Important factor in deter~InlnE priorities for f~iP 
development and new range improvements. Construction of new range 
improvements will follow schedules built into new and exlstine Allotment 
Management Plans (AMP). Maintenance of existing range Improvements will 
c o n t i n u e  to  be t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t he  p a r t y  d e r i v i n E  t h e  p r imary  b e n e f i t  
from t h e  i~provement, in accordance  with RI~ policy. 

Actions needed to improve access would follow the decisions outlined on page 
59 and as shown In Appendix 24. The Bureau's intent is to pursue access 
a c q u i s i t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  ag reement  o f  t h e  p r i v a t e  l and  owner.  

Range land  management a c t i o n s  proposed  f o r  t he  P r e f e r r e ~ A l t e r n a t i v e ,  
A l t e r n a t i v e  2 .  a r e  summarized on pases  20,  21,  and 43 o f  t h e  d r a f t  PJ~. O t h e r  
t h e n  beiDE s i t e  s p e c i f i c  f o r  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  ACres, t h e s e  proposed manaEement 
actions are "business as usual", as outlined in the grazing EISs. 

Monitoring of water quality is a State of Arizona responslbility. It Is the 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  each l a n d  owner t o  ensure  t h a t  r u n o f f  o r  s t r eam d i s c h a r s e  
f rom t h e i r  l a n d s  mee ts  q u a l i t y  s t a n d a r d s s e t b y t h e  s t a t e .  As t h e  aseney  i n  
c h a f e s  o f  management o f  t h e  p u b l i c  l a n d s ,  BLM i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  m a i n t a i n i n ~  
t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  w a t e r  d i s c h a r g e d  from p u b l i c  r au~e l ands .  
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We a r e  p r e s e n t l y  conduc t ing  an  E c o l o g i c a l  S i t e  I n v e n t o r y  t h r o u s h o u t  t h e  
r e s o u r c e  a r e a .  Us ing  t h i s  d a t a ,  t he  Bureau w i l l  s e t  o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  d e s i r e d  
p l a n t  communi t ies .  Changes i n  d e s i r e d  p l a n t  communit ies  w i l l  be m o n i t o r e d  
a l o n e  w i t h  t h e  d e s r e e  o f  f o r a g e  u t i l i z a t i o n .  Th i s  d a t a  w i l l  be a n a l y z e d  and 
t h e  r e s u l t s  w i l l  be used to  make l i v e s t o c k  use  a d j u s t m e n t s  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  
Season  o f  u s e ,  l i v e s t o c k  p r e f e r e n c e ,  and p a s t u r e  r o t a t i o n  may be  a f f e c t e d  on 
some a l l o t m e n t s .  AEain,  t h i s  i s  s t a n d a r d  SIR p o l i a y ,  and i s  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  
g r a z i n g  r i b s  and t h e  d r a f t  R~P/EIS,  w i t h  no ~ a n ~ e s .  

I b e l i e v e  i t  would be h e l p f u l  f o r  me to  e x p l a i n  and d e f i n e  t h e  Des i r ed  p l a n t  
Community (DPC) concep t .  

The ~ureau  o f  Land Manne~nent c~nducts  eco lo&iea l  s i t e  i n v e n t o r i e s  t o  i d e n t i f y  
e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e s  and t he  e c o l o g i c a l  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  p l a ~ t  com~nD/t ies  o e c u r r i n e  
on them. A p a r t i c u l a r  e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  may s uppo r t  s e v e r a l  ~n ique  co~inmli t ies  
( s e r a l  c o m z u n i t i e s ) ,  which  may be r e l a t i v e l y  s i m i l a r ,  o r  e n t i r e l y  d i s s i m i l a r  
f rom t h e  p o t e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  c o . u n i t y  (PNC), o r  c l imax  s t a g e  o f  p l a n t  community 
deve lopment .  At t h e  same t i m e ,  two s e r a l  c~ i t i e s  i n  " e a r l y "  o r  -mid" 
s e r a l  s t a t u s  may be as  d i s s i m i l a r  to  each o t h e r  as  t h e y  a r e  t o  t h e  PMC. Most 
i m p o r t a n t l y ,  t h e s e  s e r a l  p l a n t  ¢ o n a l m i t i e s  o f t e n  d i f f e r  marked ly  i n  t h e i r  
r e l a t i v e  v a l u e  f o r  p r o v i d i n 8  cover ,  h a b i t a t ,  f o r a g e ,  o r  O the r  d e s i r e d  
, , p roduc t s"  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t he  l a n d  use p l a n .  

The concept  o f  - d e s i r e d  p l a n t  c o ~ . u n i t i e s "  t a k e s  t h e  - p o t e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  
c o m m ~ / t y " ,  o r  c l imax  s e r a l  s t a g e  o f  R c o l o s i c a l  S i t e ,  one s t e p  f u r t h e r .  RLM 
r e c o E n i z e s  i t  may n o t  always be  f e a s i b l e ,  o r  d e s i r a b l e ,  t o  manses f o r  a e l ~ n s x  
s e r a l  s t a g e ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  a c h i e ve  l i v e s t o c k  o r  oche r  r e s o u r c e  mAn.sp~ent 
o b j e c t i v e s .  

BLM d e f i n e s  **desired p l a n t  co,~mmity" as - 

A p l a n t  c o m m ~ i t y  which produces t h e  k i n d ,  p r o p o r t i o n ,  end amount o f  
v e g e t a t i o n  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  mee t ing  o r  axceedinE t h e  l a n d  use  p l a n  g o a l s  and 
a c t i v i t y  p l a n  o b j e c t i v e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  t h e  s i t e .  The DpC becomes t he  
v e g e t a t i o n  management o b j e c t i v e  f o r  t he  s i t e  and must  be c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  
t h e  s i t e ' s  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  produce t h e  d e s i r e d  v e g e t a t i o n  t h rouE h  
management,  l a n d  t r e a t m e n t ,  o r  a c o n b i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  two.  

We went  t o  c o n t i n u e  to  work c l o s e l y  w i t h  a l l  i n d i v i d u a l  p e r m i t t e e s ,  t he  
Kinsman GrazinE Advisory  Board,  Mohave L i v e s t o c k  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  A r i z ona  Game and 
Fish Repartment, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and interested e~viror~ental 
groups to properly manage all uses, including livestock grazing, on the public 
r a n E e l a n d s  i n  t h e  Kinsman Resource Area.  

I hope t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  w i l l  h e l p  you i n  p r e p a r i n g  your  s p e c i f i c  c o . a n t s  on 
the Ki~E~an draft RMP. If you have a~ further questions please contact me, 
o r  any o f  our  r a n g e  c o n s e r v a t i o n i s t s ,  o r  Cordon B e n t l e y ,  E ~  Team L e a de r ,  a t  
(602)  757-3161.  

Bruce AsbJsrn 
ActinE Area Manager 
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@ United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

KINGMAN RESOURCE AREA 
1475 BEVERLY AVENUE 

KINGMAN, ARIZONA 8~401 

Ken and Crlstl MeReynolds 
Cofer Ranch 
H C 30 Box 230 
KinEman, AZ 86401 

025 
0485r 

April 2, 1991 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. MeReynolds: 

Thank you for your letter concerning our Kinsman Resource Area draft Resource 
Management Plan/Envlronmental Impact Star,ant (RMP/EIS). We appreciate your 
willID~ness to partlelpate in helping BLM ~o develop the best possible plan 
for menaglng the public lands in Moha~e County for the next 20 years. 

The RMP su~arlzes the decisions in the Gerber-Black and Hualapal/Aquarlus 
flnal grazln~ Envlronmental Impact Statements (EIS). This information is 
found in Appendix i, pages 155 through 158 of the draft P~. Preference on 
each individual allotment, either active or suspended, is shown in the table 
on pages 155 and 156, along with information on allotment manag~ent plans, 
base property, management category (management priority in response to 
resource values), and forage availsbillty (perennial versus ephemeral). 
Preference will only change in response to monltorinE data obtained from 
utilization end trend studies. Th~s ~s standard BLM pollcy~ and is outlined 
in the grazing EISs and the draft RMP/EIS, with no changes. 

The presence of Areas of Critlcal Envlronmental Concern (Acre) within an 
allotment will be an important factor in determiD/n~ priorities for AMP 
development and new ra~e improvements. Construction of new range 
improvements will follow s~hedules built into new and existing Allotment 
Management Plans (AMP). Maintenance of exlstin~ range improvements will 
continue to be the responsibility of the party derlvin E the primary benefit 
from the improvement, in accordance with BLM policy. 

A c t i o n s  needed  to  improve access  would f o l l o w  t h e  d e c i s i o ~ s  o u t l i n e d  on page  
59 and as  shown i n  Appendix 24.  The B u r e a u ' s  i n t e n t  i s  t o  pu r sue  a c c e s s  
a c q u i s i t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  agreement  o f  t h e  p r i v a t e  l a n d  owner .  

Ran~eland  management a c t i o n s  proposed  f o r  t h e  P r e f e r r e d  A l t e r n a t i v e ~  
A l t e r n a t i v e  2 ,  a r e  summarized on pages  20,  21,  and 43 o f  t h e  d r a f t  RM~. O t h e r  
t h a n  b e i n g  s i t e  s p e c i f i c  f o r  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  ACBCs, t h e s e  p roposed  management 
a c t i o n s  a r e  " b u s i n e s s  as  u s u a l " ,  as  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  g r a z i n g  RISe .  

Monltorlng of water quality is a State of Arizona responsibility. It is the 
responsibility of each land owner to ensure that runoff or strea~dlscharge 
from their lands meets quality standards set by the state. AS the agency in 
charge of management of the public lands, BLM is responsible for maintaining 
the quality of water discharged from public ra~selands° 
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We a r e  p r e s e n t l y  c o n d u c t i n g  a n  E c o l o g i c a l  S i t e  I n v e n t o r y  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  
r e s o u r c e  a r e a .  U s i n g  t h i s  d a t a ,  t h e  Bureau w i l l  s e t  o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  d e s i r e d  
p l a n t  commun/ t ies .  Changes i n  d e s i r e d  p l a n t  communi t ies  w i l l  be m o n i t o r e d  
a long  w i t h  t h e  d e g r e e  o f  f o r a g e  u t i l i z a t i o n .  T h i s  d a t a  w i l l  be a n a l y z e d  and 
t h e  r e s u l t s  w i l l  be  used  t o  make l i v e s t o c k  use  a d j u s t m e n t s  i n  t h e  f u t t t r e .  
Season o f  u s e ,  l i v e s t o c k  p r e f e r e n c e ,  and p a s t u z e  r o t a t i o n  may be a f f e c t e d  on 
some a l l o t m e n t s .  Aga in ,  t h i s  i s  s t a n d a r d  BLM p o l i c y ,  and i s  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  
grazing EISs and the draft RMP/EIB, with no changes. 

I belleve it would be helpf~Ll for me to explain and define the Desired Plant 
Community (DPC) c o n c e p t .  

The Bureau o f  Land P~anngement c o n d u c t s  e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  i n v e n t o r i e s  t o  i d e n t i f y  
e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e s  and t h e  e c o l o g i c a l  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  p l a n t  co~muni t i e s  o c c u r r i n g  
on them. A p a r t i c u l a r  e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  may s u p p o r t  s e v e r a l  un ique  comnmnit ies  
( s e r a l  eommuD/t tes) ,  w h i c h  may be  r e l a t i v e l y  s i m i l a r ,  o r  e n t i r e l y  d i s s i ~ l a r  
f rom the  p o t e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  community (PNC), o r  c l i m a x  s t a g e  o f  p l a n t  community 
development .  At t h e  same t i m e ,  two s e r a l  communi t ies  i n  " e a r l y "  o r  -m~d,, 
s e r a l  s t a t u s  may be as  d t s s i m i l ~  t o  each  o t h e r  as t h e y  a r e  t o  t h e  PNC. Most 
i n p o r r a n t l y ,  t h e s e  s e r a l  p l a n t  c u ~ , o ~ t i e s  o f t e n  d i f f e r  markedly  i n  t h e i r  
r e l a t i v e  v a l u e  f o r  p r o v i d i n g  c o v e r ,  h a b i t a t ,  f o r a g e ,  o r  o t h e r  d e s i r e d  
"products" identified in the land use plan. 

The concep t  o f  " d e s i r e d  p l a n t  ¢ o ~ t i e s "  take~ t h e  " p o t e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  
community,, ,  o r  cl~nmx s e r a l  s t a g e  o f  E c o l o g i c a l  S i t e ,  one s t e p  f u r t h e r .  BI~'~ 
r e c o g n i z e s  i t  may n o t  a lways  be  f e a s i b l e ,  o r  d e s i r a b l e ,  t o  manage f o r  a c l imsx  
s e r a l  s t a g e ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  a c h i e v e  l i v e s t o c k  o r  o t h e r  r e s o u r c e  mauagement 
obJ ectlves. 

BLM defines "desired plant communlt~- as - 

A pla~t coE~t~llty whlch produces the kind, proportion, and amount of 
vegetation necessary for meeting or exceeding the laud Use plan goals and 
a c t i v i t y  p l a n  o b j e c t i v e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  t h e  s i t e .  The DPC becomes t h e  
v e g e t a t i o n  management o b j e c t i v e  f o r  t h e  s i t e  and must  be  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  
t he  s i t e ' s  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  p roduce  t h e  d e s i r e d  v e g e t a t i o n  t h r o u g h  
management ,  l a n d  t r e a t m e n t ,  o r  a c omb i na t i on  o f  t h~  two. 

We want  t o  c o n t i n u e  t o  work c l o s e l y  w i t h  a l l  i n d i v i d u a l  p e z m i t t e e s ,  t h e  
Kinsman G r a z i n g  Adv i so ry  Boardj  Mohave L i v e s t o c k  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  A r i z o n a  Game end 
F i s h  Depar tmen t ,  UoS. F i s h  and  W l l ~ i f e  S e r v i c e ,  a~d i n t e r e s t e d  env i roDmenta l  
g roups  to  p r o p e r l y  menage a l l  u s e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g ,  on  t h e  p u b l i c  
r a n g e l a n d s  i n  t h e  ~ 4 ~ - ~  Resource  Area .  

I hope t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  w i l l  h e l p  you i n  prepar iDE y o u r  s p e c i f i c  comments on 
t h e  KJ~-~- -  d r a f t  P/qPo I f  you have  any  f ~ t h e r  q u e s t i o n s  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  me, 
o r  any o f  our  r a n g e  c o n s e r v a t i o n i s t s ,  o r  Cordon B e n t l e y ,  ~ P  Team L e a d e r ,  a t  
(602) 757-3161. 

Bruce AsbJorn  
A c t i n g  Area  Manager 
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J e a n  L i n n  
2130 Airway Avenue 
Kinsman, Ar izona  
86401  

United States Department of the Interior 
~ u ~  oF LAND ~ ^ o ~  

KINGMAN RE.SOURCE AREA 
24~5 BEVERLY AVENUE 

KINGMAN, ARIZONA 8~401 

A p r i l  9 ,  1991 

m a e ~ v ~ m :  

1610 
O25 
0490r 

Pear Ms. Linn~ 

Thank you for your letter concerning our King.an Resource Area draft Resource 
Management plus/Environmental Impact State~ent (RMP/EIS). We appreciate your 
willi~ess to participate in helping BLN to develop the best posslble plan 
for managing the public lends in Nohave County for the next S0 years. 

The RM~ sunmmrizes the decisions in the Cerbat/Black and Hualapai-Aquarius 
final grazing Envlronmental Impact Statement~ (EIS). This information is 
found in Appendix I, pages 155 through 158 of the draft RNP. Preference on 
each indlvldual allotment, either active or suspended, is shown in the table 
on pages 155 and 156, along with information on allotment management plans, 
base property, management category (management priority in response to 
resource values), and forage availability (perennial versus ephemeral). 
Preference, (or livestock nembers allowed to sraze on publle rangeland) will 
only change in response to monitoring data obtained from utilization and trend 
studies. This is standard BLM pollcy, and is outlined in the grazing RISs and 
the draft RMP/DIS~ wlth no changes .  

Rangeland management actions proposed for the Preferred Alternative, 
Alternative 2, are s~arlzed on pares 20, 21, and 43 of the draft RMP. Other 
than being site specific for the individual ACE0s s these proposed management 
actions are "business as usual", as outlined in the grazing EISs. 

Construction of new range improvements will follow schedules built into new 
and existing Allotment Manasement Plans (AMP). Maintenance of existing range 
improvements will continue to he the respo~slbllity of the party deriving the 
primary benefit from the improvement, in accordance with DLM policy. 

In general, the cost to construct improvements needed to implement land use 
plans, would probably be born by the federal government~ when those projects 
are necessary to protect and improve natnral resources e~oyed by the general 
public. Maintenance of projects which benefit livestock and allow the 
permlttee to continue to graze livestock on the public lands, would eontlnue 
tO he  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  t he  p e r m i t t e e .  Improvements  w i l l  be c o n s t r u c t e d  
as funding permits. Implementation of land use plans cannot create a burden 
on the federal ~overnment or the land user. This i~ only general information, 
given for the purpose of discussing your general questions. Specific 
decisions will be made at the time an AMP is developed on your allotment. 
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We w i l l  manage l i v e s t o © k g r a z i n ~ ,  and o t h e r  u s e s ,  on  t h e  W a b a ~ P e a k  
W i l d e r n e s s  Area  i n  acco rdance  w i t h  t h e  A r i z o n a  Dese r t  Wi lde rness  Act o f  1990 
and t h e  W i l d e r n e s s  Act  o f  1964. We w i l l  work w i t h  you and o t h e r  a f f e c t e d  
pe~ I t t ees  t o  a s s i s t ,  and f a c i l i t a t e  movement of  l i v e s t o c k  and ma i n t e na nc e  o f  
w a t e r s ,  f e n c e s l  and o t h e r  r a n g e  improvements  w i t h i n  t h e  Wi lde rness  Area .  
F o l l o w i n g  p r i o r i t i e s  s e t  by management ,  an  A l lo tmen tManagemen t  p l a n  (AMP) f o r  
your  a l l o t ~ e n t ,  w i l l  be  deve loped  i n  c o n s u l t a t i o n  w i t h  youj  i n  o r d e r  to  meet 
t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  i n  t h e  H u a l a p a i - A q u a r l u s  C r a z i n g  Env i ronmen ta l  Impact  
S t a t e m e n t ,  the approved  EP~j an~ t h e  ~ i l d e r n e o ~  l e g i s l a t i o n .  

Your a l l o t m e n t  does c o n t a i n  c a t e g o r y  I I  and I I I  d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e  h a b i t a t  and 
improvement and m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  t h i s  h a b i t a t  w i l l  be a c o n s i d e r a t i o n  i n  
d e v e l o p i n g  o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  management o f  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g .  However, t h e  
wa lnu t  Creek a l l o t ~ t  (0073)  does  n o t  e o n t a t ~  a p roposed  Area of  C r i t i c a l  
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Concern (ACEC) f o r  e i t h e r  d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e  o r  t h e  Hualapa i  
Mexican v o l e .  

When an  a n a l y s i s  o f  m o n i t o r i n g  d a t a  i n d i c a t e s  f o r a g e  ~ t l l i z a t i o n  exceeds  t he  
c a r r y i n g  c a p a c i t y  o f  f o r a g e  p l a n t s ,  o r  i f  t he  p a t t e r n  o f  u t i l i z a t i o n  i s  
t m a e e e p t a b l e ,  t h e  Area Nanager  z~ust t a k e  a c t i o n  to  p r e v e n t  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  o f  
r a n g e l a n d  r e s o u r c e s .  The manager  ha s  s e v e r a l  o p t i o n s ,  depending  on t h e  
c a u s e ( s )  o f  o v e r u t t l i z a t i o n ,  i n c l u d i n g  (1 )  a change i n  l i v e s t o c k  season  o f  
g r a z i n g ,  ( 2 )  r o t a t i o n  o f  g r a z i n g  ( i n c l u d i n g  r e s t  from g r a z i n g ) ,  (3 )  a d d i t i o n a l  
r ange  i x p r o v e m e n t s ,  ( 4 )  a r e d u c t i o n  i n  l i v e s t o c k  n u ~ b e r s ,  o r  (5 )  a r e d u c t i o n  
i n  b i g  game a n i m a l s .  I f ,  f o r  example,  t h e  o v e r u t i l t z a t i o n  o f  f o r a g e  i s  b e i n g  
caused by l i v e s t o c k  and w i l d l i f e ,  t h e  nnmber o f  g r a z l n g  ~ u ~ a l s  would be 
reduced in proportion to the population of all ~ch animals. 

The number o f  each  k i n d  o f  g r a z i n g  e~nimal u s i n g  t he  a r e a  would be de t e rmined  
t h r o u g h  a c t u a l  e o t m t ,  a c t u a l  use  d a t a  s u p p l i e d  by t h e  l i v e s t o c k  pe rmi t t ee~  o r  
census  d a t a  p r o v i d e d  by t h e  A r i z ona  Game ~ d  F i s h  Department  (ACFD). The Area 
Hanager  would work w i t h  t h e  l i v e s t o c k  o p e r a t o r  t o  a f f e c t  h t s / h e ~  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  
t h e  t o t a l  r e d u c t i o n ,  i n  a mamler c a u s i n g  t h e  l e a s t  impact  t o  t h e i r  r a n c h i n ~  
o p e r a t i o n .  BLMwould t h e n  r e c o ~ e n d  to  ACFD t h a t  t h e y  a f f e c t  t h e i r  
p r o p o r t i o n a t e  s h a r e  o f  a r e d u c t i o n  i n  w i l d l i f e  p o p u l a t i o n s ,  t h r o u g h  t h e  most 
a p p r o p r i a t e  methods  a v a i l a b l e  t o  t he  agency ,  i . e . ,  h u n t i n g ,  t r a n s p l a n t ,  e t c .  
t o  a c h i e v e  a t o t a l  b a l a n c e d  r e d u c t i o n  f o r  t h e  a r e a .  

We a r e  p r e s e n t l y  c o n d u c t i n g  an  E c o l o g i c a l  S i t e  I n v e n t o r y  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  
r e s o u r c e  a r e a .  U s i ~  t h i s  d a t a ,  t h e  Bureau w i l l  s e t  o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  d e s i r e d  
p l a n t  c o , u n i t i e s .  C h a ~ e s  i n  d e s i r e d  p l a n t  c o ~ t ~ l i t i e s  w i l l  be m o n i t o r e d  
a l o n g  w i t h  t h e  deg ree  o f  f o r a g e  u t i l i z a t i o n .  Th i s  d a t a  w i l l  be ana lyzed  and 
t h e  r e s u l t s  w i l l  be used  t o  make l i v e s t o c k  use  a d j u s t m e n t s  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  
Season of u s e ,  l i v e s t o c k  p r e f e r e n c e ,  and p a s t u r e  r o t a t i o n  may be a f f e c t e d  on 
some allotments. Aga in ,  thls is s t a n d a r d  BLMpolicy, nsd is o u t l i n e d  in t h e  
g r a z i n g  RiSs and t h e  d r a f t  RMP/BIS, w i t h  no changes .  

The Bureau o f  Land Nemage~ent conduc t s  e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  i n v e n t o r i e s  t o  i d e n t i f y  
e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e s  and t h e  e c o l o g i c a l  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  p l a n t  communit ies  o c c u r r i n g  
on them. A p a r t i c u l a r  e c o l o g i c a l  s i t e  may s u p p o r t  s e v e r a l  valique c o ~ i t i e s  
( s e r a l  e o ~ u n i t i e s ) ,  wh ich  may be r e l a t i v e l y  s i m i l a r ,  o r  e n t i r e l y  d i s s i m i l a r  
f rom the  p o t e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  conmuni ty  (PNC), o r  c l imax  s t a g e  o f  p l a n t  c o ~ n ~ i t y  
deve lopment .  At t h e  same t i m e ,  two s a r a 1  commu~it ies i n  " e a r l y "  o r  "mid" 
s e r a l  s t a t u s  may be as  d i s s i m i l a r  t o  each  o t h e r  as  t h e y  a r e  to  t he  P~C. Most 
i m p o r t a n t l y ,  t h e s e  s e r a l  p l a n t  communi t ies  o f t e n  d i f f e r  markedly  i n  t h e i r  
r e l a t i v e  v a l u e  f o r  p r o v i d i n g  c o v e r ,  h a b i t a t ,  f o r a g e ,  o r  o t h e r  d e s i r e d  
" p r o d u c t s "  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  l e n d  use  p l a n .  
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The concep t  o f  " d e s i r e d  p l a n t  communi t i e s "  t a k e s  t h e  " p o t e n t i a l  n a t u r a l  
eomnmnity" ,  o r  c l i m a x  s e r a l  s t a b s  o f  E c o l a g i c a l  S i t e ,  one s t e p  f u r t h e r .  RLM 
r e c o g n i z e s  i t  may n o t  a lways  be  f e a s i b l e ,  o r  d e s i r a b l e ,  t o  man aBe f o r  a c l imax  
s e r a l  s t a g e ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  a c h i e v e  l i v e s t o c k  o r  o t h e r  r e s o u r c e  mauagement 

" o b j e c t i v e s .  

ELM d e f i n e s  " d e s i r e d  p l a n t  community-  as  - 

A p l a n t  communtty w h i c h p r o d u c e s  t h e  k4nd ,  p r o p o r t i o n ,  and m o u n t  o f  
v e g e t a t i o n  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  m e e t i n g  o r  e x c e e d i n g  t h e  l a n d  use  p l a n  g o a l s  and 
a c t i v i t y  p l a n  obJee t i veB  e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  t h e  s i t e .  The DPC becomes t h e  
v e g e t a t i o n  z®anagement o b j e c t i v e  f o r  t h e  s i t e  and ~ u s t  be c o n s i s t e n t  with 
t h e  s i t e ' s  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  p roduce  t h e  d e s i r e d  v e g e t a t i o n  t ~ r o u s h  
management ,  l a n d  t r e a t m e n t ,  o r  a c o m b i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  two. 

I hope t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  v i i 1  h e l p  you t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  impacts  an  approved 
K i n ~ a n  ~ m i g h t  h a v e  on y o u r  s p e c i f i c  l i v e s t o c k  o p e r a t i o n .  We want  t o  
c o n t i n u e  t o  work c l o s e l y  w i t h  you and a l l  t h e  o t h e r  i n d i v i d u a l  p e r = i t t e e s ,  t he  
Kfng~an Grazing A d v i s o r y  g o a r d ,  Arizona Game and F i s h  Depar tment ,  U.3.  F i s h  
and W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e ,  ~and i n t e r e s t e d  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  g roups  to  p r 0 p e r l y m a n a s e  
a l l  u s e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  l i v e s t 0 c k g r a z i n s ,  on  t h e  p u b l i c  r ange iaudS  i n  t h e  K ~ - -  
Resource  Area .  

If yOU have any further questions please contact me, or a~7 of our raRBe 
conservationists, or Cordon Bentley, R~ Team Leader, at (602) 757-3161. 

J e s s e  J .  3uen 
A s s i s t a n t  Area Manager 

ce: 
Ken NcReyaoZds 
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Substantial modifications have been made to the Appendices section of this document. Changes from 
the 1990 Draft Resource Management Plan are highlighted below; Unless other wise noted, an appendix 
was not substantially altered. 

APPENDIX CHANGES 

1. Allotment Status and Summary of Rangeland 
Program 

2. Cultural Resources Management Guidelines 
3. Alternative 1 Public Lands Identified for Disposal 
4. Alternative 1 Recreation and Public Purposes 

Disposal Areas 
5. Alternative 1 Communication Sites 
6. Special Status Species 
7. Riparian Areas 
8. Alternative 1 Legal Vehicular Access Acquisitions 
9. Alternative 1 Resource Acquisitions 
10. Alternative 2 Mineral Closure for Special Values 
11. Alternative 2 Mineral Closure in Riparian Area 
12. Alternative 2 Proposed Disposal Area 
13. Alternative 2 Lands Removal from Management 

Framework Plan Disposal Areas 
14. Public Lands in Coconino County 
15. Withdrawals and Classifications 
16. Public Water Reserves 
17. Alternatives 2 and 3 Proposed Recreation and Public 

Purposes Disposal Areas 
18. Alternative 2 Designated Communication Sites 
19. Allotments and Watershed Categories 
20. Acquisitions for Resource Values 
21. Acquisitions for Regional Park and Wildlife 

Corridors 
22. Alternative 2 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical 

Environmental Concern 
23. Alternative 2 Legal Vehicular Access Acquisitions 
24. Alternative 2 Roads and Trails to be Improved 
25. Alternative 3 Proposed New Disposal Areas 
26. Alternative 3 Mineral Closures in Riparian Areas 
27. Alternative 3 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical 

Environmental Concern 
28. Mineral Potential Classification System 
29. Production Totals by Mineral Districts 
30. Management Framework Plan Decisions with 

Resource Management Plan Proposals 

Appendices 18 and 22 in the draft document were incorporated into Chapter 2 of this document. Appen- 
dix 27 from the draft was deleted. Appendix 30 in this document is new material. 
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ALLOTM ENT 

0001 
0002 
0003 
O0O5 
0006 
00O7 
0081 
0008 
O0O9 
0010 
0011 
0079 
0013 
0014 
0015 
0016 
0017 
0018 
0019 
0020 
0021 
0022 
0023 
0024 
0026 
0027 
0028 
0029 
0080 
0030 
0031 
0032 

Alamo Crossing 
Arrastra Mountain 
Artillery Range 
Bagdad 
Bateman Springs 
Big Ranch A 
Big Ranch B 
Big Sandy 
Black Mesa A & B 
Black Mountain A 
Boriana A 
Boriana B 
Burro Creek 
Burro Creek Ranch 
Middle Water 
Cane Springs Wash 
Canyon Ranch 
Castle Rock 
Cedar Canyon 
Cerbat 
Chicken Springs 
Chino Springs 
Clay Springs 
Cook Canyon 
Crozier Canyon 
Curtain 

Diamond Joe 
Diamond Bar A 
Diamond Bar B 
Dolan Springs 
DOR 
Feldspar 

Appendix 1 
Allotment Status and Summary of Rangeland Programs 

Preference-AUMs Public Date AMP Base Forage 
Category Active Suspended Acres Signed Property Availability 

I 0 0 21906 
I 1995 0 24050 08-26-83 
I 4016 0 76171 
I 1740 702 26000 

M 540 660 18646 
I 5397 363 110542 09-09-82 
C 0 0 114504 
I 6084 1901 64913 

I 2712 463 30845 09-01-84 
I 1247 1735 52904 02-05-85 
M 2279 0 27570 

C 0 0 10220 

I 880 0 6352 09-12-83 
I 1674 0 34967 
M 553 200 14536 
C 120 69 2310 
I 1822 0 18419 

I 297 0 5128 08-17-82 
M 3797 0 44958 
I 1953 0 19086 09-01-80 
I 3456 1763 94953 
I 0 0 18992 
M 406 0 6770 
I 269 0 4583 

I 14439 0 106175 10-01-80 
I 195 0 3250 09-01-81 
I 1404 917 16223 

I 3088 390 63073 08-19-82 
C 0 0 0 

M 1752 0 37222 09-10-82 
C 0 0 1269 
C 72 0 640 

(continued) 
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Appendix I (continued) 
Allotment Status and Summary of Rangeland Programs 

Preference-AUMs Public Date AMP Base Forage 
ALLOTMENT Category Active Suspended Acres Signed Property Availability 

0032 Feldspar C 72 0 640 W P/E 
0035 Francis Creek I 9750 0 77948 W P/E 
0036 Gediondia M 552 221 13643 W P/E 
0037 Gold Basin I 2592 0 48153 08-19-82 W P/E 
0038 Gray Wash I 373 0 8887 W P/E 
0039 Greenwood Community I 993 0 15842 W P/E 
0040 Greenwood Peak Comm I 2080 0 36180 W P/E 
0041 Groom Peak I 265 0 4861 W P/E 
0042 Hackberry I 3781 0 32881 03-01-83 W P/E 

0043 Happy Jack Wash C 1082 0 21343 W P/E 

0046 Hot Springs C 52 0 1057 W P/E 

0047 Hualapai Peak I 2052 432 24914 08-26-83 W P 

0050 Hibemia Peak A I ~ 80 0 14600 11-20-84 W P 

0083 Hibemia Peak B C 120 0 335 W P/E 
0051 La Cienega I 2400 4353 72877 07-07-89 W P/E 
0052 Lazy Yu A M 941 0 12852 W P/E 
0054 Los Molinos I 2256 564 17600 W P/E 
0055 Mineral Park I 824 0 11123 09-01-81 W P/E 
0056 Mud Springs I 1564 627 30998 08-08-83 W P/E 
0057 Music Mountain I 1824 627 18664 09-01-80 W P 
0058 Mt. Tipton I 618 63 8564 W P 
0059 Peacock Mountain C 132 0 1169 W P 
0060 Pine Springs I 583 0 6601 08-13-82 W P/E 
0062 Quail Springs I 2614 0 31304 09-01-81 W P/E 
0064 Sandy C 60 138 1524 W P/E 
0066 Stockton Hill M 444 108 2912 09-01-81 W P/E 
0067 Turkey Track C 62 0 713 W P/E 
0068 Thumb Butte C 0 0 18050 W E 
0070 Truxton Canyon A I 294 294 5645 W P 
0088 Truxton Canyon B C 18 0 414 W P 
0071 Upper Music Mtn I 2503 0 43677 09-01-80 W P/E 
0072 Valentine M 648 0 5160 W P 
0074 West Peacock C 204 0 1849 W P 
0076 Wikieup I 684 0 8446 W P/E 
0077 Walapal Ranch C 1020 0 10794 W P/E 
0078 Yellow Pine I 5940 0 58506 W P/E 
0087 Little Cane C 372 0 5542 W P/E 
0086 Cane Springs I 2661 2164 40590 09-01-81 W P/E 
0101 C.O. Bar C 792 0 5265 L P 
0102 Chambers Lease C 132 0 852 L P 
0103 Gibson Cattle Co. M 1968 0 16784 L P/E 
0104 Globe Ranch C 240 0 1274 L P 
0105 JJJ Corporation C 24 36 29017 L P/E 
0107 KeUis Lease C 48 216 1745 L P/E 
0111 7L Cattle Co. M 1800 0 9688 L P/E 
0115 Yolo Ranch Lease C 564 0 3704 L P/E 
0116 Byner Cattle Co. C 564 312 3928 L P/E 
0034 Fort Mac Ewen A I 1796 726 34929 09-01-80 W P/E 
0082 Fort Mac Ewen B C 0 0 31174 W E 
0061 Portland Springs C 0 0 8709 W E 

0073 Walnut Creek I 5843 2026 79701 W P/E 

I = Improve C = Custodial M = Maintain E = Ephemeral only P/E = Perennial/Ephemeral 
P = Perennial only W = Water Base L = Land Base 
Source: Kingman Resource Files 
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The Rangeland Program in the Cerbat-Black 
Mountains Planning Unit 

A final environmental impact statement for this area was 
prepared and made available to the public in September 1978. 
It analyzed several alternative courses of action and selected 
Alternative B as the most realistic and workable to achieve the 
stated multiple-use objectives. The objectives were to: 

Monitoring studies have been installed on all Improve and 
Maintain category allotments within the Cerbat-Black Moun- 
tains Planning Unit, with the purpose of detecting changes in 
vegetation composition, measuring levels of grazing use and 
determining distribution patterns of livestock grazing. 

The Rangeland Program in the Hualapai- 
Aquarius Planning Unit 

• sustain livestock production by providing more and better 
quality forage 

• improve wildlife habitat by providing more forage, cover and 
water 

• reduce soil erosion and increase water infiltration by in- 
creasing vegetative ground cover and litter 

• enhance recreational values by increasing the abundance 
and vigor of vegetation 

The actions to be carried out to achieve the above objectives 
were: 

• initial adjustments to stocking rates based on range survey 

• reviewing and rewriting the proposed allotment manage- 
ment plans 

• building range improvements as needed 

A final grazing environmental impact statement for this area 
was made available to the public in August 1981. It analyzed 
five alternatives for grazing management and selected the 
Proposed Action as the alternative which best met the plan- 
ning areas' social, economic and environmental needs. The 
objectives of the proposed grazing management program 
were to: 

• improve range and watershed condition and water quality 

• increase forage production and ensure Iong4erm stability of 
public lands livestock operators 

• protect wild burro and wildlife habitat and riparian communi- 
ties 

• protect special status species habitat and areas of special 
natural, scenic, historic, cultural and scientific value 

The actions to be carried out to achieve the above objectives 
were: 

• limiting grazing use on key species to 50 percent of the 
current year's growth 

By September 1980, grazing use adjustments had been 
completed on 26 allotments in the Cerbat-Black Mountains 
Planning Unit, either as proposed in the range survey or 
through agreement on a different number based on additional 
field review. Threeadditional allotments retainedtheir ephem- 
eral designation (Portland Spring, Thumb Butte and Silver 
Creek) and eight additional allotments were placed in custo- 
dial management, without adjustments to grazing use (Cook 
Canyon, Jones Spring, Valentine, Walapai Ranch, Feldspar, 
Long Mountain, Peacock Mountain and West Peacock). 

Sixteen allotment management plans on 19 grazing allot- 
ments were written and signed in the years from 1980to 1985. 
Grazing permits were cancelled on the Silver Creek, Jones 
Spring and Long Mountain grazing allotments. The Middle 
Water, Big Ranch B, Diamond Bar B, Fort Mac Ewen B and 
Truxton Canyon B allotments were created as a result of 
subdividing existing allotments. An active land exchange 
program has substantially altered landownership patterns and 
caused numerous changes to grazing preference. 

• allocation of vegetation to livestock, wildlife, burros, water- 
shed protection, recreation and plant maintenance based on 
a 1979-80 rangeland inventory, management framework plan 
recommendations, additional field studies and consultation 
with affected interests 

• limiting grazing use on key forage plants from 40 to 60 
percent 

• designation of 51 grazing allotments into one of four levels of 
grazing management 

• development of allotment management plans on 28 high 
priority allotments 

• development of range improvements to meet management 
objectives on individual allotments 

• use of mitigation and resource enhancement measures in 
the range program 

• monitoring to document condition and trend and to evaluate 
management programs 

A change in BLM range management policy in the early 1980s 
required categorization of grazing allotments to facilitate pri- 
oritizing them for management. Currently there are 21 Im- 
prove category allotments, 7 Maintain allotments and 11 
Custodial allotments (see table preceding this appendix). 

Numerous range improvement projects have been constructed 
on public lands to facilitate implementation of allotment man- 
agement plans. 

• consideration of proposals under the experimental steward- 
ship program 

• cooperation with livestock operators, the Soil Conservation 
Service, the Arizona State Land Department, the Arizona 
Range Research Task Force, the University of Arizona 
Extension Service and other affected interests 
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Changes in the Code of Federal Regulations and the issuance 
of a new BLM grazing management policy in 1982 caused two 
important changes to the proposed action in the final environ- 
mental impact statement. The first was that livestock n umbers 
would not be adjusted solely on the basis of the range survey, 
but would be based on rangeland monitoring over time. The 
second was that grazing allotments would not be managed 
according to the four levels proposed in the environmental 
impact statement, but would be placed into one of three 
selective management categories. 

By September 1983, 47 grazing use adjustments had been 
completed. Shortly thereafter, four more grazing use adjust- 
ments were finalized, three of which were settled before an 
administrative law judge. 

All allotments were placed into selective management cat- 
egories in 1983, with there being 2 Maintain category allot- 
ments, 25 Improve allotments and 23 Custodial allotments. 

An active land exchange program in the Kingman Resource 
Area has substantially altered landownership patterns and 
caused numerous changes to grazing preference. Allotment 
boundary adjustments and public land losses resulting from 

exchange have caused several allotments to be eliminated 
(Fancher Mountain, Kayser Wash, Round Valley, Trout Creek, 
White Hills, Bottleneck Wash, Yellow Pine B, Cane Springs 
Wash B and Sandy B). Lazy YU B allotment was cancelled, 
pending land exchange proposals. Presently, there are 5 
Maintain allotments, 24 Improve allotments and 12 Custodial 
allotments in the Hualapai-Aquarius Planning Unit. 

Six allotment management plans on seven grazing allotments 
have been completed and signed (Arrastra Mountain, Burro 
Creek, Haulapai Peak, Black Mesa/Lines, Hibernia Peak and 
La Cienega). Of these, only the Burro Creek Plan has been 
implemented. Numerous range improvement projects have 
been constructed on public lands to facilitate implementation 
of plans. 

Monitoring studies have been installed on all Improve and 
Maintain allotments within the Hualapai/Aquarius Planning 
Unit, with the purpose of detecting changes in vegetative 
composition, measu ring levels of grazing use and determining 
distribution patterns of grazing livestock. 
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Appendix 2 
Cultural Resources Management Guidelines 

Manage For Information Potential Manage for Conservation 

Cultural resources included under this objective are capable of 
contributing useful scientific, historic or management information. 
This information potential is to be protected to the extent needed, by 
physical or administrative means, until the potential has been real- 
ized through appropriate study. 

Cultural resources wtfich would be managed for their information 
potential have one or both of the following characteristics. 

Cultural resources included under this objective have overriding 
scientific, prehistoric and/or historic importance. Because of scar- 
city, a research potential that surpasses the current state-of the-art, 
singular historical or architectural interest or comparable reasons, 
such resources are not considered appropriate subjects of studies 
which would result in their physical alteration. They will be 
managed to maintain their present condition and protect them from 
potentially conflicting land or resource uses. 

-- They are suitable for scientific study using currently available 
research techniques, including study that would result in their 
physical alteration. 

-- They are suitable for controlled experimental studies which 
would aid in the management of other cultural properties -- 
studies, for example, that are aimed at understanding the effects 
of natural or human-caused impacts to cultural properties, effec- 
tiveness of protection or monitoring efforts and similar objec- 
tives. 

Cultural properties to be managed for their information potential 
may be studied for one or more of the following. 

-- They are suitable for study to satisfy the needs of an academic 
research proposal. 

-- They are suitable for short- or long-term establishment of ar- 
chaeological field schools. 

-- They are subjects of data recovery designed to mitigate the 
impacts of a competing land use. 

-- They are suitable for monitoring the effects of natural or human- 
caused impacts to cultural properties. 

Such studies must be in accordance with BLM-approved research 
designs, data recovery plans and recordation standards. BLM and 
non-BLM personnel using cultural resources for this purpose must 
comply with the provisions of the Archaeological Resources Protec- 
tion Act of 1979. Uses which will affect National Register-listed or 
-eligible properties will require consultation in accordance with 36 
CFR 800 and applicable memoranda of agreement. 

The information potential of cultural resources managed under this 
objective will be protected through monitoring of selected geo- 
graphical areas or high-value sites and occasional monitoring of 
others. Stabilization, fencing, signing, electronic and aerial and 
ground surveillance as well as public awareness efforts will be 
employed to achieve this objective. 

The National Register-listed archaeological site known as Bighorn 
Cave will partially be managed under the conservation objective. 
The site has been altered both authorized research and by vandalism, 
but it is believed that intact deposits remain that with advanced 
methods of data collection and analysis may yield new information 
that has potential to advance knowledge of the Archaic to Formative 
transition time periods. 

At least some archaeological sites from selected classes of cultural 
properties representing transition time periods may be identified in 
future activity plans to create a data bank to  be managed under this 
objective. The purpose is to preserve some of these sites for future 
study when analytical techniques are more sophisticated and the 
research contributions of these resources can be maximized. Man- 
agement emphasis will be placed on protecting these resources with 
their cultural material in place. Only nondestructive studies and 
analysis will be permitted. 

The management objective for these cultural properties may be 
changed from conservation to information potential upon determin- 
ing that their research values can be realized through state-of-the-art 
methods of data collection and analysis. Such studies would then be 
subject to the standards and provisions identified under management 
for information potential. 

Cultural properties of this class may be managed under the public 
values objective if their information potential has been achieved to 
the point where educational, recreational and other public values 
would not result in the loss of important scientific values. Interpre- 
tive efforts such as trails, signs and brochures may be considered for 
Bighorn Cave after any additional test excavations have been com- 
pleted and access to the interior of the site has been controlled. Other 
interpretive efforts for cultural properties under this management 
category may be considered but would not have a high priority. 

Measures to conserve these cultural resources for the future will 

include, but not be limited to, high-priority status for monitoring 
(electronic, aerial and ground) and evaluating access that does not 
conflict with other resource uses. Stabilization efforts, such as 

erosion control, will be implemented as needed. 
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463 



Appendix2 (continued) 
Cultural Resources Management Guidelines 

Manage for Public Values 

Cultural resources included under this objective are particularly 
useful for their sociocultural, educational, recreational or other 
public values. Their locations will be managed in a manner that 
gives adequate consideration to these values. 

Cultural resources which would generally be managed for public 
values possess one or both of the following characteristics. 

-- They are perceived by a social and/or cultural group as having 
attributes which contribute to maintaining the heritage or exist- 
ence of that group. Locations of traditional cultural or religious 
importance to Native Americans or historical sites connected 
with living pioneer descendants, for example, would be of this 
kind. 

-- They are appropriate for interpretive development as exhibits in 
place for educational and recreational uses by the general public. 
Cultural resources of this kind which have been identified in the 
ResourceManagement Plan area are the Carrow-Stephens ranches, 
the Neal pelroglyphs, the Dolan Springs petroglyphs and the 
Mineral Park historic mining area. 

Accessibility, public demand, public sensitivity, cost-effectiveness 
and feasibility will be considered, among other factors, in managing 
cultural properties of this kind for educational or recreational use. 
Management might include signs, self-guided interpretive trails, 
brochures, supervised archaeological excavation, mapping and other 
forms of recordation, stabilization, visitor facilities, on-site public 
tours and long-term group stewardships. 

Cultural resources identified by contemporary social and/or cultural 
groups would take into account the concerns and sensitivities of the 
groups involved. Information on such resources would be protected 
from public disclosure to the extent allowed by statute. 

Management of cultural resources for public values will be carried 
out with an awareness of any information potential such resources 
might possess. Any development of a cultural property for educa- 
tional or recreational use will be done in such a manner as to 
safeguard important scientific information and will be subject to the 
requirements of appropriate laws and regulations. 

Cultural Resource Plans 

Cultural resources in the Resource Management Plan area will be 
allocated to specific uses in the subsequent cultural resource man- 
agement plan. Project plans containing detailed management pre- 
scriptions for selected cultural properties will be developed after use 
allocations have been made. Cultural properties to be managed for 

conservation will receive the highest priority for project planning. 
Areas for which project plans will be prepared are, in priority order, 
Bighorn Cave, Carrow-Stephens ranches, Bullhead City[¢Cestern 
Bajada including the Beale-Mojave Road, Black Mountains, Dolan 
Springs petroglyphs, Burro Creek, Wright Creek, Joshua Tree/ 
Grand Wash Cliffs, Neal petroglyphs and Mineral Park historic area. 

Classes of Cultural Properties in the Area 

I. Habitation (includes, not limited to): 
A. Houses 

1) pithouses (prehistoric Indian: Amacava and Cohonina) 
2) rock (Prescott Culture pueblos, early mining, ranching) 
3) wood (historic mining, ranching, homesteads and towns) 
4) log (historic mining, homesteads) 
5) brush (prehistoric and historic Indian: Cerbat, Hualapai, 

Paiute, Yavapai and Mojave) 
6) adobe (historic mining, ranching, homesteads and towns) 
7) metal (corrngated tin for historic mining, ranching, home- 

steads and towns) 
B. Camps (often with cleared areas for wickiups, tenLs and 

sleeping) 
C. Rock shelters and caves 

II. Agriculture (includes, not limited to): 
A. Fields 
B. Irrigation canals 
C. Aqueducts 
D. Dams 
E. Terraces 
F. Orchards 

IlL Resource Utilization (includes, not limited to): 
A. Artifact scatters 
B. Mines and/or mills 
C. Quarries 
D, Roasting pits 
E. Trash middens 
F. Isolated bedrock grinding slicks 
G. Storage cists 

IV. Sociocultural 
A. Transportation and Trade 

1) Irails (prehistoric and historic) 
2) roads 
3) railroads 

a) standard gauge 
b) narrow gauge 

B. Rock art 

C. Historic inscriptions 
D. Community rooms (kivas, schoolhouses, town halls, etc.) 
E. Mortuary (cemeteries, cremation areas, etc.) 
F. Shrines 
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Appendix 3 
Alternative I Public Lands Identified for Disposal 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 

Meadview Area 
T. 30 N., R. 17W., 

T. 30N., R. 16W., 

T. 29N., R. 17W., 

T. 29 N., R. 16W., 

Black MountainsdDetritai Valley Area 
T. 27 N., R. 21W., 

T. 27 N., R. 20 W., 

White Hills Area 
T. 27 N., R. 19 W., 

24 All 640 
26 All 640 
34 All 640 
36 All 640 

30 Wl/2 320 

2 All 640 
10 All 640 
12 All 640 
14 All 640 

6 W1/2 320 

24 El/2; W1/2SW1/4 400 
36 NE1]4NE1/4 40 

16 N1/2NE1/4;SEI/4NE1/4 120 
18 All 633 
28 All 640 
30 All 635 

16 All 640 
20 All 640 

Dolan Springs Area 
T. 26 N., R. 18 W., 

T. 26 N., R. 19W., 

T. 25 N., R. 20 W., 

4 All 640 
6 All 632 
8 SWI/4 160 

10 All 640 
18 All 637 
20 All 640 
30 E1/2; El/2Wl/2 480 

12 All 640 
14 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 All 640 
26 All 640 
28 All 640 
32 All 640 
34 S1/2; Sl/2N1/2; NE1/4NE1/4; N1/2NW1/4 600 

4 SEll4 160 
8 All 640 

10 N1/2 320 
12 N1/2; SE1/4 480 
16 All 640 
20 All 640 
22 All 640 
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Appendix 3 (continued) 
Alternative I Public Lands. Identified for Disposal 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 

T. 25N., R. 20W., Cont.) 

T. 25 N., R. 19 W., 

T. 24 N., R. 20 W., 

T. 24N., R. 19W., 

Golden Valley 
T. 22 N., R. 19 W., 

T. 21N., R. 18 W., 

West of MeConnieo 
T. 20 N., R. 18 W., 
T. 20 N., R. 17 W., 

Shingle Canyon 
T, 19N., R. 18W., 

24 Wl/2 320 
26 All 640 
28 All 640 
32 All 640 
34 All 640 
36 AU 640 

4 Wl/2 320 
6 N1/2; N1/2SW1/4 395 

10 All 640 
12 All 640 
14 All 640 
16 N1/2NWI/4; N1/2SWl/4NW1/4; E1/2SW1/4NW1/4; 

SE1/4SWl]4NWl/4; SWl/4; SE1/4 475 
22 All 640 
26 All 640 
28 All 640 
32 N1/2; SWl/4 480 

4 All 566 
10 SE1/4 160 
12 N1/2; E1/2SW1/4; SE1/4 560 
14 NW1/4; $1/2 480 
15 W1/2NE1/4; NE1/4NW1/4 120 
16 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 All 640 
28 All 640 
34 Wl/2 320 
36 All 640 

8 SW1/4NW1/4;S1/2 360 
18 All 604 
20 All 640 
30 All 606 

12 All 640 
14 All 640 
20 All 640 
22 All 640 
28 All 640 
30 NE1/4;N1/2NWl/4; E1/2SE1/4NWl/4; 

NE1/4NE1/4SWl/4 270 

8 W1/2NW1/4; portion of E1/2NE1/4 140 

12 N1/2;N1/2S 1/2; Portions of S 1/2S 1/2 510 
6 Lots 8, 19-27, 35-37, 45-46; 961 

S I/2SE1/4; portion of N1/2SE1/4 
West of 1-40 8 38 

8 All 640 
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Appendix 3 (continued) 
Alternative I Public Lands Identified for Disposal 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 

Walnut Creek 
T. 18 N., R. 18 W., 2 All 624 
T. 19 N., R. 17 W., 30 West of I-40 139 

Hualapai Valley 
T. 26 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 26 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 25 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 25 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 24 N., R. 16W., 

T. 24 N., R. 15W., 

T. 24 N,, R. 14 W., 

10 AU 640 
14 All 640 
16 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 All 640 
26 All 640 
34 All 640 
36 All 640 

30 All 638 
32 All 640 

2 All 640 
12 All 640 

4 All 637 
6 All 638 
8 All 640 

10 All 630 
14 All 640 
18 All 63 
20 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 All 640 
26 All 640 
30 All 640 
34 All 640 

16 All 640 
20 All 640 
30 All 1,018 
32 All 640 

4 All 716 
8 All 640 

10 All 640 
12 All 640 
13 NI/2NW1/4; SEI/4NW1/4; NE1/4SWI/4 160 
14 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 All 640 
26 El/2 320 
28 All 640 

18 All 640 
20 E1/2 320 
30 All 640 
32 N1/2NE1/4 80 
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Appendix 3 (continued) 
Alternative I Public Lands Identified for Disposal 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 

T. 23 N., R. 17 W., 24 East of Stockton Hill Road 44 
25 East of Stockton Hill Road 13 

T. 23 N., R. 16W., 

Kingman Area 
T. 22 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 22 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 21 N., R. 16W., 

East of  Fort Mohave 
T. 19 N., R. 21W,, 

T. 18 N., R. 21W., 

T. 16 1/2 N., R. 20 1/2 W., 

T. 16 1/2 N., R. 20 W., 

T. 16 N., R. 20 1/2 W., 

20 NEI/4NEI/4 40 

2 East of Stockton Hill Road 223 
11 Portions of NWI/4NWl/4 and SW1/4NWl/4 

East of Stockton Hill Road; SE1/4NWI/4 69 
14 S I/2SW1/4; SW1/4SE1/4 120 
26 All 640 

34 S 1/2NEll4 80 

13 North of 1-40 360 

20 

28 
29 
30 

6 
7 

18 
19 

22 
23 
25 
26 
27 
34 
35 

30 
32 

1 
3 

10 
11 
12 

SW1/4SWI/4NW1/4NW1]4; W1/2SWI/4NWI/4; 
WI/2NE1/4SW1/4NW1/4; SE 1/4NE 1/4SW1/4NW 1/4; 

SEll4SWII4NWll4; SWll4SEll4NW1/4; 
S 1/2SE1/4SE1/4NW1/4; N1/2NW1/4NE1/4SWl/4; 

NE1/4NEI/4SW1/4; NE1/4SEI/4NEI/4SW1/4; 
NWI/4NW1/4SE1/4; NW1/4SW1/4NW1/4SE1/4 

NE1/4 
S1/2N1/2; S1/2 

S1/2NE1/4; E1/2SE1/4NW1/4; 
S1/2SWI[4SE1/4NW1/4; E1]2SWl/4; SE1/4 

Sl/2SE1/4 
El/2 
E1/2 

NE1/4; E1/2SE1/4 

El/2 
All 
All 
All 

E1/2 
E1/2 
All 

All 
All 

All 
El/2 
El/2 

N1/2; N1/2SW1/4; SE1/4SW1/4; SE1/4 
All 

85 
160 
480 

325 

80 
320 
320 
240 

330 
670 
640 
640 
314 
313 
640 

617 
640 

640 
311 
310 
600 
640 

T. 16 N., R. 20 W., 

T. 16N., R. 19W., 

6 
15 

18 

All 
North of 1-40 

North of 1-40 

619 
356 

156 
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Appendix 3 (continued) 
Alternative I Public Lands Identified for Disposal 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 

Yucca Area 
T. 18 N., R. 18 W., 24 East of 1-40 343 

36 East of 1-40 520 

T. 18 N., R. 17 W., 20 All 640 
28 All 640 
30 All 1,114 
32 All 640 
34 All 640 

T. 17 N., R. 18 W., Lots 1, 2; S1/2NEI/4; N1/2N1/2SEI/4; 
SW1/4NW1/4SEI/4 210 

T. 17 N., R.17 W., 2 All 636 
4 All 637 
8 All 640 

10 All 640 
14 All 64O 
16 All 640 
20 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 All 640 
26 All 640 
28 All 640 
30 All 1,118 
32 All 640 
34 All 640 
36 All 640 

T. 17 N., R. 16 W., 18 All 640 
20 All 640 
30 All 639 
32 All 640 

T. 16 1/2N., R. 18W., 22 All 532 
24 All 518 
26 All 640 
34 All 640 
36 t ~ All ~ !  640 

Total 102,547 
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Appendix 4 
Alternative I Recreation and Public Purposes Disposal Areas 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 

Golden Valley 

T. 22 N., R. 18 W., 8 WI/2NW1/4,E1/2NE1/4 160 

Dolan Springs 

T. 26 N., R. 18 W., 8 SW1/4 160 

T. 25 N., R. 19 W., 10 S1/2 320 

Yucca 

T. 17 N., R. 17 W., 28 All 640 

Detrital Valley 

T. 27 N., R. 19 W., 16 All 640 

Hualapal Valley 

T. 24 N., R. 14 W., 18 All 640 

Meadview 

T. 29 N., R. 17 W., 14 All 640 

Total 3,200 

, ~ ,  . ~  - ° %  • i 

, , ,1~/ I  
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Appendix 5 
Alternative I Communication Sites 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 

Oatman 
T. 19N., R. 20 W., 

Getz Peak 
T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 

Potato Patch II 
T. 20 N., R. 15W., 

Potato Patch I 
T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 

Hayden Peak 
T. 20 N., R. 15W., 

Windy Point 
T. 24 N., R. 18 W., 

North Mount Perkins 
T. 25 N., R. 21W., 

Mount Perkins 
T. 25 N., R. 21W., 

Willow Beach 
T. 27 N., R. 21W., 

Patterson Slope 
T. 29 N., R. 17 W., 

13 SWI/4NWI/4; NWI/4SWI/4 .72* 
14 SE1/4NE1/4 1.68" 

17 NE1/4SE1/4 .84* 
17 SEI/4SEII4 2.28* 

19 SWl/4SEI/4 6.80 

30 NWI/4NE1/4; SW1/4SE1/4 10.00 

30 SW1/4SE1/4 22.50 

36 SW1/4SW1/4NEll4,SE1/4SE1/4NW1/4,NW1/4NWl/4SE1/4 20.0* 

3 NWI/4NE1/4, E1/2SE1/4, W1/2SW1/4 5.76* 

10 SE1/4NE1/4 .038* 

16 NWl/4SWI/4NWl/4 2.50* 

34 E1/2NWI/4NW1/4 !0.00" 

*Acreage is estimated until a communication site plan and/or site environmental analysis determines area of development. 

471 



Appendix 6 
SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

Federally Listed, PrOposed and Candidate Species O f known or possible occurrence 
Common Name Suitable Habitat on 

(Scientific Name) 1Status General Distribution Public Lands 2presence Remarks 

Plant Species 

Arizona cliffrose 
(Purshia subinteqra) 

E Four sites across central Near Burro Creek at Six- Conf 
Arizona Mile Crossing 

Occurs on limy tuff 
soils of Tertiary 
freshwater lakebed 
deposits on rolling hills 
of the Sonoran Desert 

White-margined 
penstemon (Penstemon 
albomarginatus) 

C-2 Three sites, one each in Near Yucca Conf 
Arizona, California and 
Nevada 

One extended 
population in Arizona 
on sandy washes and 
alluvial terraces 

Two-color beard-tongue 
(Penstemon bicolor ssp. 
roseus) 

Peach Springs freckled 
milkvetch (Astragalus 
lentiginosus var. 
(ambiguus)) 

Fraziefs wild buckwheat 
(Eriogonum ripleyi) 

Parish Indian mallow 
(Abutilon parishii) 

C-2 Black Mountains west Black Mountains and Conf 
to southern Nevada Wilson Ridge 

C-2 Peach Springs vicinity Truxton Valley Pot 

C-2 Known from two widely Between Peach Springs Pot 
separated areas near and Valentine 
Aubrey Valley and 
Horseshoe Reservoir 

C-2 Santa Catalina, Tucson Granitic hills in the Pot 
and Mazatzal mountains Aquarius Mountains 
and near Little Ship 
Wash (Yavapai County) 

Mohave Desert, dry 
washes in volcanic 
hills 

Great Basin grassland 
on limestone-derived 
soils 

Tertiary calcareous 
clay hills 

Occurs in widely 
scattered, small 
populations 

Welsh phacelia 
(Phacelia welshii) 

C-2 Western Painted Desert Near Gray Mountain Conf Chlnle Formation 
badlands; type locality 
on BLM 

Fickeisen Navajo cactus 
(Pediocactus peeblesianus 
vat. fickeiseniae ) 

C-1 Arizona Strip southeast Near Gray Mountain Conf 
to Grand Canyon and 
western Painted Desert 

Great Basin grassland 
in the Navajo Desert 

Aquarius milkvetch 
(Astragalus newberryi 
var. aquarii) 

SS Only one site, with Near Burro Creek at Six- Conf 
Arizona cliffrose Mile Crossing 

Same as described 
above for Arizona 
cliff rose 

Nevin birdsbeak 
( cordylanthus nevinii ) 

Crownless milkweed vine 
(Cynanchum utahense) 

Mohave sandpaper bush 
(Petalonyx nitidus) 

SS Southern California, 
Transverse and Peninsular 
ranges and rare in west 
central Arizona 

SS Southwestern Utah, 
southern Nevada and 
southern California and 
scattered in western 
Arizona 

SS Eastern Califomia, 
southern Nevada and 
rare in west central 
Arizona 

Hualapai Mountains and 
Hualapai and Hayden peaks 
areas 

Near Wickieup, Dolan 
Springs, Yucca and 
Hardyville 

Black Mountains, Lost 
Cabin Wash and near 
Franconia 

Conf 

Conf 

Conf 

Ponderosa pine forest 

Sandy loam uplands 
with creosotebush, 
rayless golden_head 
and big galleta in the 
Mohave Desert 

Rhyolite outcrops 

(continued) 
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Appendix 6 (continued) 
SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

Federally Listed, Proposed and Candidate Species of known or possible occurrence 
Common Name Suitable Habitat on 

(Scientific Name) 1Sta tus  General Distribution Public Lands 2Presence Remarks 

Plan t  Species  (continued) 
Shrubby senna (Senna 
ar/'nata) 

Striped horsebrush 
(Tetradymia argyraea) 

Mohave cottonthorn 
(Tetradymia argyraea) 

Three-hearts (Tricardia 
watsonii) 

California flannelbush 
( Fr emontodendr on 
californica) 

SS 

SS 

SS 

SS 

SS 

Southern California, 
southern Nevada and rare 
in west central Arizona 

Eastern California and 
rare in southern Nevada 
and northwestern Arizona 

Southern California, 
southern Nevada and rare 
in northwestern Arizona 

Southern California 
northeast to Nevada and 
Utah and scattered in 
northwestern Arizona 

California chaparral; 
scattered in central 
Arizona mountain 

West side of Black Pot 
Mountains at Willow Beach 
and Cottonwood Valley on 
Lake Mead NRA 

Cerbat Pinnacles above Conf 
Dolan Springs 

Detrital Valley on east side Conf 
of Black Mountains 

Sacramento Valley Pot 
southwest of Kingman 

Sam Spring in the Conf 
Aquarius Mountains 

Gravelly washes and 
fan terraces in lower 
Mohave Desert: 
reported near Yucca 

Rocky slopes with 
pinyon pine on 
andesite outcrops 

Ballenas and upper fan 
terraces with blaekbrush 
in the Mohave Desert 

Creosotebush scrub 
and Joshua tree 
woodland in the 
Mohave Desert 

Shrub in the interior 
chaparral on rocky 
slopes 

An ima l  Species  

Bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus leu- 
cocephalus) 

Peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus) 

E(E) 

E(C) 

Winter migrants 
statewide near lakes and 
streams; nests along Salt 
and Verde rivers and 
Bill Williams drainage 

Alamo Lake, Burro Creek, 
Francis Creek and 
tributaries 

V 

Statewide in migration; 
resident in areas near 
tall cliffs and water 

Burro Creek, Francis V 
Creek and tributaries 

Black Mountains P 

Burro Creek P 

Cerbats and Pinnacles P 

Grand Wash Cliffs P 

Alamo Lake 

(continued) 
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Occupied breeding 
area; BLM-managed 
livestock, mining and 
wild burros 

Recently discovered 
breeding area in 
Burro Creek: 
important wintering 
areas 

Breeding known on 
adjacent National 
Park Service lands 

Suitable habitat, 
breeding status 
unknown 

Very high prairie 
falcon density; one 
recently discovered 
peregrine aerie 

Excellent cliff 
habitat; breeding 
documented 

Peregrines repeatedly 
observed during 
breeding season 
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Appendix 6 (continued) 
SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

Federally Listed, Proposed and Candidate Species of known or possible occurrence 
Common Name Suitable Habitat on 

(Scientific Name) 1Status General Distribution Public Lands 2Presence Remarks 

Animal Species (continued) 

Hualapai Mexican vole E(E) 
(Microtus mexicanus 
hualpaiensis) 

Arizona southwest toad 
(Bufo microscapho 
microscaphus) 

C-2 

Yavapai leopard frog C-2 
(Rana yavapaiensis) 

Desert tortoise C-2 (C) 
(Gopherus agassizi) 

Mexican garter snake C-2 
(Thamnophis eques) 

White-faced ibis C-2 
(Plegadis chihi) 

Ferruginous hawk C-2 (T) 
(Buteo regails) 

California black rail C-1 
(Laterallus jamaicensis 
coturniculus) 

Mountain plover C-2 
(Charadrus montanus) 

Long-billed curlew C-2 
(Mumenius americanus) 

Known only from a few 
isolated spring sites in 
the Hualapai Mountains, 
principally in mixed 
conifer and ponderosa 
pine forests 

Occurs sporadically 
throughout northern 
Arizona 

Recent taxonomic split 
of species statewide 

Typically in Sonoran 
desertscrub and 
semidesert grassland; 
occurs primarily on 
rocky slopes and less 
often on lower bajadas 
and flats; also in extreme 
eastem Mohave Desert 
in northwest/cenlral 
Arizona 

Central and southeastern 
Arizona 

Occurs as vagrant 
statewide 

Uncommon, but widely 
distributed summer 
resident of grassy plains; 
fairly common winter 
resident in northern and 
southeastern Arizona 

Bill Williams River, 
Mittry Lake 

Statewide or migrant 

Sporadic Arizona 
distribution 

Hualapai Mountains V 

Music Mountain P 

Burro and Francis creeks 

Burro and Francis creeks 
and Bill Williams River 

Paloverde-mixed cacti 
cresosotebush-bursage 
communities throughout 
the resource area 

1904 recorded in Mohave 
Valley; now extirpated 
from Mohave County 

Dirt tanks, Alamo Lake 

Grassland communities in 
Hualapai Valley and 
Bozarth and Goodwin 
mesas 

Alamo Lake 

Resource area-wide 

Dirt Tanks, Alamo Lake, 
ponds and streams 

V 

V 

V 

V 

P 

P 

V 

Habitat severely 
damaged by livestock 
grazing and erosion 

Unverified, but 
possible 

No realistic handle 
on the status of this 
species 

Much concern over 
statewide decline 

Suitable habitat 
abundant; distribu- 
tion and habitat 
categorization data 
recently acquired 

Historic location on 
the Colorado River 

More common in 
recent years; does not 
breed in Arizona 

Extremely rare as a 
breeder; widely 
distributed winter 
resident 

Unlikely to occur in 
the resource area 

Possible as migrant; 
unverified 

Uncommon, but 
verified 

(continued) 
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Appendix 6 (continued) 
SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

Federally Listed, Proposed and Candidate Species of known or possible occurrence 
C o m m o n  Name Suitable Habitat  on 

(Scientific Name)  1Status General  Distribution Public Lands  2presence R e m a r k s  

Animal Species (continued)  

Spotted owl C-2 (T) 
(Strix occidentalis) 

Southwestem willow C-2 
flycatcher 
(Empidonax trailii 
extimus) 

Mexican long-tongued bat C-2 
(Choenycteris mexicana) 

California leaf-nosed C-2 
bat (Myotis lucifugus) 

Occult little brown bat 
(Myotis lucifugus occultus) 

Southwestern cave myotis 
(Myotis velifer brevb) 

C-2 

C-2 

Spotted bat C-2 
(Euderma maculatum) 

Greater western mastiff bat 
(Eumops perotis callforn&us) 

C-2 

Hualapai pocket gopher C-2 
(Thomomys umbrinus 
hualpaiensis) 

Yavapai Arizona pocket C-2 
mouse 
(Perognathus amplus 
amplus) 

MacNeill sooty wing C-2 
skipper 
(Hesperopsis gracielae) 

Wandering skipper C-2 
(Pseudocopaeodes 
eunus eunus) 

Kingman springsnail 

Common black-hawk 
(Buteo anthracinus 
anthracinus) 

C-2 

(c) 

Breeds locally in steep, Hualapal Mountains V 
wooded canyons of 
mountain and high 
mesas, principally in 
northeastern half of 
Arizona 

Likely to occur as Unknown in the resource P 
migrant statewide area 

Arizona distribution Unknown P 
unknown 

Common in western Burro Creek, Black V 
Arizona Mountains 

Central, eastem Arizona 

Includes central Arizona 

Yuma to the Kaibab 
Plateau, sparsely 
distributed 

Possible in eastern part of 
Cerbat and Aquarius 
Planning Units 

Unknown P 

Unknown P 

Includes western Secret Pass, Black V 
Arizona Mountains, Hualapai- 

Aquarius Planning Unit 

Known only from the Hualapai Mountains P 
Hualapai Mountains, 
Mohave County 

Includes west-central Lower Big Sandy River V 
Arizona and Alamo Lake areas 

Extreme westem Unknown P 
Arizona 

Unknown Unknown P 

Black Mountains 

Locally distributed; 
summer resident along 
some perennial streams 
with well developed 
broadleaf forest stands 

Bums Spring V 

Burro and Francis creeks V 

Very rare; no recent 
breeding records 

Unverified in the 
r e s o u r c ~  a r e a  

Unverified in the 
resource area 

Commonly encoun- 
tered in mine shafts 

Unverified 

Taxonomic questions 
exist 

Unverified 

No recent records 

Feeds only on 
Atriplex lentiformes, 
Quail-bush 

Suspected in 
Arizona; prefers 
seeps, desert 
saltgrasses 

Endemic species 

Highest breeding 
assemblage in North 
America. 

(continued) 
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Appendix 6 (continued) 
SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

Federally Listed, Proposed and Candidate Species of known or possible occurrence 
Common Name Suitable Habitat on 

(Scientific Name) 1 S t a t u s  General Distribution Public Lands 2Presence Remarks 

Animal Species (continued) 

Osprey (T) As a migrant it may Burro Creek and Alamo V Uncommon migrant; 
(Pandion haliaetus appear almost any- Lake no documented 
carolinensis) where; nests below breeding on resource 

Mogollon Rim; rare area 
summer and uncommon 
winter resident along 
Colorado River 

Colorado River roundtail (E) Streams of west-central Burro and Francis creeks V Population trend 
chub Arizona; Arizona Game unknown 
(Gila robusta robusta) and Fish Commission 

'~hreatened Native 
Wildlife in Arizona" 

(E) Breeding colonies are 
principally restricted to 
a few sites along the 
Colorado River below 
Bullhead City 

(T) Breeding colonies very 
local; largely restricted 
to a few sites along the 
Colorado River below 
Bullhead City 

Great egret Bill Williams drainage V 
(Casmerodius albus) (Alamo Lake, Burro Creek 

and Bill Williams River) 

Snowy egret Bill Williams drainage V 
(Egretta thula) (Alamo Lake, Burro Creek 

and Bill Williams River) 

Uncommon migrant; 
no documented 
breeding activity 

Uncommon migrant; 
no documented 
breeding activity 

Northern goshawk (C) Nests locally in Hualapal Mountains V 
(Accipiter gentilis) coniferous forests of the 

mountains and high 
mesas in the eastern half 
of Arizona 

Clark's grebe (C) Breeding colonies Alamo Lake V 
(Aechmophorus clarkii) restricted to two locations 

on the Colorado River 

Western yellow-billed (T) Nests along wooded Big Sandy River and V 
cuckoo streams primarily in Burro Creek 
(Coccyzus americanus central and southern 
occidentalis) parts of Arizona; 

extirpated from most 
lower Sonoran areas 

Rare breeder 

No breeding records 

Very rare; last 
recorded in 1979; 
taxonomic questions 
on validity of 
monotypie species 
status 

Status - 

Presence 

E - Federally endangered (E) State endangered 
P - Federally proposed 
(T) - State threatened 
C1 -Category 1 candidate 
C2 - Category 2 candidate 
(C) - State candidate 
(SS) - BLM-sensitive species proposed to and/or recommended from the Arizona Game and Fish Nongame Data Management system 
- Conf- Confirmed 
Pot - Potential 
V - Verified 
P - Probable 

Source: Kingman Resource Area Files 
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Stream Name 

Appendix 7 " .... 

Riparian Areas 
Approximate Approximate 

Length (miles) Acreage  
* * R A C E  

Inventory 
(fiscal year)  

Adjacent to 
Grapevine Springs 0.9 23 
Alamo Lake 5.5 138 
Antelope Wash 6.6 165 
Aquarius Canyon 2.5 63 
Bar Wash 7.5 190 
Beecher Well 3.6 90 
Big Sandy River 34.9 871 
Bill Williams River * 6.5 163 
Blue Tank 13.9 348 
Boulder Creek 12.3 308 
Bull Canyon 12.9 323 
Burro Creek 50.5 1263 
Burro Springs 2.8 70 
Cane Springs 12.6 315 
Cataract Creek 4.9 123 
Cedar Wash 4.9 123 
Cholla Spring Canyon 2.2 55 
Conger Bull Creek 7.3 183 
Cottonwood Canyon 2.4 60 
Cottonwood Creek 2.8 70 
Cottonwood Creek 1.9 48 
Cow Creek 4.6 115 
Creamery Canyon 2.7 68 
Crow Canyon 7.1 178 
Crozier Wash 5.4 135 
Deluge Wash 6.5 163 
Devil's Canyon 14.8 370 
Dugwell Canyon 2.4 60 
Francis Creek 18.9 472 
Grand Springs 0.5 13 
Grapevine Canyon 1.4 35 
Grapevine Wash 3.1 78 
Grave Yard Wash 6.0 150 
Groom Spring Wash 5.7 143 
Hair Clipper 6.5 163 
Hibernia Canyon 10.9 273 
Horse Canyon 3.9 98 
Santa Maria River * 12.0 300 
Kaiser Spring 2.0 50 
Moss Wash 5.2 130 
Pipeline Springs 2.5 63 
Sawmill Creek 2.8 70 
Silver Creek 2.4 60 

88 
89 
88 
92 
92 
90 
90 
89 
91 
88 
91 
89 
90 
92 
92 
88 
92 
88 
90 
91 
89 
90 
91 
90 
88 
89 
90 
91 
90 
90 
88 
88 
92 
92 
92 
91 
90 
89 
89 
88 
90 
90 
92 
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Stream Name 

Appendix 7 (continued) 
Riparian Areas 

Approximate Approximate 
Length (miles) Acreage 

**RACE 
Inventory 

(fiscal year) 

Soap Canyon 2.5 63 88 
Stone Spring Canyon 3.0 75 91 
Sycamore Creek I 7.7 443 90 
Tanker Wash 6.5 163 92 
Tompkins Canyon 2.4 60 92 
Trout Creek 14.8 370 92 
Truxton Wash 12.8 320 88 
Unnamed 0.6 15 92 
Unnamed 
(Adjacent to Union Pass) 0.8 20 91 
Unnamed 
(East of Finger Butte) 1.7 43 92 
Unnamed 
(East of Mount Nutt) 2.1 53 92 
Unnamed 
(North of Standard Mine) 1.9 48 90 
Unnamed 
(North of Thimble 0.9 23 90 
Mountains) 
Unnamed 
(South of Century Mine) 2.1 53 90 
Unnamed 
(South of Hibernia Canyon) 0.5 13 91 
Wagon Wheel 3.6 90 90 
Walnut Creek 7.2 180 92 
Wheeler Wash 6.8 17"0 88 
Wilder Creek 2.2 55 92 
Willow Creek 2.7 68 92 
Willow Creek 1.5 38 92 
Wright Creek 9.5 238 88 
Yellow Flower 2.8 70 92 

Total 432.9 10,462 

* Denotes streams that form resource area boundaries 
** Denotes riparian area condition evaluation 
Source: Kingman Resource Area Files 
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Alternative 
Name 

Antelope Spring 

Antelope Well 

Aubrey Peak 

Bar I-L Wash 

Barth 

Basin Well 

Big Sandy with spur 

Black Rock 

Buck Mountain 

Burro Loop with spurs 

Butcher Camp 

Cactus Mountain 

Cave Spring 

Cedar Spring 

Chapin Wash 

Clay Springs 

Cliff Wash 

Copper Spring 

Copperville 

Corral 

Cottonwood Canyon 

Coyote 

Appendix 8 
1 Legal Vehicular Access Acquisitions 

Township and Range 

T. 26 N., R. 18 W., 

T. 19 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 15 N., R. 14 W., 

T. 17 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 

T. 22 N., R. 20 W., 

T. 17 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 19 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 16 N., R. 18 W., 
T. 16.5 N., R. 18 W., 

T. 13 N., R. 13 W., 
T. 14 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 27 N., R. 18 W., 
T. 27 N., R. 19 W., 
T. 28 N., R. 19 W., 

T. 17 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 21N., R. 19 W., 

T. 25 N., R. 15 W., 
T. 25 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 11N., R. 13 W., 
T. 12 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 26 N., R. 15 W., 
T. 27 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 23 N., R. 14 W., 

T. 17 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 17 N., R. 14 W., 
T. 17 N., R. 15 W., 
T. I7 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 14 N., R. 14 W., 

T. 19 N., R. 20 W., 

T. 25 N., R. 20 W., 
T. 25 N., R. 21W., 

S e c t i o n  

8, 16, 17, 21, 28, 34 

19, 20, 28, 29 

8 

15, 27 

23 

2,3, 15,27 

14, 26 

15 

3, 15 
27 

3 
5, 15, 17, 21, 23, 29, 33 

7,9, 15,23 
1, 2, 3, 5 

31, 33, 35 

9,18 

33 

15, 19, 21 
25 

4 ,6 ,11  
31, 32, 33 

5 ,7  
15, 21, 33 

I, 11 

3 

3 , 4 , 5 , 7 , 9 , 1 1 , 1 3  
13, 15, 17 

23 

7, 17 

3 

21, 29, 31 
35 
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Alternative 
Name 

Creamy Canyon with spur 

Crescent 

Crozier Spring 

Detrital Wash 

Devil's Canyon 

Eagle Rock Well 

Falls Spring 

Fig Spring 

Flattop with spur 

Getz Peak 

Goldbug Mine 

Goldroad Well 

Goodwin Mesa 

Granite Peak 

Grapevine Canyon 

Grapevine Spring 

Hibernia Canyon 

Hualapai Canyon 

Little Cottonwood 

Lost Cabin Spring 

Appendix 8 (continued) 
Le~lal Vehicular Access 

Township and Range 

T. 16N., R. 16W.~ 
T. 16.5 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 23 N., R. 14W,, 
T. 24 N., R. 14 W,, 

T. 24 N., R. 13 W,, 

T. 23 N., R. 19 W., 
T. 23 N., R. 20 W., 
T. 24 N., R. 20 W., 

T. 28 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 15N., R. 14W., 
T. 16 N., R. 15W., 

T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 
T. 21N., R. 15 W., 

T. 19 N., R. 18W.~ 
T. 19N., R. 19W., 
T. 20 N., R. 19W., 
T. 21N., R. 19W., 

T. 16 N., R. 16 W., 
T. 16 N., R. 17 W,, 
T. 16.5 N., R. 17 W., 
T. 16.5 N., R. 18 W., 

T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 13 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 19N., R. 19W., 

T. 16 N., R. 11W., 

T. 16.5 N., R. 15 W., 
T. 17 N., R. 15 W ,  
T. 30 N., R. 15 W, 
T. 30 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 24 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 18 N., R. 14 W, 
T. 18 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 20 N., R. 15W., 
T. 21 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 23 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 24 N., R. 20W.,~ 

Acquisitions 
S e c t i o n  

2, 11, 14, 15, 22, 27 
21, 23, 25, 35, 36 

5 
31 

5, 26, 27 

7, 18 
1 

7, 17, 21, 26, 27, 35 

34, 35 

7 ,8  
36 

5 ,6  
32 

6 
1 ,2 ,3  

3, 9, 15, 21, 27, 33 
29, 33, 34 

18, 19, 20, 28 
3, 5, 11, 13, 15 

31 
21, 23, 25, 27 

20 

17 

21 

22 

19, 29, 33 
33 
33 

13, 25 

5, 29 

2, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19 
11, 13, 15 

9 
28 

27, 29, 33, 36 

17 
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Name 
Alternative 1 

Appendix 8 (continued) 
Legal Vehicular Access 

Township and Range 
Acquisitions 

S e c t i o n  

McConnico 

McCracken 

Middle 

Mount Perkins 

Mud Spring 

North Tank 

Old Camp Well 

Old Trails 

Pearson Falls 

Pilgrim Mine 

Pine Lake 

Pipeline 

Porter Mine 

Portland Mine 

Ports Mountain with spur 

Red Horn Spring 

Roadside Tank 

Rock Creek 

Secret Pass 

Senator Mine 

T. 20 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 14 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 25 N., R. 20 W., 
T. 25 N., R. 21 W., 

T. 25 N., R. 21 W., 
T. 26 N., R. 21 W., 

T. 16 N., R. 16W., 
T. 16.5 N., R. 16 W., 
T. 17 N., R. 16W., 

T. 28 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 19N., R. 16W., 

T. 18 N., R. 17W., 
T. 18 N., R. 18 W., 

T. 17 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 23 N., R. 19 W., 

T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 16.5 N., R. 18 W., 
T. 17 N., R. 17W., 
T. 18 N., R. 17W., 
T. 21N., R. 16 W., 

T. 26 N., R. 21 W., 

T. 23 N., R. 21W., 
T. 24 N., R. 21W., 

T. l lN. ,  R. 14 W., 
T. 12 N., R. 14 W., 

T. 24 N., R. 12 W., 

T. 15 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 17 N., R. 17 W., 
T. 18 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 21N., R. 19 W., 

T. 27 N., R. 19W., 
T. 27 N., R. 20 W., 
T. 28 N., R. 19 W., 

9 

14, 15, 21 

7, 15, 19, 21 
I 

I 

22 

4, 9, 13, 14, 15 
29, 33 

35 

29 

33 

19, 21 
25 

2, 10, 11 

2 

20, 21 

21 
5, 17, 18, 19, 31 

29 
28, 32 

3 

14, 15 
25 

4 ,9  
28 

19 

21, 29, 31 

15 
9, 11 

29 

5 ,7  
13 

3, 11, 14, 15, 16, 21, 29 
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Name 
Alternative 1 

Appendix 8 (continued) 
Legal Vehicular Access 

Township and Range 
Acquisitions 

S e c t i o n  
Senator Mountain 

Shot Up Tank 

T. 29 N., R. 19 W;, 
T. 27 N., R. 20 W, 
V. 28 N., R. 20 W.~ 

! 

T. 15 N., R. 16W., 
T. 16N., R. 16W., 

23, 25, 35 
15, 16, 21 
13, 25, 35 

5 ,7  
27, 28, 33 

Shot Up Well 

Stone Corral 

T. 14N., R. 17 W., 
T. 15 N., R. 17 W., 
T. 16 N., R. 17W.i 
T. 16.5 N., R. 17 W., 
T. 16.5 N., R. 18W., 
T. 17 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 24 N., R. 14 W.' 

3, 10, 15, 16 
7, 17, 29, 33 

7, 19, 31 
19, 31 

24 
17, 20, 29, 33 

23, 27, 29 

Stouts Well T. 14 N., R. 15 W., 
T. 15 N., R. 14 W., 
T. 15 N., R. 15 W., 

3, 11 
8 
35 

Sugarloaf Mountain T. 21 N., R. 20 W., 
T. 22 N., R. 20 W., 
T. 22 N., R. 21W., 

16 
31 

25, 35 

Thumb Butte T. 20N., R. 20W., 
T. 21N., R. 20 W., 

27, 28 
28, 29, 32, 33 

Township Line T. 14 N., R. 15 W., 
T. 14 N., R. 17 W,, 
T. 15 N., R. 15 W.~ 
T. 15 N., R. 16 W., 
T. 15 N., R. 17 W., 

5 
1 ,3 ,5  
31, 33 

31, 33, 35 
31, 33, 35 

Twin Mills T. 21N., R. 19 W.' 
T. 22 N., R. 19W., 
T. 22N., R. 20W., 
T. 23 N., R. 20 W., 

2,11 
18, 19, 29, 33, 34, 35 

2, 13 
9, 11, 23, 27, 35 

Vock Canyon T. 23 N., R. 17 W., 
T. 24 N., R. 17W., 

3 , 4 , 5 , 8 , 9  
35, 36 

Wabayuma Peak T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 11 

Walnut Creek T. 19 N., R. 16 W., 
T. 19 N., R. 17 W., 

7 
7, 15, 18 

Water Tank T. 15 N., R. 16 W., 23, 27, 29, 31, 33 

Willow Creek with spur T. 16N., R. 17W., 
T. 16.5 N., R 17W., 

1 
35 

Various unnamed roads T. 16.5 N., R. 18 W., 
T. 20 N., R. 16W., 

27, 33 
2, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 15, 27, 28, 29 
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Appendix 9 
Alternative I Acquisitions by Resource Activity 

Township and Range Section Subdivision - Acreage 

WILDERNESS 

T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 23 SW1/4; $1/2NWl/4; NWl/4NWl/4; 300 
WI[2SWl/4SE1/4 

T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 11 N1/2N1/2; N1/2SWl/4NW1/4; El/2 225 
SEII4SWll4NWl/4; SEI/4NWl/4 

T. 12 N., R. llW., 16 Mining Claim 16 
T. 25 N., R. 18 W., 17 NW1/4; N1/2NE1/4; 280 

SE1/4NE1/4 
T. 16 N., R. 10 W., 25 lvfining Claim 5 

T. 25 N., R. 18 W., 4 SWI/4NW1/4 40 

T. 25 N., R. 18 W., 20 SE1/4SE1/4 40 

T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 35 Mining Claim 5 

T. 19 N., R. 20 W., 2 Mining Claim 5 

T. 25 N., R. 18 W., 33 All 640 

T. 24 N., R. 18 W., 9 All 640 

T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 5 Sl12SW1/4 80 

T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 8 NWI/4NWl/4 40 

T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 15 NE1/4SEI/4; SWl/4NWl/4; NWl/4SE1/4 210 
NW1/4; WI/2NW1/4SWl/4; W1/2NE1/4SWl/4 

T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 17 N1/2NW1/4; SW1/4; Wl/2SE1/4; W1/2NE1/4 380 
SE1/4; SEI/4SE1/4 

T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 21 NWl/4NW1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 80 

T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 23 NE1/4NW1/4 40 

T. 18 N., R. 16W., 27 S1/2SWl/4 80 

T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 29 SEI/4NE1/4 40 

T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 31 W1/2NE1/4 80 

Total 31226 

RECREATION 

T. 29 N., R. 17 W., 25 All 640 
T. 29 N., R. 17 W., 35 N1/2 320 
T. 20 N., R. 19 W., 33 All 640 
T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 2 All 525 
T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 3 SE1/4SW1/4; N1/2SWl/4; SEI/4 280 
T. 14 N., R. 12 W., 23 All 640 
T. 14 N., R. 12 W., 24 W1/2 320 
T. 28 N., R. 17 W., 3 All 640 
T. 29 N., R. 16 W., 19 NWI/4NW1/4 40 
T. 18 N., R. 15 W., 7 N1/2, N1/2S1/2; SWI/4SW1/4; SW1/4SE1/4 560 
T. 29 N., R. 17 W., 27 All 640 
T. 30 N., R. 16 W., 23 All 640 
T. 29 N., R. 16 W., 29 All 640 
T. 29 N., R. 16 W., 31 S1/2 320 
T. 30 N., R. 16W., 31 El/2 320 
T. 30 N., R. 16 W., 29 All 640 

Total 7,805 

W I L D L I F E  

Pine Peak 
T. 17 N., R. 15 W., 3 All 643 

9 All 640 
11 All 640 

(continued) 
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Appendix 9 (continued) 
. Alternative 1 Acquisitions byRes0urce ActiVity 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
W I L D L I F E  (continued) 

Union Pass 
T. 21N., R. 20W., 

Hualapai Foothills H 
T. 20 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 17 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 16.5 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 16.5 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 16.5 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 16 N., R. 16W., 

11 All 640 
12 N1/2 298 

19 East of 1-40 right-of-way 310 
28 Mining claimin SWl/4NW1/4 20 
29 NW1/4; S 1/2 480 

1 NWII4NWl/4; SEI/4NEI/4 80 
3 S 1/2NE1/4; SE1/4; S1/2SW1/4; NE1/4SWI/4 360 
8 All 640 
9 N 1 / 2  320 
15 All 640 
17 All 640 

25 All 640 

19 All 521 
21 All 521 
23 All 522 
25 All 640 
27 All 640 
29 All 640 
31 All 636 
32 SW1/4; SW1/4SE1/4 200 
33 All 640 
35 All 640 
36 ' NWl/4NW1/4 40 

31 All 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
17 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
35 
36 

All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 

El/2; W1/2SWl/4; N1/2NWI/4; SW1/4NWl/4 

623 

639 
638 
637 
638 
638 
635 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
520 

(continued) 
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Appendix 9 (continued) 
Alternative I Acquisitions by Resource Activity 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
WILDLIFE (continued) 

T. 16 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 16N., R. 14W., 

T. 15 N., R. 15 W., 

5 Wl/2; W112E1/2; NE1/4NEI/4; E1/2SEI/4 598 
6 All 622 
7 All 623 
8 All 640 
9 All 640 
17 All 640 
19 All 622 
21 All 640 
29 All 640 
31 All 625 
33 All 640 
36 All 640 

27 All 640 

1 SEI/4NWl/4 160 
2 All 638 
3 All 638 
5 All 639 
7 All 629 
9 All 640 
11 All 640 
14 SE1/4 160 
15 All 640 
17 All 640 
19 All 632 
21 All 640 
23 El/'2; El/2W1/'2; NWl/4NW1/4; W1/2SWI/4 600 
35 All 640 

T. 15 N., R. 14 W., 

T. 15 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 14 N., R. 12 W., 

1 N1/2; W1/2SWI/4 399 
4 All 638 
5 S1/2; SI/2NEI/4 300 
7 All 627 
8 All 640 
9 All 640 
13 Wl/2NWI/4 80 
17 SE1/4SE1/4 40 
19 All 
23 SWlI4NWl/4 40 
30 WlI2NWII4 74 

19 SW1/4 154 
24 WI/2NEI/4; WI/2SEI/4; E1/2 480 
25 SWl/4 160 
27 All 640 
29 S1/2; S1/2Nl/2 480 
33 All 640 
35 All 640 

5 N1/2 323 
7 All 633 
9 All 640 
17 S1/2 320 
19 All 634 
21 All 640 
27 El/2 320 
29 N1/2; SW1/4; NE1/4NE1/4; S1/2SEI/4 600 
31 All 636 
33 All 640 

(continued) 
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Appendix 9 (continued) 
Alternative I Acquisitions by Resource Activity 

i! 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
W I L D L I F E  (continued) 

T. 18 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 17 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 16.5 N., R. 17 W., 

McCracken Mountains 
T. 14 N., R. 14 W., 

T. 14 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 13 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 13 N., R. 14 W., 

Pine Flat 
T. 18 N., R. 15 W., 

Black Mtns I-IMP 
T. 26 N., R. 21W., 

T. 25 N., R. 22 W., 

T. 25 N., R. 21W., 

T. 24 N., R. 21W., 

T. 23 N., R. 20 W., 

T. 22 N., R. 20 W., 

T. 22 N., R. 21W., 

, ~  

9 S1/2N1/2; Wl/2SWl/4; NEI/4SW1/4 280 
11 All 640 
35 All 640 

31 W1/2NEI/4; NWI/4NWI/4 120 

19 All 638 
31 All 640 

23 All 516 

19 
31 

3 
9 
11 
13 
23 
25 
27 
35 

3 
11 
13 
15 
23 

22 
33 
36 

25 
27 

9 
33 

21 
33 

4 
9 
15 
17 
19 
21 
29 
31 
33 

All 632 
All 634 

All 637 
All 640 
All 640 
All 640 
All 640 
All 640 
All 640 
All 640 

S1/2 320 
All 640 

Wl/2; NEI/4NE1/4 360 
All 640 

W1/2 320 

All 640 

N1/2; N1/2S 1/2; N1/2SE1/4; SW1/4SEI/4; N1/2 543 
SW1/4; SW1/4SWI/4 

All 640 
NE1/4 160 

All 640 

All 640 
All . 640 

Mining Claims in°N1/2 120 

All 640 
NWl/4SWII4 40 

All 640 
All 640 

SE1/4SE1/4 40 
El/2 320 
All 640 
All 640 
All 637 
All 640 
All 640 

N1/2; N1/2S 1/2 478 
All 640 

13 All 640 
25 All 640 

. o  

(continued) 
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Appendix 9 (continued) 
Alternative I Acquisitions by Resource Activity 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
WILDLIFE (continued) 

T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 

T. 20N., R. 19W., 

2 All 685 
3 SE1/4; EI/2SWI/4; NW1/4SWI/4 280 
23 SWl/4; Wl12SWl14SElI4; S 1/2NW1/4; 300 

NWI/4NWl/4 
21 All 640 
33 All 640 

T. 19 N., R. 19 W., 21 

Cerbat Mountains Herd Management Area 
T. 28 N., R. 16W., 11 

T. 23 N., R. 13 W., 5 

T. 23 N., R. 14W., 

T. 24 N., R. 14W., 

T. 24 N., R. 16W., 

T. 25 N., R. 14W., 

T. 25 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 25 N., R. 18W., 

Hnalapai Mountains 
T. 20 N., R. 15W., 

T. 13N., R. 16W., 

T. 13 N., R. 15 W., 

3 
9 
11 

11 
13 
17 
21 
23 
25 

All 640 

NWI/4SWI/4 40 

All 639 

All 640 
N1/2; SEll4; E1/2SWI/4 560 

All 640 

All 640 
All 364 
All 640 
All 640 
All 640 
All 365 

7 All 1017 

9 All 640 
11 All 640 
25 All 640 
31 All 640 
35 All 640 

27 All 640 
28 All 640 
29 All 640 
36 All 640 

16 
21 

23 
25 
26 
27 
35 

SWII4NW1/4 40 

NW1/4NE1/4; NE1/4NW 1/4; 135 
Mining Clalms 

All 640 
$1/2SWl/4 80 

All 640 
All 640 

SE1/4; SWI/4NE1/4; SEII4NW1/4; E1/2SW114 320 
All 640 
All 640" 

29 All 640 
31 l~Yt ¢~ 9 

Total 101,022 

Total Alternative 1 Acquisitions 112,053 
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Appendix 10 
Alternative 2 Mineral Closures to Protect Critical Resources 

Township and Range Section Subdivision 

JOSHUA TREE HABITAT 

Federal Minerals to be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 29 N., R. 17W., 

Acreage 

T. 29 N., R. 16W., 

24 All 640 
26 All 640 
34 El/2 320 
35 S1/2 320 
36 All 640 

18 All 638 
20 All 640 

30 
32 

T. 28 N., R. 17W., 10 

T. 28 N., R. 16 W., 6 

Acquire Non-federal Minerals - Close to Mineral Entry 

T. 29 N., R. 17 W., 25 
27 
35 

T. 29 N., R. 16 W., 7 
19 
21 
29 
31 

T. 28 N., R. 17W., 1 
2 
3 
11 

CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL 

All 
All 

N1/2N1/2NE1/4; N1/2NWl/4 

N1/2 
Total 

All 
E1R 
N1/2 

El/2 
All 
All 
All 
All 

NI/2N1/2 
All 
All 

N1/2NI/2NI/2 

Total 

639 
640 

120 

167 
5,404 

640 
320 
320 

320 
638 
640 
640 
640 

162 
642 
640 
80 

5,682 

Federal Minerals to be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 17 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 16.5 N., R. 13 W., 

36 

21 
22 
27 
28 

Acquire Non-federal Minerals - Close to Mineral Entry 

T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 33 

T. 17 N., R. 13 W., 35 

(continued) 

W1/2SWl/4 

WlI2; SWI/4SEI/4 
E1/2; E1/2W112 

El/2; NWl/4; NWl/4SWI/4 
SW1/4NEI/4; NWI/4; N1/2SW1/4 

Total' 

All 

SE1/4 

80 

276 
414 
520 
280 

1,570 

640 

160 



Appendix 10 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Mineral Closures to Protect Critical Resources 

Township and Range Section 
CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL (continued) 

T. 16.5 N., R. 13 W., 21 
22 
27 
28 

Subdivision 

NE1/4; N1/2SE1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 
Wl/2W1/2 

NEI/4SW1/4 
N1/2NE1/4; SEI/4NE1/4 

Acreage 

235 
1 3 8  

40 
120 

Federal Minerals to be Closed to Mineral Entry 
Total 1,333 

T. 20 N., R. 21 W., 34 All 640 
35 All 640 

T. 19 N., R. 21W., All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 

El/2; SI/2NW1/4; SWl/4 
All 
All 

2 
4 
6 
8 
10 
14 
22 
24 
26 
28 
34 
36 

641 
645 
641 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
560 
640 
640 

Total 8,8.87 

Acquire Non-federal Minerals - Close to Mineral Entry 

T. 20 N., R. 21 W., 32 
33 

S1/2 
All 

320 
640 

T. 19 N., R. 21W., 3 All 
5 All 
7 El/2; NWl/4; N1/2SW1/4 
9 All 
11 All 
15 All 
23 All 
25 All 
27 All 
33 All 
35 All 

507 
497 
562 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 

Total 7,646 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES HABITAT 
Federal Minerals to be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 32 All 

T. 19 N., R. 15 W., 4 W1/2NW1/4; SW114; W1/2SE1/4 
6 E1/2E1/2 

28 All 

T. 17 N., R. 15 W., 2 W1/2 

640 

321 
161 
640 

321 

~onfinued) 
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Appendix 10 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Mineral Closures to Protect Critical Resources 

Township and Range Section Subdivision 
THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES HABITAT (continued) 
Federal Minerals to be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 14 N., R. 11W., 

Acreage 

1 All 639 
2 SE1/4 160 
11 NE1/4 160 
12 N1/2N1/2 160 

Acquire Non-federal Minerals - Close to Mineral Entry 

T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 33 

T. 19 N., R. 15 W., 5 

T. 17 N., R. 15 W., 3 

Total 3,202 

NWl/4 160 

All 644 

643 All 

Total 1,447 

Total Federal Minerals to be Closed to Mineral Entry 19,063 

Total Non-Federal Minerals to be Acqulred-Not Open to Mineral Entry 16~108 
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Appendix 11 
Alternative 2 Mineral Closures in Riparian Areas 

Wright Creek Riparian Area of the Wright and Cottonwood Creeks ACEC 

Township and Range Section Subdivision 
Federal Minerals to Be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 24 N., R. 13 W., 36 NE1/4; NW1/4; SWl/4; N1/2SE1/4 

T. 23N., R. 12W., 6 
8 
9 
10 
14 
23 
24 

36 

E1/2; EII2NW1/4 
NE1/4; NW1/4; NE1/4SW1/4; SE1/4 

W1/2SW1/4 
NE1/4, NW1/4; N1/2SW1/4; SE1/4 

SW1/4NE1/4; NWII4; SW1/4; SEll4 
NWII4NE1/4; SEI/4NE1/4 

SWlI4NE1/4; NW1/4; NE1/4SW1/4;NW1/4SW1/4; 
SE1/4SW1/4; SE1/4 

EI/2NE1/4 

T. 23 N., R. 11 W., 30 Lots 6, 7, 18, 19 
Tota l  

Acquire Non-federal Minerals - Close to Mineral Entry 

T. 24 N., R. 12 W., 31 S1/2NWl/4; SWl/4; W1/2SE1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 

T. 23 N., R. 12 W., 5 SW1/4 
9 S1/2N1/2; E1/2SW1/4; N1/2SE1/4 
15 NE1/4 
23 NI/2NE1/4; SEI/4NE1/4 
25 Wl/2 

T. 23 N., R. l lW. ,  31 Lots 6, 7, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22 
Tota l  

Acreage 

560 

400 
520 
80 

560 
520 
80 

480 
80 

188 
3 , 4 6 8  

351 

160 
320 
160 
120 
320 

430 
1,861 

Cottonwood Creek Ripar ian Area of the Wrigh t  and Cot tonwood Creeks ACEC 

Federal Minerals to Be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 23 N., R. 13 W., 22 NE1/4SW1/4; N1/2SEI/4 
24 S 1/2N1/2; Sl/2 

T. 23 N., R. 12W., 19 S1/2NW1/4 
28 SlI2SWI/4 
30 NE1/4; NE1/4NWl/4; N1/2SEI/4 
32 N1/2NEI/4 

To ta l  

Acquire Non-federal Minerals - Close to Mineral Entry 

T. 23 N., R. 13 W., 23 S 1/2N1/2; N1/2S 1/2 

T. 23 N., R. 12W., 19 W1/2SW1/4; S1/2SEI/4 
29 S1/2NW1/4; S1/2 
33 W1/2E1/2; Wl/2 

To ta l  

120 
480 

81 
80 

594 
80 

1,435 

320 

159 
400 
480 

1,359 

Burro  Creek Ripar ian Area of Critical Environmenta l  Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision 

Federal Minerals to Be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 14 N., R. 11 W., 12 SE1/4SE1/4 
13 NE1/4NE1/4; SW1/4NE1/4; SE1/4NE1/4; NW1/4; Nl/2S1/2 

491 

Acreage 

40 
440 



Appendix 11: (continued) 
Alternative 2 Mineral Closures in Riparian Areas 

Township and Rankle Section Subdivision 
Burro Creek Riparian Area of  Critical Environmental  Concern (Cont inued)  

T. 14 N., R. I I  W., 14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

20 
21 
22 
23 
30 

N1/2; SW1/4; W1/2SE1/4; NE1/4SE1/4 
S1/2S 1/2; NE1/4SE1/4 

NW1/4SE1/4; S1/2S112 
SW1/4NE1/4; S1/2NW1/4; S1/2 

SE1/4NE1/4; E1/2SE1/4 
NE1/4; E1/2NW1/4; SW1/4; 

W1/2SE1/4; NE1NSE1/4 
N1/2; NW1/4SW1/4 
N1/2; N1/2SW1/4 

N1/2; N1/2SWl/4; NW1NSE1N 
NWl/4NE1/4; NW1/4 

W1/2NE1]4; NW1/4; NW1/4SW1/4 

T. 14 N., R. 12 W., 10 
11 
i4 

15 

SE1/4SW1/4; S 1/2SE1/4 
SW1/4SW1/4 

SW1/4NE1/4; NW1/4; SWl/4; 
W1/2SE1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 

N1/2; N1/2S 1/2 
Total  

Acquire Non-federal Minerals - Close to Mineral Entry 

T. 15 N., R. 10 W., 29 
32 

SE1/4SWI/4; SWINSE1/4 
All 

T. 14 N., R. 10 W., 5 
7 
8 
18 

T.14 N., R. 12 W., 13 
23 

NE1/4NE1/4; W1/2NE1/4; NW1/4; SW1/4 
SW1NNE1/4; SE1/4NW1/4; SW1/4 

NW1/4 
NWlNNE1/4 

SW1/4SW1/4 
N1/2N1/2; SE1/4NE1/4; NE1/4SE1/4 

Total  

Three Rivers Riparian Area of Critical Environmental  Concern 

Acreage 

600 
200 
200 
440 
120 

480 
360 
400 
440 
200 
280 

120 
39 

480 
480 

5 , 2 7 9  

80 
640 

441 
232 
160 
40 

40 
240 

1 , 8 7 3  

Federal Minerals to Be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 14 N., R. 13 W., 22 
24 
26 

34 
35 

T. 13 N., R. 13 W., 2 
4 
10 

16 
22 
26 
28 
34 
35 
36 

SE1/4SEI/4 
N1/2; Wl/2SWl/4 

E1/2NE1/4; SW1/4NE1/4; SI/2NW1/4; 
NW1/4SW1/4; N1/2SE1/4; SWl/4SE1/4 

SE1/4SW1/4 
S1/2SWl/4; NE 1/4SW1/4 

W1/2NW1N; NW1/4SW1/4 
E1/2SE1/4 

W1/2NE1/4; NE1NNE1/4: NW1/4; 
N1/2SW1/4; SW1/4SW1/4 

NE1/4; E1/2W1/2; N1/2SE1/4; SW1/4SE1/4 
SW1NNW1/4; W1/2SW1/4 

S1/2NW1/4; SW1N 
NE1/4 

El/2E1/2 
Wl/2; S1/2SE1]4 

S1/2SWl/4 

40 
400 

360 
40 
120 

120 
80 

400 
440 
120 
240 
160 
160 
400 
80 
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Three Rivers Riparian 

Township and Range 

Federal Minerals to Be 

T. 12 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 12 N., R. 12 W., 

T. 11 N., R. 14 W., 

T. 11N., R. 13 W., 

T. 11N., R. 12 W., 

T. 11N., R. 11W., 

Appendix 11 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Mineral Closures in Riparian Areas, 
Area of Critical Environmental Concern (Continued) 

Section Subdivision 

Closed to Mineral Entry 

2 
3 
11 
12 
13 

El/2; NW1/4~ SE1/4SWl/4 
NEll4 

El/2; E112W1/2; SWII4NW1/4; NWl/4SW1]4 
SW1/4; SWl/4SE1/4 

NE1/4; NI/2NW1/4; SE1/4NW1/4; N1/2SE1/4 

17 
18 
19 
20 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

SW1/4NW1/4; Wl/2SWl/4 
S1/2NE1/4; W1/2; SE1/4 

El/2; ElI2W1/2 
WlI2Wl/2 

Wl/2SW1/4 
NWl/4NW1]4; Sl/2NW1/4; Sl/2 
El/2; E1/2NW1/4; NE1/4SWl/4 

NE1/4NE1/4 
N1/2; N1/2SE1/4; SE1NSE1/4 

W1/2E 1/2; W1/2 

32 SE1NSW1/4; S 1/2SE1/4 

12 
13 
14 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
34 
35 

SE1/4SW1/4; E1/2SE1/4; SW1/4SE1/4 
All 

S1/2NE1/4; SE1/4SW1/4; SEll4 
$1/2SWl/4; SE1/4 

El/2; E1/2WI/2; SWl/4NWl/4; NWI/4SW1/4 
N1/2; N1/2Sl/2; S1/2SW1/4 

SE1/4NE1/4; W1/2NWl/4; EI/2SW1/4; SEll4 
N1/2; SW1/4; W1/2SE1/4 

E1/2; E1/2Wl/2 
W1/2NE1/4; E1/2NW1/4; SW1/4; Wl/2SE1/4 

NWI/4 

4 
5 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

W1/2El/2; Wl/2 
E1/2E1/2 

SE1/4NE1/4; Sl/2 
NE1/4NE1/4; S1/2N1/2; Sl/2 

NE1/4 
SI/2NW1/4; N1/2SE1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 

Sl/2S1/2 
Sl/2Sl/2 

Portion north of river 
Portion north of river 

SE1/4SW1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 

7 
8 
10 
11 
12 

S 1/2S 1/2 
S 1/2S 1/2 
$1/2S1/2 
S 1/2S 1/2 

SE1/4NE1/4; S1/2SWI/4; SE1/4 

Acreage 

368 
84 

560 
120 
360 

120 
554 
480 
160 
80 

440 
440 
40 

440 
480 

126 

160 
640 
280 
240 
560 
560 
360 
560 
480 
400 
160 

420 
140 
355 
520 
160 
200 
320 
320 
170 
110 
80 

158 
160 
160 
160 
280 
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Appendix 11 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Mineral Closures in Riparian Areas 

Three  Rivers  R ipa r ! an  Area  of  Cri t ical  Env i ronmen ta l  Concern  (Cont inued)  

Township and Range, Section Subdivision Acreage 

Federal Minerals to Be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 11 N., R. 11 W., (continued) 13 SW1/4; W1/2SE1/4 
14 $1/2 
15 N1/2; N1/2S 1/2 
16 NE1/4; N1/2NW1/4 
17 N1/281/2 
18 S1/2NWl/4NE1/4; NW1/4 

T. 11 N., R. 10 W., 

T. 12 N., R. 10 W., 

3 NW1/4NE1/4; NWl/4; Wl/2SWl/4 
4 SEI/4NE1/4; S1/2SW1/4; S1/2SE1/4; NE1/4SE1/4 
5 Sl/2 
6 S1/2SWl14; SE1/4 
7 NEll4; W1/2 
8 Nl/2NI/2 
9 Nl/2 

25 SI~SEI~ ;  NEI~SEI~  
34 SEI~SWI~;  SEI~ 
35 SI~NEI~;  SEI~NWl~;  S l ~  
36 N I ~ ; S W I ~  

T. 12 N., R. 9 W., 

T. 10 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 10N., R. 14W., 

19 S1/2SE1/4 
20 SW1/4SW1/4 
29 SI/2NE1/4; NW1/4; Nl/2S1/2 
30 El/2; SW1/4 
31 NW1/4 

3 SE1/4SE1/4; S1/2 

4 
5 
6 
9 

10 
13 
14 
15 

T. 10 N., R. 13W. 1 
2 
3 
4 
7 

8 
9 
10 
18 

SE1/4NWl/4; E1/2SW1/4; W1/2SE1/4 
NI/2NE1/4; NI/2NW1/4; SW1/4NWI/4 

NE1/4; S I/2NW1/4 
S I/2NE1/4; NWI/4NE1/4; E1/2NWI/4; 
NE1/4SW1/4; N1/2SEI/4SE1/4SE1/4 

W1/2SW1/4; SE1/4SW1/4; SWI/4SEI/4 
N1/2 
N1/2 

NE1/4; NII2NW1/4; SEI/4NW1/4 

NE1/4; Wl12; N1/2SE1/4 
All 
All 

E1/2SW1/4; SE1/4 
S l/2NE1/4; NE1/4NE1/4; 

NE1/4SW1/4; S1/2SW1/4; N1/2SEI/4;SW1/4SE1/4 
N1/2; N1/2SW1/4 

NE1/4; N1/2NWl/4; SE1/4NW1/4 
N1/2 

W1/2NW1/4NE1/4NW1/4 

240 
320 
480 
240 
160 
176 

280 
240 
320 
228 
458 
160 
320 

120 
200 
440 
480 

80 
40 

354 
474 
160 

360 

200 
198 
236 

360 
160 
324 
320 
280 

561 
643 
642 
240 

363 
400 
280 
320 
127 

Total 2 8 , 1 0 9  
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Appendix 11 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Mineral Closures in Riparian Areas 

Three  Rivers  Riparian Area of  Crit ical  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Concern  (Cont inued)  

Township and Range Section Subdivision 
Acquire Non-federal Minerals - Close to Mineral Entry 
T. 14N., R. 13 W., 23 

24 
25 
26 
27 
34 
35 

E1/2ElI2; Sl/2SWl/4; SW1/4SE1/4 
E1/2SWI/4; SEll4 

NII2NWI/4; SW1/4NWl/4 
NW1/4NE1/4; NI/2NWl/4; SWl/4SWl/4 

El/2; SE1/4NW1/4; E1/2SW1/4 
El/2 

W1/2NEII4; NWI/4; NW1/4SWI/4 

T. 13 N., R. 13W., 3 
9 
21 
27 

All 
El/2 

W1/2NE1/4; SEI/4NE1/4; WI/2NWl/4; NE1/4SW1/4; SEll4 
Wl/2NEI/4; SEI/4NEI/4; NWl/4; NII2SEI/4; SEI/4SEI/4 

T. 12 N., R. 9 W., 29 Mining Claims in El/2 

T. l lN . ,  R. 13 W., 24 
25 
26 
34 
35 
36 

SlI2SE1/4 
W112NEl/4; E1/2NW1/4 

E1/2SEl/4 
E1/2E1/2 

El/2; SW1/4 
All 

T. l lN . ,  R. 12 W., 9 
10 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
29 
30 
31 
32 

NWI/4; S1/2 
SWII4; SW1/4SE1/4 

Nlf2 south of river; S1/2SWl14; E1/2SEI/4 
S1/2NEI/4; NW1/4; EI/2SE1/4 

N1/2; W1/2SWl/4; NE1/4SW1/4; Wl/2SE1/4; NEI/4SE1/4 
All 
All 

E1/2SEl/4; SW1/4SE1/4 
All 

NlI2; N1/2SW1/4 
NWI/4 

SWl/4; SWl/4SEI/4 
All 

Nl/2; Nl/2Sl12 
NWl/4; NI/2SW1/4 

T. I I  N., R. I I  W., 15 
16 
17 
18 

S 112S 1/2 
SII2NWII4; Sl/2 

N1/2 
NEI/4NE1/4 

T. 10 N., R. 15 W., 1 
2 
11 
12 

SW1/4NW1/4; Sl/2 
S 1/2N1/2; Sl/2 

NE1/4NE1/4 
N1/2Nl/2 

T. 10 N., R. 14 W., 4 
5 
6 
9 
14 
15 

SW1/4NW1/4; Wl/2SWl/4 
$1/2NE1/4; SEI/4NW1/4; N1/2S1/2 

SWI/4; NI/2SE1/4; SW1/4SE1/4 
NWI/4NWl/4 

Nl/2Sl/2 
N112SE1/4 

T. 10 N., R. 13 W., 11 
12 

Nl/2 
Nw]/4 

Acreage 

280 
240 
120 
160 
440 
320 
280 

641 
320 
400 
400 

46 

80 
160 
80 

160 
480 
640 

480 
200 
300 
320 
120 
640 
640 
360 
640 
400 
160 
200 
633 
476 
240 

160 
400 
320 
40 

3 5 6  
480 
40 
160 

120 
280 
276 
40 
160 
80 

320 
160 

T o t a l  
Federal Minerals Closed to Mineral Entry 

Non-federal Minerals Acquired - Close to Mineral Entry 

1 4 ~ 4 4 8  
3 8 t 2 9 1  

19r541 
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Appendix 12 
Alternative 2 Proposed Disposal Areas 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage* 

Meadview Area 
T. 30 N., R. 17W., 

T. 30 N., R. 16W., 

T. 29 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 29 N., R. 16 W., 

Detritai Valley Area 
T. 27 N., R. 21W., 

T. 27 N., R. 20 W., 

White Hills Area 
T. 27 N., R. 19 W., 

Dolan Springs Area 
T. 27 N., R. 18 W., 

T. 26 N., R. 18 W., 

T. 26 N., R. 19 W., 

T. 25 N., R. 20 W., 

24 All 640 
26 All 640 
36 All 640 

30 Wl/2 320 

2 All 640 
10 All 640 
12 All 640 
14 All 640 

6 W1/2 320 

24 NE1/4; Wl/2SWl/4 240 
36 NEI/4NEI/4 40 

16 N1/2NE1/4;SEI/4NEII4 120 
18 All 633 
28 All 640 
30 All 635 

16 $1/2 320 
20 All 640 

26 All 640 
28 All 640 
34 All 640 
36 All 640 

4 All 640 
6 All 632 
8 SW1/4 160 

10 All 640 
18 All 637 
20 All 640 
30 El/2; E1/2Wl/2 480 

12 All 640 
14 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 All 640 
26 All 640 
28 All 640 
32 All 640 
34 S 1/2; S1/2N1/2; NE1/4NE1/4; N1/2NWl/4 600 

4 
8 

10 
12 

SE1/4 160 
All 640 

N1/2 320 
N1/2; SE1/4 480 

(continued) 
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Appendix 12 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Proposed Disposal Areas 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage* 

T. 25 N., R. 20 W., (continued) 16 All 640 
20 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 Wl/2  320 
26 All 640 
28 All 640 
32 All 640 
34 All 640 
36 All 640 

T. 25 N., R. 19 W., 4 Wl/2  320 
6 N1/2; N1/2SW1/4 395 

12 All 640 
14 All 640 
16 N1/2NWl/4; N1/2SWI/4NW1/4; El/2SW1/4NW1/4; 

SE1/4SW1/4NWl/4; SW1/4; SE1/4 475 
22 All 640 
26 All 640 
28 All 640 
32 N1/2; SW1/4 480 

T. 24 N., R. 20 W., 4 All 566 
10 SE1/4 160 
12 N1/2; E1/2SW1/4; SE1/4 560 
~i4 NWl/4; $1/2 480 
15 WI/2NE1/4; NE1/4NW1/4 120 
16 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 All 640 
28 All 640 
34 Wl/2  320 
36 All 640 

T. 24 N., R. 19 W., 4 All 495 
8 SWI/4NW1/4; S 1/2 360 

18 All 604 
20 All 640 
30 All 606 

Golden Valley Area 
T. 23 N., R. 19 W., 13 All 616 

23 All 640 
24 All 624 
26 All 640 
34 All 640 
36 All 637 

T. 23 N., R. 18 W., 3 All federal 180 
4 All federal, except lots 3, 16, 17, 18, 20 and SE1/4NW1]4 406 
5 All federal 471 
8 All 640 
9 S1/2SWl/4; SE1/4 240 

10 All federal 455 
16 All 640 
20 All 640 
27 E1/2NE1/4 80 

(continued) 
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Appendix 12 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Proposed Disposal Areas 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage* 

T. 23 N., R. 18 W., (continued) 28 All 640 
30 All 640 
32 Allfeder~ 360 
34 All 640 

T. 22 N., R. 19 W., 2 All 676 
10 All 640 
12 All 640 
14 All 640 
16 All 640 
20 All 640 
30 NEll4; N1/2NW1/4; E1/2SEI/4NWl/4; NEI/4NE1/4SW1/4 270 

IT. 22 N., R. 18W., 3 All 691 
5 All 677 
6 All 670 
7 All 637 
8 All 640 
9 All 640 

15 All 640 
16 All 640 
17 All 640 
18 All 637 
19 All 636 
20 All 640 
21 All 640 
22 All 640 
26 All 640 
27 All 640 
28 All 640 
29 All 640 
30 All 636 
32 All 640 
33 All 640 
34 All 640 
35 All 640 

T. 21N., R. 19 W., 4 All 641 
5 All 641 
8 All 640 
9 All 640 

16 W1/2 320 
17 All 640 
20 All 640 

Southwest of McConnico 
T. 20 N., R. 18 W., 12 N1/2; N1/2S1/2; Portions of S1/2S 1/2 510 

T. 20 N., R. 17 W., 

Shingle Canyon 
T. 19 N., R. 18 W., 
Primarily for exchange to the state of Arizona 

4 Lots 1, 5-10; S1/2 574 
6 Lots 8, 19-27, 35-37, 4546 801 
8 Lots 14, El/2; SE1/4NWl/4; E1/2SW1/4 480 
9 NWI/4NE1/4; W1/2SW1/4; SE1/4SWl/4 160 

17 All 640 
18 Lots 21, 24, 25, 27, 30, SE1/4SE1/4 149 

8 All 640 

(Continued) 
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Appendix 12 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Proposed Disposal Areas 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage* 

Walnut Creek 
T. 18 N., R. 18 W., 2 All 624 
T. 19 N., R. 17 W., 30 West of 1-40 139 

Hualapal Valley 
T. 26 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 26 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 25 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 25 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 24 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 24 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 24 N., R. 14 W., 

T. 23 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 23 N., R. 16 W., 

10 All 640 
14 All 640 
16 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 All 640 
26 All 640 
34 All 640 
36 All 640 

30 All 638 
32 All 640 

2 All 640 
12 All 640 

4 All 637 
6 All 638 
8 All 640 

I0 All 630 
14 All 640 
18 All 639 

2 NE1/4NE1/4; NWl/4NE1/4; SWII4NEI/4; 
NW1/4;NE1/4SWll4;NWll4SWll4;SW1/4SW1/4 400 

4 All 640 
8 All 640 

16 All 640 
20 All 640 
30 All 1,018 
32 All 640 

4 All 716 
8 All 640 

10 All 640 
12 All 640 
13 N1/2NWl/4; SEI/4NWI/4; NEI/4SW1/4 160 
14 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 All 640 
26 El/2 320 
28 All 640 

18 All 640 
20 El/2 320 
30 N1/2 320 
32 N1/2NEI/4 80 

24 East of Stockton Hill Road 44 
25 East of Stockton Hill Road 13 

20 NE1BNEI~ 40 

(continued) 
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Appendix 12: (continued) 
Alternative 2 Proposed Disposal Areas 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage* 

T. 22 N., R. 17 W., 2 East of Stockton Hill Road 223 
11 Portions of NW1/4NWl/4 and SWI/4NW1/4 

East of Stockton Hill Road, SE1/4NW1/4 69 
26 All 640 

T. 22 N., R. 15 W., 34 S1/2NE1/4 80 

T. 21 N., R. 16 W., 13 North of 1-40 360 

Mohave Valley 
T. 19 N., R. 21 W., 24 All 640 

25 All 640 
26 All 640 
17 NEll4; NW1/4; N1/2SWI/4; SE1/4 560 
18 All 640 
19 All 640 

East of Fort Mohave 
T. 19 N., R. 21 W., 20 

29 
30 

SW1/4SW1/4NW 1/4NW1/4; W1/2SW1/4NWII4; 
W1/2NE1/4SW1/4NW1/4; SE 1/4NE 1/4SW1/4NW 1/4; 

SE1/4SW1/4NW1/4; SW1/4SE1/4NW1/2; 
S 1/2SE1/4SE1/4NW1/4; N1/2NW1/4NE1/4SW1/4; 

NE1/4NE1/4SW1/4; NE1/4SEI/4NEI/4SW1/4; 
NW1/4NW1/4SE1/4; NW1/4SWI/4NWl/4SE1/4 

S I/2NI/2; S1/2 
S1/2NE1/4; E1/2SE1/4NW1/4; 

S1/2SWll4SE1/4NW1/4; E1/2SWl/4; SEll4 

85 
480 

325 

T. 18 N., R. 21W., 7 
t8 
19 

116 
117 
18 
19 

120 
121 
128 
129 
133 

SEll4 
All 
All 
All 
All 

El/2 
NE1/4; EI/2SE1/4 

All 
All 
All 
All 
All 

160 
640 
640 
640 
640 
320 
240 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 

tT. 17 N., R. 21 W., t4 
19 

All 
All 

519 
640 

T. 16.5 N., R. 20.5 W., 22 
23 
25 
26 
27 
34 
35 

El/2 
All 
All 
All 

E1/2 
E1/2 
All 

330 
670 
640 
640 
314 
313 
640 

T. 16.5 N., R. 20 W., 30 

t Primarily for exchange to the state of Arizona 32 
2 For exchange to the state of Arizona only 

All 
All 

617 
640 

(continued) 
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Appendix 12 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Proposed Disposal Areas 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage* 

T. 16 N., R. 20.5 W., 

T. 16 N., R. 20 W., 

T. 16 N., R. 19 W., 

Yucca Area 
T. 18 N., R. 18 W., 

T. 18N., R. 17W., 

T. 17 N., R. 18 W., 

1 All 640 
3 El/2 311 

10 El/2 310 
11 N1/2; N1/2SW1/4; SE1/4SW1/4; SE1/4 600 
12 All 640 
13 North of 1-40 440 

6 All 619 
15 NorthofI-40 356 
17 NorthofI-40 320 
18 NorthofL40 347 

18 North of 1-40 156 

24 East of 1-40 343 
36 East of 1-40 520 

20 All 640 
30 All 1,114 
32 All 640 

T. 17 N., R.17 W., 

Dutch Flat Area 
T. 16.5 N., R. 18 W., 

:q'. 16.5N., R. 17W., 

yr. 16 N., R. 18 W., 

Lots 1, 2; S1/2NE1/4; N1/2N1/2SE1/4; 
SWI/4NW1/4SE1/4 210 

4 All 637 
8 All 640 

20 All 640 
28 All 640 
30 All 1,118 
32 All 640 
34 All 640 

22 All 532 
24 All 518 
26 All 640 
34 All 640 
36 All 640 

20 All 519 
28 All 640 
30 All 626 
32 All 640 
34 All 640 

2 All 640 
4 All 640 

10 All 640 
12 All 640 
14 All 640 

rr. 16 N., R. 17 W., 2 S1/2NW1/4; SWI/4 240 

Public lands in the Dutch Flat area would be exchanged only for state and private lands in the Hualapai Mountains, Dutch Flat and McCracken Mountains 
containing important habitat for desert tortoise or Hualapai Mexican vole. If all Santa Fe lands can be acquired, these lands would be dropped from disposal. 

(continued) 
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Appendix 12 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Proposed Disposal Areas 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage* 

3T. 16 N., R. 17 W., (continued) 4 All 640 
6 All 627 
8 All 640 

I0 All 640 
12 All 640 
14 All 640 
16 All 640 
18 All 627 
20 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 All 640 
26 All 640 
28 All 640 
30 All 629 
32 E1/2 320 
34 All 640 
36 SE1/4NE1/4; Wl/2; S1/2SE1/4 440 

~T. 16 N., R. 16 W., 

:q'. 15 N., R. 17 W., 

rL 15 N., R. 16W., 

32 All 640 

2 All 641 
4 All 641 
6 All 629 
8 All 640 

10 All 640 
12 All 640 
14 All 640 
16 All 640 
18 All 629 
20 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 All 640 
26 All 640 
28 All 640 
30 All 630 
32 All 640 
34 All 640 
36 All 640 

2 S1/2 320 
4 All 638 
6 All 636 
8 All 640 

10 All 640 
12 $1/2 320 
14 All 640 
16 All 640 
18 All 640 
20 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 All 640 
26 All 640 
28 All 640 
30 All 640 

3 Public lands in the Dutch Flat area would be exchanged only for state and private lands in the Hualapai Mountains, Dutch Flat and McCracken Mountains 
containing important habitat for desert tortoise or Hualapai Mexican vole. If all Santa Fe lands can be acquired, these lands would be dropped from disposal. 

(continued) 
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Appendix 12 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Proposed Disposal Areas 

Township and Range 
aT. 15 N., R. 16 W., 

3T. 14 N., R. 17 W., 

Section Subdivision Acreage* 
32 All 640 
34 All 640 
36 All 640 

2 All 640 
4 All 641 
6 All 631 
8 All 640 

12 All 640 
16 N1/2; Wl/2SWll4;  SW1/4SWl14;W112SE114 500 
18 All 632 

Total 179,599 

Appendix 13 
Alternative 2 Lands Removed from Management Framework Plan Disposal Areas 

East of Fort  Mohave 
T. 19 N., R. 21 W., 28 NEll4 160 

Kingman Area 
T. 22 N., R. 17 W., 14 S1/2SWLI4; SW1/4SE1/4 120 

Hualapa! Valley 
T. 25 N., R.15 W., 20 All 640 

22 All 640 
24 All 640 
26 All 640 
30 All 640 
34 All 640 

Yucca Area 
T. 18 N., R.17 W., 28 All 640 

34 All 640 

T. 17N., R.17 W., 2 All 636 
10 All 640 
14 All 640 
16 All 640 
22 All 640 
24 All 640 
26 All 640 
36 All 640 

T. 17 N., R. 16 W., 18 All 637 
20 All 640 
30 All 639 
32 All 640 

Total 13,072 

Public lands in 1he Dutch Hat ar©a would be exchanged only for state and private lands in Ibe Huulapul Mountains, Dutch Flat and McCrackzn Mountains containing important habitat ['or dcsert tortoise or 
Hualapal Mexican yule. If all Santa Fc lands can be acquired, tbesc lands would be droppzd from disposal. Ac~agcs may not be cxaat. 
4 May be uscd for sale i f  them is no htareat in exchange. 
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Appendix 14 
Public Lands in Coconino County, 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Encumbrances Acreage 

T. 18 N., R. 11 E., 23 Lot 1 None 40.60 

T. 23 N., R. 10 E., 36 All Recreation and Public Purposes Act Lease 640.00 
(AZA-22307) 

T. 24 N., R. 11 E., 8 LOts 1-4 Powersite withdrawal 114.59 
NW1/4; E1/2SWI/4 Powersite withdrawal 240.00 

20 Lot 1 Powersite withdrawal 29.95 

T. 25 N., R. 11 E., 18 Lots 1-4 Powersite withdrawal 145.43 
30 Lots 1-4 Powersite withdrawal 121.69 

E1/2Wl/2; SW1/4SEII4 Powersite withdrawal 200.00 
32 LOts 1-4 Powersite withdrawal 151.72 

SW1/4SW1/4 Powersite withdrawal 40.00 

T. 26 N., R. 10E., 

T. 27 N., R. 9 E., 

T. 27 N., R. 10 E., 

T. 30 N., R. I E., 

4 Lots 1-6 * CAP withdrawal 197A2 
S 1/2NW1/4; SW1/4 CAP withdrawal 240.00 

8 E I/2 CAP withdrawal 320.00 
22 Lots 1-4 CAP withdrawal 138.57 
28 All CAP withdrawal NEII4NE1/4, 640.00 

Powersite withdrawal 
34 LOts 1.4 CAP and powersite w.ithdrawal 178.21 

SW1/4SE1/4 CAP and powersite withdrawal 40.00 
E1/2NW1/4 Powersite withdrawal 80.00 

24 All None 640.00 

4 Lots 1-4 CAP withdrawal 
S1/2N1/2; S1/2 CAP withdrawal 

(Lot 1; SE1/4NE1/4; E1/2SE1/4) CAP and powersite withdrawal 

8' All 
10 Lots 1-3 
16 E1/2NE1/4 
22 Lots 1-4 

NWl/4, W1/2SW1/4 

28 

34 

7 
8 

Lots 1-5 
NE1/4NWlN; SW1/4 NWl/4 
NWl/4SW1/4; SE1/4 SW1/4 
NWl/4NW1/4; SW1/4 SW1/4 

Lot 1 

CAP withdrawal 
Powersite withdrawal 
Powersite withdrawal 

CAP and powersite withdrawal 
CAP and powersite withdrawal except 

Wl/2NW1/4 
CAP and powersite withdrawal 
CAP and powersite withdrawal 
CAP and powersite withdrawal 

CAP withdrawal 
Powersite withdrawal 

162.88 
480.00 

640.00 
61.30 
80.00 

165.80 
240.00 

173.49 
80.00 
80.00 
80.00 

1.82 

Lots 1-4; E1/2W1/2; El/2 None 633.60 
All None 640.00 

Total 7,717.07 

* CAP - Central Arizona Project 

i Public lands under withdrawal will be available for exchange if and when withdrawals are terminated. 
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Appendix 15 
Existing Withdrawals and Classifications 

Withdrawals to be Retained 

Executive Order 01368 
Executive Order 12/30174 
Executive Order-12/22/1898 

for the Hualapai Reservation Acreage  

60.90 
160.90 
645.30 

Total 867 .10  

Withdrawals to be Retained if Justified 

Public Land Order for Peacock Substation 
Public Land Order 492 for Alamo Dam 
AR-035844 Application to Expand Public Land Order 492 
A-13456 Public Water Reserve 107 (See Appendix 16) 
A-17960 Public Water Reserve 107 (See Appendix 16) 
A-17962 Public Water Reserve 107 (See Appendix 16) 

Classifications to be Terminated  if Not Needed 

Public Land Order 5788 for Burro Creek Campground 
A-17944 Classification Order for Recreation and Public Purposes 
A-17945 Classification Order for Recreation and Public Purposes 
AR-034452 Classification Order for Recreation and Public Purposes 

Tota l  

Tota l  

Acreage  

155.30 
19,403.12 

1,394.76 
220.00 

40.00 
100.00 

211623.18 

Acreage  

310.00 
12.50 
9.90 

53.90 
7 6 . 3 0  

Withdrawals to be Revoked (See Appendix 16) Acreage  

A-17962 Public Water Reserve 107 10.00 
Total 10 .00  

CAP Withdrawals to be Revoked 

T. 26 N., R. 10 E., 4 Lots 1-6 Central Arizona Project 197.42 
S 1/2NW1/4; SW1/4 Central Arizona Project 240.00 

8 E1/2 Central Arizona Project 320.00 
22 Lots 1-4 Central Arizona Project 138.57 
28 All Central Arizona Project NEI/4NE1/4 - Powersite 640.00 
34 Lots 1-4 Central Arizona Project and Powersite 178.21 

SWl/4SE1/4 Central Arizona Project and Powersite 40.00 

T. 27 N., R. 10 E., 4 Lots 1-4 
Sl/2Nl/2; S1/2 

Lot 1; SE1/4NE1/4; E1/2SE1/4 
8 All 
22 Lots 1-4 

NWl/4; WI/2SWl/4 

28 Lots 1-5 
NE1/4NW1/4; SW1/4NWl/4 
NW1/4SW1/4; SE1/4SW1/4 
NW1/4NWl/4; SW1/4SW1/4 

Central Arizona Project 162.88 
Central Arizona Project 480.00 

Central Arizona Project and Powersite 
Central Arizona Project 640.00 

Central Arizona Project and Powersite 165.80 
Central Arizona Project and Powersite, 160.72 

except WI/2NWl/4 240.00 
Central Arizona Project and Powersite 173.49 
Central Arizona Project and Powersite 80.00 
Central Arizona Project and Powersite 80.00 

Central Arizona Project 80.00 

Total 41017.09 
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Township and Range 

T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 
A-17962 (WL Spring) 

' A p p e n d i x  16 
P U B L I C  W A T E R  R E S E R V E  W I T H D R A W A L S  

Public Water Reserve 
Sec t i on  

13 

107 Withdrawals to Be Revoked 
S u b d i v i s i o n  

SWl/4SE1/4SWl/4 

Public Water Reserve 107 Withdrawals to Be Modified 

Acreage 

10 

Township and Range Sec t i on  
Change:  
T. 22 N., R. 18 W., 1 
To: 
T. 22 N., R. 18 W., 1 
A-17960 (Little Sweetwater Spring) 

Change :  
T. 24 N., R. 21 W., 21 
To: 
T. 24 N., R. 21W., 21 
A-17962 (Master Spring) 

Change:  
T. 19 N., R. 15 W., (Antelope Canyon) 4 
To: 
T. 19 N., R. 15 W., 4 
A-13456 (New Year's Cabin Spring) 

Change:  
T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 9 
To: 
T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 9 
A-13456/Midway Spring/ 

Township and Range 
T. 17 N., R. 19 W., 
A-17962 (Metate Spring) 

Public Water Reserve 
S e c t i o n  

6 

T. 20 N., R. 19W., 6 
A-17962 (Trough Spring) 

T. 25 N., R. 21W., 4 
A-17962 (White Rock Spring) 

T. 19 N., R. 15 W., 4 
A-13456 (Timber Spring) 

T. 20 N., R. 15W., 8 
A-13456 (Sand Bee Spring) 

T. 20 N., R. 15W., 9 
A-13456 (Dean Mine Spring) 

T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 
,A-13456 (Eagle Sprin~; 1 

10 

107 

S u b d i v i s i o n  

SE1/4SW14 

SWI/4SE1/4 

NWl/4NE1/4NEI/4 

NEI/4NWII4NE1/4 

NE1/4NE1/4 

NWI/4NE1/4 

Wl/2SE1/4SE1/4 

W1/2NE1/4SE1/4 

Tota l  

Withdrawals to Be Retained 
S u b d i v i s i o n  

NWl/4NE1/4NW1/4 

SW1/4SE1/4 

SE1/4SW1/4 

SWl/4SWl/4 

NW1/4NE1/4 

SWI/4NE1/4 

SW1/4SWl/4 

To ta l  

Acreage 

40 

10 

40 

20 

1 1 0  

Acreage 
10 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

40 

2 5 0  
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Appendix 17 
Alternatives 2 and 3 Proposed Recreation and Public Purposes Disposal Areas 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
Detritai Valley 
T. 27 N., R. 21 W., 24 SE1/4 160 

White Hills 
T. 28 N., R. 19 W., 16 (surface only) N1/2 320 

Golden Valley 
T. 21 N., R. 19 W., 16 El/2 320 
T. 21 N., R. 18 W., 8 E1/2NE1/4,WI/2NWl/4 160 
T. 22 N., R. 18 W., 31 (surface only) All 640 

Antares 
T. 24 N., R. 14 W., 30 S1/2 320 

Meadview 
T. 30 N., R. 17 W., 34 All 640 

Mohave Valley 
T. 18 N., R. 21W., 4 All 640 

6 S1/2N1/'2SW1/4SE1/4; S1/2SWI/4SEI/4; SEI/4SE1/4 70 
7 (surface only) NE1/4 160 

T. 17 N., R. 21W., 

Truxton 
T. 24 N., R. 12W., 

Chloride 
T. 23 N., R. 18 W., 

5 (surface only) Lots 1-4; SI/2NE1/4;SEI/4NWl/4; E1/2SW114; SE1/4 
22 S1/2 

518 
320 

10 NW1/4 160 

4 Lots 3,16,17,18,20; SE1/4NWI/4 159 

Oatman 
T. 19 N., R. 20 W., 

Dolan Springs 
T. 25 N., R. 19 W., 

23 Lots 7,10,15 62 
27 Lots 4,7,8,9; SWI/4NWI/4; N1/2SW1/4 216 

10 All 640 

Wikieup 
T. 16 N., R. 13 W., 

Yucca/Gem Acres 
T. 17 N., R. 18 W., 

McConnleo 
T. 20 N., R. 17 W., 

21 SEll4 160 
28 NE1/4 160 

12 Wl/2W1/2; NEII4NWI/4 30 
36 SEll4 130 

6 SEll4 160 

So Hi 
T. 22 N., R. 17 W., 25 SE1/4SE1/4SE1/4 10 

Hualapai Indian Tribe Cemetery(to be disposed of only to tribe) 
T. 23 N., R. 13 W., 22 SW1/4NW1/4SW1/4 10 

Total 6,165 
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Township and Range 

Appendix 18 
Alternative 2 Designated Communication Sites 

Section Subdivision Acreage 

Hayden Peak 
T. 20 N., R. 15W., 

Potato Patch I 
T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 

Potato Patch H 
T. 20 N., R. 15W., 

Getz Peak 
T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 

Oatman 

T. 19 N., R.20 W., 

Mount Perkins 
T. 25 N., R. 21W., 

North of Mount Perkins 
T. 25 N., R. 21W., 

Willow Beach 
T. 27 N., R. 21W., 

Windy Point 
T. 24 N., R. 18 W., 

Patterson Slope 
T. 29 N., R. 17 W., 

Cherum Peak 
T. 23 N., R. 17 W., 

30 SW1/4SE1/4 
~t 

30 NW1/4NW1/4NE1/4 

19 SWl/4SWlI4SEII4SE1/4SE1/4SWll4 

8 NE1/4SE1/4 
17 SE1/4SE1/4 

22.50 

10.00 

10.00 

10.001 
10.001 

13 Wl/2 2.501 
14 NE1/4 15.001 

10 E1/2SWl/4NEll4W1/2SE1/4NE1/4 

3 NW1/4NWI/4SW1/4 

16 NWI/4SWI/4NWl/4 
17 

36 SW1/4SW1/4NEI/4; SE1/4SE1/4NW1/4NWl/4NWl/4SE1/4 

34 E1/2NWI/4NW1/4 

7 E1/2SE1/4NW1/4 

1.251 

2.501 

2.501 

20.001 

10.001 

2.501 

Total 118.75 

]Acreage is estimated until a communication site plan and/or site environmental analysis determines area of development. 

P 

i 
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Appendix  19 
GRAZING ALLOTMENTS AND WATERSHED MANAGEMENT CATEGORIES 

Watershed 
Allotment Name 1MLRA Condition Erosion Category 

Alamo Crossing 30-2 S LV I 
Arrastra Mountain 40-3 S LV I 
Artillery Range 30-2 S LV I 
Bagdad 40-3 S LV I 
Bateman Springs 30-2 S LV I 
Big Ranch A 30-3 S** LV I 

Big Ranch B 30-3 S LV I 
Big Sandy 40-3 S I-IV II 
Black Mesa A and B 40-3 S LV I 
Black Mountain A 30-3 S LV I 
Boriana A 30-3 S LV I 
Boriana B 30-3 S LV I 
Burro Creek 40-3 S LV I 
Burro Creek Ranch 40-3 S LV I 
Middle Water 30-3 S LV I 
Cane Springs Wash 40-3 S** HV II 
Canyon Ranch 30-3 S I-IV II 
Castle Rock 30-3 S LV I 
Cedar Canyon 30-3 S** HV II 
Cerbat 30-3 S* HV II 
Chicken Springs 30-3 S I-IV II 
Chino Springs 40-3 S LV I 
Clay Springs 30-3 S LV I 
Cook Canyon 30-3 S LV I 
Crozier Canyon 35-1 U HR IV 
Curtain 30-3 S LV I 
Diamond Joe 40-3 S HV II 
Diamond Bar A 30-3 S** I-IV II 
Diamond Bar B 30-3 S LV I 
Dolan Springs 30-3 S LV I 
DOR 40-3 S LV I 
Feldspar 30-3 S LV I 
Francis Creek 39-4 S I-IV II 
Gediondia 30-2 S LV I 
Gold Basin 30-3 S** HV II 
Gray Wash 30-3 U LR m 
Greenwood Community 30-2 S LV I 
Greenwood Peak Community 40-3 S LV I 
Groom Peak 40-3 S LV I 
Hackberry 30-3 S** HV II 
Happy Jack Wash 30-3 S LV I 
Hot Spring 40-3 S LV I 
Hualapai Peak 30-3 S I-IV II 
Hibernia Peak A 39-4 S HV II 
Hibernia Peak B* 
La Cienega 30-3 S** I-IV II 
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Appendix 19 (continued) 
GRAZING ALLOTMENTS AND WATERSHED MANAGEMENT CATEGORIES 

Watershed 
Allotment Name 1MLRA Condition Erosion Category 

Lazy YU A 30-3 S LV I 
Los Molinos 40-3 S I-IV II 
Mineral Park 30-3 S LV I 
Mud Springs 30-3 S** I-IV II 
Music Mountain 39-2 S** I-IV II 
Mount Tipton 39-4 S LV I 
Peacock Mountain 30-3 S LV I 
Pine Spring 30-3 S** LV I 
Quail Springs 30-3 S HV II 

Sandy 40-3 S LV I 
Stockton Hill 39-4 S LV I 
Turkey Track 30-3 S LV I 
Thumb Butte 30-2 S LV I 
Truxton Canyon A 30-3 S LV I 
Truxton Canyon B* 
Upper Music Mountains 39-2 S** HV II 
Valentine 35-1 S LV I 
West Peacock 30-3 S LV I 
Wikieup 40-3 S LV I 
Walapai Ranch 30-3 S** I-IV II 
Yellow Pine 39=.4 S l-IV II 
Little Cane 40-3 S LV I 
Cane Springs 30-3 S HV II 
7 L Cattle Co 3'5-1 S LV I 
Fort Mac Ewen A 30-3 U HR I 
Fort Mac Ewen B 30-2 S LV I 
Portland Springs 30-2 S LV I 
Walnut Creek 30-3 S HV II 
CO Bar* 
Chambers Lease* 
Gibson* 
Globe Ranch* 

J J J* 
KeMs Lease* 
Yolo Ranch* 

Byner* 

1 Major land resource area 

*These allotments were not rated because public land acreage involved is relatively small and parcels are isolated and 
unmanageable. 

S Watershed conditions on the allotment are satisfactory (see glossary). 
S** Watershed conditions on the allotment are mostly satisfactory, but there are localized problem areas. 
U Watershed conditions on the allotment are unsatisfactory (see glossary). 
LV Soils on the allotment generally have a low vulnerability to erosion. 
HV Soils on the allotment generally have a high vulnerability to erosion. 
LR Soils on the allotment generally have a low responsiveness to treatment for erosion problems. 
HR Soils on the allotment generally have a high responsiveness to treatment for erosion problems. 
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Township and Range 

Appendix 20 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions by Resource Activity 

Priority Section Subdivision Acreage 
Acquire Mineral Estate on Lands Identified for Recreation and Public Purposes 
T. 27 N., R. 19 W., 16 N1/2 320 
T. 22 N., R. 18 W., 31 ALL 640 
T. 18 N., R. 21 W., 7 NEll4 160 
T. 17 N., R. 21 W., 5 Lots 1-4; SI/2NEI/4; SEI/4NW1/4; SEI/4SWI/4; SEll4 518 

Total 1,638 

CULTURAL ACQUISITION 
Carrow-Stephens Ranches 
T. 16.5 N., R. 13 W., (Area 1) 1 
Barth (Blghorn Cave) 
T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 2 
Neal Petroglyphs 
T. 24 N., R. 16W., 3 
X-Bar-1 Petroglyphs 
T. 22 N., R. 13W., 4 
Carrow-Stephens Ranches(Area 2) 
T. 17 N., R. 13W., 5 
T. 16.5 N., R. 13 W., 

28 W1/2NWI/4NE1/4; SE1/4NW1/4NE1/4; 35 
S ll2NEII4NWll4NEll4 

23 Wl/2 320 

7 All 1017 

All 721 

35 SE1/4 160 
21 Lots 1, 2; N1/2SE1/4SE1/4 235 
22 Lot 4; W1/2SW1/4 138 
28 E1/2NE1/4 80 
27 NEI/4SW1/4 40 

Total 2,746 

RECREATION ACQUISITION 
T. 29 N., R. 17W., 1 
T. 29 N., R. 17 W., 2 
T. 20 N., R. 19 W., 3 
T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 4 
T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 5 
T. 14 N., R. 12 W., 6 
T. 14N., R. 12W., 7 
T. 28 N., R. 17 W., 8 
T. 29 N., R. 16 W., 9 
T. 18 N., R. 15 W., 10 
T. 29 N., R. 17 W., 11 
T. 30 N., R. 16 W., 12 
T. 29 N., R. 16W., 13 
T. 29 N., R. 16W., 14 
T. 30 N., R. 16W., 15 
T. 30 N., R. 16W., 16 

25 All 640 
35 N1/2 320 
33 All 640 
2 All 525 
3 SE1/4SW1/4; N1/2SWI/4; SE1/4 280 

23 All 640 
24 Wl/2 320 
3 All 640 
19 NWI/4NWl/4 40 
7 N1/2; N1/2Sl/2; SW1/4SW1/4; SW1/4SE1/4 560 
27 All 640 
23 All 640 
29 All 640 
31 S1/2 320 
31 El/2 320 
29 All 640 

Total 7,805 

WILDERNESS ACQUISITION 
T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 1 
T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 2 

T. 12N., R. l lW.,  3 
T. 25 N., R. 18 W., 4 
T. 16 N., R. 10 W., 5 
T. 25 N., R. 18 W., 6 
T. 25 N., R. 18 W., 7 
T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 8 
T. 19 N., R. 20 W., 9 
T. 25 N., R. 18 W., 10 
T. 24 N., R. 18 W., 11 
T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 12 

13 
14 

15 

23 SW1/4; S1/2NW1/4; NWI/4NWlI4; W1/2SWI/4SEII4 
11 N1/2N1/2; N1/2SWI/4NWl/4; E1/2SE1/4SWll4NWl/4; 

SEI/4NWII4 
16 Mining Claim 
17 NWl/4; N1/2NEII4; SEI/4NEII4 
25 Mining Claim 
4 SW1/4NW1/4 
20 SE1/4SE1/4 
35 Mining Claim 
2 Mining Claim 
33 All 
9 All 
5 S1/2SWl/4 
8 NWl/4NW1/4 
15 NE1/4SE1/4; SWI/4NW1/4; NW1/4SEI/4NW1/4; Wl/2 

NWI/4SW 1/4; W1/2NEII4SW1/4 
17 N1/2NW1/4; SWl/4; W1/2SE1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 

300 
225 

16 
280 

5 
40 
40 
5 
5 

640 
640 
80 
40 
210 

380 
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Appendix 20 :(o0ntinued ) 
Alternative2 Acquisitions by Resource Activity 

Township and Range Priority Section Subdivision 

WILDERNESS ACQUISITION (continued) 
T. 18 N., R. 16 W. 16 21 

17 23 
18 27 
19 29 
20 31 

WILDLIFE ACQUISITION 

Acreage:i 

NW1/4NW1/4; SEi/4SE1/4 80 
NEII4NWl/4 40 

S1/2SWl/4 80 
SEI/4NE1/4 40 
WI/2NE1/4 80 

Total 3,226 
HUALAPAI MOUNTAINS 
T. 18 N., R. 15W., 1 
T. 17 N., R. 15 W., 1 

7 
3 
9 
11 

N1/2; N1/2S1/2; SW1/4SE1/4; SWl/4SWl/4 543 
All 643 
All 640 
All 640 

Total 2,466 

UNION PASS CROSSOVER 
T. 21 N., R. 20 W., 2 11 All 640 

N1/2 320 

Total 960 

DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT CATEGORY I 
Eastern Bajada 3 
T. 19 N., R. 19 W., 

McCracken Mountains 
T. 14 N., R. 14 W., 3 

T. 14 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 13 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 13 N., R. 14 W., 

Poachle 
T. 13 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 13N., R. 12W., 

T. 13 N., R. 10W., 

23 N1/2; N1/2SE1/4; SW1/4SE1/4 440 
21 All 640 

19 All 632 
31 All 634 

3 All 638 
9 All 640 
11 All 640 
13 All 640 
14 S1/2 320 
15 All 640 
21 All 640 
23 All 640 
25 All 640 
27 All 640 
35 All 640 

3 S1/2 320 
11 All 640 
13 W1/2; NE1/4NE1/4 360 
15 All 640 
23 Wl/2 320 

5 All 640 

21 NE1/4 160 
27 N1/2 320 

7 All 638 

2 SW1/4 160 
3 SW1/4 160 

Total 13,422 

DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT CATEGORY II 
T. 20 N., R. 17W., 4 19 

28 
29 
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Appendix 20 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions by Resource Activity 

Township and Range Priority Section Subdivision Acreage 

WILDLIFE ACQUISITION (continued) 
DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT CATEGORY II (CONTINUED) 

T. 19 N., R. 17 W., 4 15 
21 

T. 18 N., R. 17 W., 9 
11 
21 
27 
35 

T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 5 
8 
17 
31 

Sl/2; NWl/4 
SWI/4SWl/4 

S1/2N1/2; W1/2SW1/4; NE1/4SW1/4 
All 
All 
All 
All 

S112SWl/4 
NWl/4NWl/4 

N1/2NWI/4; SWII4 
WI/2NE1/4; NWI/4NWI/4 

80 
40 

280 
640 
640 
640 
640 

80 
40 

240 
119 

T. 18 N., R. 15 W., 1 
3 
5 
7 
9 
11 

13 

15 
17 
19 
21 
23 
25 

26 
27 
29 
31 
33 
35 

T. 17N., R. 16W., 3 
8 
9 
15 
17 
19 
21 
23 
25 
27 
29 
31 
33 
35 

T. 17 N., R. 15 W., 19 
31 

All 
NI/2; SWI/4; N1/2SE1/4 

All 
NI/2; N1/2S1/2; SWI/4SWI/4; SWI/4SEI/4 

All 
NWlI4HEI/4; SEI/4NEI/4; NEl/4S21/4; 

SWl/4; SW1/4SE1/4 
NW1/4N1/4; N1/2NWl/4; SE1/4NWl/4; E1/'2 

SW1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 
All 

HE1/4; S1/2NW1/4; NEII4NW1/4; S1/2 
All 
All 

NEI/4NE1/4; HWI/4; SW1/4; Wl/2SE1/4 
Wl/2NEI/4; HE1/4NW1/4; WI/2SWI/4; N1/2 

SE1/4 
W1/12NEl/4; SE1/4NWl/4 

All 
All 
All 
All 

N1/2NE1/4; SEI/4NE1/4; W112; S1/2SE1/4 

SW1/4SW1/4 
All 

N1/2 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 

SW1/4 
All 

640 
560 
640 
560 
640 
320 

280 

640 
600 
640 
640 
2O0 
280 

120 
640 
640 
640 
640 
52O 

40 
640 
32O 
640 
640 
638 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 

160 
639 

T. 17 N., R. 14 W., 4 
5 
6 
7 

9 
17 
18 

SW1/4NEI/4; SW1/4SW1/4 
All 

SE1/4SE1/4 
E1/2NE1/4; NW1/4; N1/2SW1/4; SE1/4SW1/4; 

SW1/4SE1/4 
All 

N1/2; N12/2SE1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 
All 
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Township and Range 

Append ix  ,20 (Contin~ued) 
Alternative:,2 Acqu!isit ions by: Resource,  Act iv i ty  ~ 

, Priority: Section " Subdivision • Acreage 

WILDLIFE ACQUISITION (continued) 
DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT CATEGORY H (CONTINUED) 
T. 17 N., R. 15 W., 4 1 

3 
5 
7 
9 
11 
12 
13 
15 
17 
21 
23 
27 
29 

T. 16.5 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 16.5 N., R. 16 W., 

33 

23 
25 

19 
21 
23 
25 
27 
29 
31 
32 
33 
35 

T. 16.5 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 16.5 N., R. 15 W., 

19 
31 

21 
29 
33 

Al l  
A l l  
A l l  
Al l  
Al l  
Al l  
Al l  

W1/2; All non-federal 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 

NEll4; NEI/4NW1/4; SW1/4SWl/4; 
SE1/4SEI/4 

All 

All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 

SWl/4; SW1/4SE1/4 
All 
All 

NWl/4NWl/4 

SW1/4SW1/4 
All 

S1/2 
All 
All 

640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 

320 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 

320 
640 

516 
640 
511 
521 
522 
640 
640 
640 
636 
200 
640 
640 
40 

36 
622 

320 
640 
640 

T. 16 N., R. 16 W., 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
17 
21 

All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
AU 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 

639 
638 
637 
638 
638 
595 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
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Appendix 20 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions by Resource Activity 

Township and Range Priority Section , ~ Subdivision Acr.eage 

WILDLIFE ACQUISITION (continued) ~ • 
DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT CATEGORY H (CONTINUED) 
T. 16 N., R. 16W., 4 22 

T. 16 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 16 N., R. 14 W., 

T. 15 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 15 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 15 N., R. 14 W., 

T. 15 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 15 N., R. 12W., 

All 
23 All 
24 All 
25 All 
26 All 
27 All 
35 All 
36 El/2; W1/2W1/2; NE1/4NWI/4 

5 Wl/2; SEll4; W1/2NE1/4; SEI/4NEI/4 
6 All 
7 All 
8 All 
9 All 
17 All 
19 All 
21 All 
29 All 
31 All 
33 All 
36 All 

27 All 

1 All 

1 SEI/4NWI/4 
2 All 
3 All 
5 All 
7 All 
9 All 
11 All 
14 SE1/4 
15 All 
17 All 
19 All 
21 All 
23 El/2; E1/2W1/2; EI/2SWl/4; NW1/4SW1/4 
35 All 

1 N1/2; W1/'2SWI/4 
4 All 
5 Sl/2; S1/2NEI/4 
7 All 
8 All 
9 All 
13 WI/2NW1/4 
17 SE1/4SE1/4 
23 SWI/4NW1/4 
30 Wl/2NW1/4 

19 SWI/4 
24 WI/2NE1/4; Wl/2SE1/4; E1/2SW1/4 
25 All 
27 S1/2; Sl/2N1/2 
29 All 
33 All 
35 All 

29 SWl/4 

64O 
64O 
64O 
64O 
64O 
64O 
64O 
52O 

6OO 
622 
623 
64O 
64O 
64O 
622 
64O 
64O 
625 
64O 
64O 

64O 

639 

4O 
638 
638 
639 
629 
64O 
64O 
160 
64O 
64O 
632 
64O 
6OO 
64O 

399 
638 
400 
627 
640 
640 

80 
4O 

160 
75 

160 
24O 
640 
48O 
64O 
64O 
64O 

160 

515 



Appendix 20 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions by Resource Activity 

Township and Range 
WILDLIFE ACQUISITION (continued) 
DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT CATEGORY II (CONTINUED) 
T. 14 N., R. 12 W., 5 

T. 14 N., R. 12 W., 4 

T. 14 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 13 N., R. 10 W., 

Priority Section Subdivision Acreage 

7 
9 
17 

19 
21 
27 
29 
31 
33 
1 
3 
11 
13 
24 
25 

19 
28 
29 

N1/2 323 
All 633 
All 640 

S1/2 320 

All 634 
All 640 

El/2 320 
N1/2; SW1/4; NE1/4SE1/4; S1/2SE1/4 600 

All 636 
All 640 

W1/2 307 
All 612 
All 640 
All 640 

SE1/4; E1/2SW1/4 240 
E1/2 320 

All 642 
SWl/4 160 
SE1/4 160 

Total 68~152 

HISTORIC VOLE 
T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 5 16 All 640 

21 S1/2SW1/4 80 
9 Total 720 

BIGHORN SHEEP BLACK MOUNTAINS 

T. 26 N., R. 21 W., 6 22 All 640 
33 NE1/4 160 
36 All 640 

T. 25 N., R. 22 W., 25 All 640 
27 All 640 

T. 24 N., R. 21 W., 9 All 640 
33 NWI/4SW1/4 40 

T. 23 N., R. 20 W., 21 All 640 

33 All 640 

T. 22 N., R. 20 W., 4 SE1/4SEI/4 40 
9 El/2 320 
15 All 640 
17 All 640 
19 Al 1 637 
21 All 640 
29 All 640 
31 N1/2; N1/2Sl12 478 
33 All 640 

T. 22 N., R. 21 W., 13 All 640 
25 All 640 

T. 21 N., R. 20 W., 11 All 640 
16 All 640 

T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 2 All 525 
3 SE1/4; EI/2SW1/4; NW1/4SW1/4 280 
23 SW1/4; W1/2SWl/4SE1/4; S 1/2NW1/4; NWI/4NW1/4 300 

T. 20 N., R. 19 W., 21 All 640 
33 All 640 

T. 19 N., R. 19 W., 21 All 640 

5:16 
Total 14,940 



Appendix 20 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions by Resource Activity 

Township and Range Priority S e c t i o n  Subdivision Acreage 
WILDLIFE ACQUISITION (continued) 
CASTANEDA HILLS 
T. 13 N., R. 16 W., 7 

T. 13 N., R. 15 W., 

23 All 640 
25 All 640 
26 SEll4; SW1/4NE1/4; SEI/4NWI/4; E1/2SW1/4 320 
27 All 640 
35 All 640 

29 All 640 
31 All 639 

Total 4,1~9 
CERBAT MOUNTAINS HMP 
T. 23 N., R. 13 W., 
T. 23 N., R. 14 W., 

T. 24 N., R. 14 W., 

T. 24 N., R. 16 W., 

5 All 639 

3 All 640 
N1/2; SE1/4; E1/2SW1/4 560 

All 640 

11 All 640 
13 All 364 
17 All 640 
21 All 640 
23 All 640 
25 All 366 
7 All 1,017 

T. 25 N., R. 14W., 

T. 25 N.,R. 15 W., 

9 All 640 
11 All 640 
25 All 640 
31 All 640 
35 All 640 

27 All 640 
28 All 640 
29 All 640 
36 All 640 

HUALAPAI MOUNTAINS 
T. 20N., R. 15 W., 

T. 13 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 13 N., R. 15 W., 

Total 12.546 

9 NWl/4NE1/4; NEI/4NW1/4; Mining Claims 135 
16 All 640 
21 S1/2SWI/4 80 
23 All 640 
25 All 640 
26 SWl/4NE1/4; SE1/4NWI/4; E1/2SW1/4; SE1/4 320 
27 All 640 
35 All 640 
29 All 640 
31 All 639 

Total 5,014 
Total for Wildlife 144,554 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES ACQUISITION 
T. 17 N., R. 17W., 

T. 17 N., R. 16 W., 

(Plants) 
1 11 All 640 

13 All 640 
15 All 640 
23 All 640 
25 All 640 

17 All 640 
19 All 638 
21 All 640 
26 All 640 
27 All 640 
31 All 640 
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Appendix 2 0 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions by Resource Activity. 

Township and Range Priority Section Subdivision Acreage 
SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES ACQUISITION (Plants) (continued) 
T. 17 N., R. 16 W., 33 All 640 

35 All 640 

T. 16.5 N., R. 17 W., 23 All 516 
25 All 640 

T. 16.5 N., R. 16 W., 19 All 511 
21 All 521 
27 All 640 
29 All 640 
31 All 636 
32 SWI/4; SWI/4SEI/4 200 
33 All 640 
35 All 640 

T. 16 N., R. 16 W., 1 All 639 
2 All 638 
3 All 637 
4 All 638 
5 All 638 
6 All 595 
8 All 640 
9 All 640 
10 All 640 
11 All 640 

Total 20,887 

RIPARIAN ACQUISITION 
BURRO CREEK 
T. 15 N., R. 10W., 

T. 14 N., R. 10W., 

T. 14N., R. 12W., 

26 S1/2SW1/4 80 
27 NWI/4; SE1/4; N1/2SW1/4; SE1/4SWI/4 440 
28 E1/2NWI/4; NW1/4SWI/4; NE1/4 280 
29 SW1/4 160 
32 All 640 

5 Wl/2; WII2NE1/4 400 
7 N1/2; SEll4; E1/2SW1/4; NWI/4SWI/4 596 
8 WII2NWI/4 80 

9 sir2 320 
10 Mining claims 
11 Mining claims 49 
14 Mining claims 
15 Mining claims 
17 Sl/2 320 
19 All 634 
23 N1/2 320 
24 All 640 

Total 4,959 

BILL WILLIAMS 
T. 10 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 10 N., R. 14W., 
18 Mining claims 88 
4 W1/2SW1/4; SWI/4NW1/4 120 
5 S1/2NE1/4; SE1/4NW1/4; N1/2SEI/4; SWl/4 360 
6 Sl/2 316 
9 W1/2NW1/4 80 
14 S1/2 320 
15 Sl/2 320 

518 



Appendix 20 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions by Resource Activity 

Township and Range Priority S e c t i o n  Subdivision Acreage 
RIPARIAN ACQUISITION (continued) 
T. 10 N., R. 15W., 1 All 627 

2 All 640 
10 All 640 
11 All 640 
12 All 627 

Total 3,174 

BIG SANDY RIVER FROM COE WITHDRAWAL TO SIGNAL 
T. 13 N., R. 13 W., 3 21 All 640 

27 All 640 

Total 1,280 

SIGNAL TO HIGHWAY BRIDGE 
T. 14 N., R. 13 W., 1 W1/2 307 

12 NEI/4SWI/4; NWl/4SE1/4 80 
13 All 640 
23 SE1/4SE1/4 40 
24 E1/2SWl/4; NW1/4SE1/4 120 

Total 1,187 

T. 15 N., R. 13 W., 2 SEII4SEI/4 40 
11 NEll4; E1/2SE1/4 240 
12 SW1/4 160 
13 All 640 
24 Wl/2NE1/4; E1/2SWl/4; W1]2SEI/4 240 
25 All 640 
35 All 640 

Total 2,907 

SANTA MARIA 

T. 11N., R. 10W., 
T. 11 N., R. 11 W., 

2 All 641 
15 S1/2S1/2 160 
16 S1/2; SI/2NW1/4 400 
17 N1/2 320 
18 NEI/4NEI/4 40 

Total 1,561 

BIG SANDY SIGNAL TO HIGHWAY BRIDGE 

T. 13 N.,R. 13W., 6 

T. 14 N., R. 13 W., 

3 All 641 
9 All 640 

26 NWI/4NE1/4; N1/RNWII4 640 
27 All 120 
34 El/2 320 
35 N1/2SE1/4;NW1/4SW1/4 520 

Total 2,881 

WRIGHT CREEK 
T. 23 N., R. 12 W., 7 15 NE1/4 160 

Total 160 

COTTONWOOD CREEK 
T. 23 N., R. 12W., 8 29 WI/2SW1/4 80 
T. 23 N., R. 13 W., 22 N1/2 320 

Total 400 
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Appendix 20 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions by Resource Activity 

Township and Range Priority Section Subdivision Acreage 

RIPARIAN ACQUISITION (continued) 
UPSTREAM FROM WSA BOUNDARY - BURRO CREEK 

T. 17 N., R. 9 W., 9 

T. 16.5 N., R. 9 W., 

UPPER BURRO CREEK 

T. 16 N., R. 9 W., 

25 El/2 320 
35 El/2 320 
36 N1/2 320 

22 Portion of NW1/4 16 
23 All 545 
28 All 640 
32 El/2 320 
33 W1/2 320 

Total 41405 

5 All 639 
7 All 621 
8 NW1/4 160 
18 W1/2 303 
20 Wl/2 320 

Total 2,043 

MISCELLANEOUS SPRINGS 
T. 28 N., R. 16W., 

T. 25 N., R. 18W., 
T. 17 N., R. 16 W., 

10 11 NW1/4SW1/4 

4 SW1/4NW1/4 
1 NWI/4NWl/4; SEI/4NE1/4 
3 S1/2NE1/4; SE/4; S1/2SW1/4; NE1/4SW1/4 

40 
40 

80 
360 

Total 520 

Total For Riparian 25,170 

Total Alternative 2 Acquisition 183,201 

i 

.----,_,_,,_. 
m ~ L  
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Township and Range 

Appendix 21 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions for Kingman Regional Park 

Section Subdivision Acreage 

T. 21 N., R. 17 W., 8 Sl/2NE1/4; SWI/4NWl/4; SWl/4 
SW1/4SEI/4 

9 All 
10 El/2 
11 NW1/4 
16 All 
17 All 
22 WI/2NEI/4; W1/2; SEll4 
27 SWI/4 
29 N1/2NWl/4 
33 El/2 
34 NE1/4NWI/4 

254 
628 
320 
160 
625 
640 
560 
160 
80 

317 
40 

Total 3,784 

Township and Range 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions for Wildlife Corridors 

Section Subdivision Acreage 

T. 27 N., R. 18 W., 11 All 640 
13 All 640 
23 All 640 
25 All 640 

T. 27 N., R. 17 W., 19 All 633 
29 All 640 
31 All 633 

T. 25 N., R. 21 W., 35 All 640 ' 

T. 24 N., R. 21 W., 9 All 640 

T. 24 N., R. 19 W., 35 All 640 

T. 24 N., R 13 W., 13 All 640 

T. 24 N., R. 12W., 17 All 640 
19 All 626 

T. 21N., R. 20W., 

T. 21N., R. 17 W., 

11 All 640 
12 N1/2 298 

8 S1/2NE1/4; SW1/4NWI/4; SW1/4;SWI/4SE1/4 
9 All 
16 All 
17 All 
26 S1/2 

27 SW1/4 
33 Wl/2 
34 NE1/4; NEI/4NW1/4; SWl/4SW1/4; SE1/4SW1/4; SE1/4 
35 All 
36 All 

254 
628 
625 
640 
320 
160 
320 
360 
640 
640 

T. 20 N., R. 17 W., 2 Lots 1-12; S1/2 
3 Lots 1-12; $112 

799 
812  

(continued) 
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Township and Range 

Appendix 21 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions for Wildlife Corridors 

i "  , i i i i 

. . . .  Section Subdivislbn Acreage 

T. 18 N., R. 18 W., 

T. 17 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 16.5 N., R. 19W., 

T. 16.5 N., R. 18 W., 

T. 16.5 N., R. 13 W., 

11 
13 
15 

All 
All 
All 

35 WII2NEII4; SEll4 

640 
640 
640 

240 

25 All 640 

19 All 
31 Wl/2; S1/2SEI/4 

21 
22 
27 
28 

Lots 1, 2; N1/2 SE1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 
Lot 4; W1/2SWI/4 

NEI/4SWI/4 
E1/2NE1/4; W1/2NWI/4NWI/4; 

SEll4NW1/4NE1/4; Sll2NEll4NWll4NE1/4 

646 
381 

235 
138 
40 

115 

T. 16 N., R. 18 W., 

T. 15 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 14 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 14 N., R. 14 W., 

T. 14N., R. 12W., 

35 

3 
9 
11 
13 
14 
15 
17 
19 
21 
23 
25 
27 
29 
31 
33 
35 

7 

17 
19 

21 

29 
31 

24 
25 
35 

36 

N1/2 

All 

All 
All 
All 
All 
81/2 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 
All 

All 

All 
All 

All 

An 
All 

E1/2 
All 
All 

All 

311 

640 

638 
640 
640 
640 
320 
640 
640 
634 
640 
640 
640 
640 
640 
634 
640 
640 

632 
640 
632 

640 

640 
634 

320 
640 
640 

640 

(continued) 
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Township and Range 

:. . . .  Appendix 21 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions for Wildlife Corridors 

Section Subdivision Acreage 

T. 13 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 13 N., R. 15W., 

T. 13N., R. 10W., 

23 All 

25 All 
26 SW1/4NE1/4; SEI/4NW1/4; E1/2SWI/4; SE1/4 

27 All 

35 All 

640 

640 
320 
640 

640 

3 S1/2 320 
5 All 639 
7 All 636 

9 All 640 

11 All 640 

15 All 640 

17 All 640 
29 All 640 
31 All 639 

19 All 642 
28 SWII4 160 
29 SEl14 160 

Total 46,252 
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Appendix 22 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 

Joshua Tree Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 30 N., R. 16W., 23 All 640 
29 All 640 
31 E1/2 320 

T. 29 N., R. 17 W., 21 El/2 320 
25 All 640 
27 All 640 
35 N1/2 320 

T. 29 N., R. 16 W., 19 NWII4NWI/4 40 
29 All 640 
31 S1/2 320 

T. 28 N., R. 17 W., 3 All 640 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 30 N., R. 16W., 

T. 29 N., R. 16W., 

T. 28 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 28 N., R. 16 W., 

9 
11 
15 
17 
19 
21 
27 
33 
35 

3 
5 
7 
9 

11 
15 
17 
19 
21 
23 
31 
33 

1 
2 

11 
13 

Total 5r160 

All 640 
SWl/4; W1/2SE1/4 240 

All 640 
All 640 

E1/2 320 
All 640 
All 640 
All 640 
All 640 

All 
All 

El/2 
All 
All 
All 
All 

El/2; S 1/2NWl/4; NE1/4NWI/4; SW1/4 
All 
All 

N1/2 
All 

639 
639 
320 
640 
640 
640 
640 
639 
640 
640 
320 
640 

All 642 
All 642 
All 640 

N1/2; SWI/4; N1/2SEI/4 560 

N1/2NE1/4; NW1/4; W1/2SW1/4 320 
Wl/2 309 

Total 15,199 

(continued) 
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Appendix 22 (.continued) 
Alternative 2Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision 
Black Mountains 

Surface and Minerals 

T. 26N., R. 21W., 

Acreage 

22 All 640 
33 NE1/4 160 
36 All 640 

T. 25 N., R. 22 W., 25 All 640 
27 All 640 

T. 24 N., R. 21W., 9 All 
25 S 1/2NEll4; W1/2NW1/4; NE1/4SW1/4; SE1/4 
33 NWINSW1/4 

640 
360 
40 

T. 22 N., R. 20 W., 4 SEI/4SEI/4 40 
9 El/2 320 

17 All 640 
19 All 637 
27 All 640 
29 All 640 
31 N1/2; N1/2S1/2 478 
33 All 640 

T. 21N., R. 20 W., 11 All 640 
12 N1/2 320 
16 All 640 

All 
SEl/4; E1/2SW1/4; NW1/4SW1/4 

SW1/4; Wll2SWll4SE1/4; S 1/2NWI/4NWI/4 

T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 2 
3 

23 

525 
280 
200 

Total 10,400 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 26 N., R. 21 W., 

T. 25 N., R. 22 W., 

T. 25 N., R. 21W., 

19 All 634 
21 All 640 
31 All 636 
33 SE1/4 160 

1 All 640 
3 All 640 

11 All 640 
13 All 640 
15 All 640 
23 All 640 

1 
3 
5 
7 
9 

11 
13 
15 
17 
19 

N1/2; SW1/4; S1/2SWl/4 561 
N1/2NE1/4; Wl/2; $1/2SE1/4; NW1/4SE1/4 522 

All 642 
All 639 
All 640 
All 640 

NW1/4NE1N; W1/2; $1/2SE1/4 440 
All 640 
All 640 
All 638 

(continued) 
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Appendix 22i(continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range 
T. 25 N., R. 21 W., (continued) 

Section Subdivision 
23 SE1/4SW1/4; S1/2SE1/4 
27 SWII4 

Acreage 
120 
160 

T. 24N., R. 21W., 1 All 567 
3 All 569 
5 All 577 

15 Wl/2 320 
17 All 640 
21 All 640 
27 All 640 
29 All 640 
33 E1/2;NW1/4; E1/2SW1/4;NW1/4SW1/4 600 
35 All 640 

T. 24N., R. 20W., 31 All 622 

T. 23N., R. 21W., 1 All 640 
3 All 636 

11 E1/2;NWl/4 480 
13 All 640 
15 Wl/2 320 
23 All 640 
25 All 640 

T. 22N., R. 21W., 1 All 642 

T. 22 N., R. 20 W., 5 All 642 
7 All 633 

T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 32 All 640 

T. 19 N., R. 20 W., 29 S1/2S1/2 
30 S1/2S1/2 
31 NW1/4; S1/2 
36 All 

160 
161 
486 
640 

T. 18 N., R. 20 W., 2 All 626 

T. 16.5 N., R. 19 W., 19 All 652 

Total 27,925 

Wright and Cottonwood Creeks Riparian and Cultural 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 24 N., R. 12 W., 31 NEI/4NE1/4 40 

T. 23 N., R. 13 W., 13 All 640 
22 N1/2 320 
27 NW1/4SE1/4 40 
36 All 640 

T. 23 N., R. 12 W,, 15 
19 

30 and 31 
31 
33 
35 

NW1/4 160 
W1/2SW1/4 79 

Mining Claims 76 
E1/2NE1/4; E1/2SW1/4; SE1/4; mining claims 315 

NE1/4NE1/4 40 
SE1/4SE1/4 40 

(continued) 
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Appendix 22 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
T. 23 N., R. 11 W., 31 Lot6 48 

T. 22 N., R. 13 W., 1 $1/2SW1/4 80 
2 All 724 

Total 3,242 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 24 N., R. 12 W., 

T. 23 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 23 N., R. 12 W., 

31 NWII4NEI/4; S1/2NEI/4; NWI/4; Sl/2 588 

23 All 640 
25 N1/2; N1/2SW1/4; NW1/4SE1/4 440 
27 All 640 
35 S1/2 320 

5 S1/2 320 
7 All 635 
9 N1/2; EI/2SWI/4; SEll4 560 

11 Wl/2 320 
13 NWl/4; W1/2SW1/4 240 
15 NWI/4; S1/2 480 
17 All 640 
19 E1/2SW1/4; SEll4; E1/2NEI/4 320 
21 All 640 
23 NE I/4NEII4SW1/4NEll4; NWl/4; 

NE1/4SW1/4; N1/2SE1/4 360 
25 All 640 
27 All 640 
29 All 640 
33 S 1/2NEll4; NWl/4NEII4; NWl/4; Sl/2 600 
35 N1/2; SW1/4; N1/2SE1/4; SW1/4SE1/4 600 

T. 23 N., R. 11 W., 31 Lots 3-5, 7-10, 15-22 989 

Total 11,252 

Hualapai Mountain Research Natural Area 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 17 N., R. 15 W., 3 All 

T. 18 N., R. 15 W., 7 N1/2; W1/2SW1/4; NE1/4SW1/4; N1/2SEI/4; NEI/4SE1/4 

643 

543 

Total 1,186 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 33 NW1/4 

T. 19 N., R. 15 W., 5 All 
29 Wl/2 

40 

644 
320 

Total 1,004 

(continued) 
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Appendix 22 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
White-Margined Beard-tongue Reserve 

Surface and Minerals 

T. 18N., R. 17W., 35 All 640 

T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 31 WI/2NE1/4; NWI/4NWI/4 (surface only) 119 

T. 17N., R. 17W., 1 All 638 
11 All 640 
13 All 640 
15 All 640 
23 All 640 
25 All 640 

T. 17 N., R. 16 W., 8 All (surface only) 640 
9 N1/2 320 

17 All 640 
19 All 638 
21 All 640 
27 All 640 
29 All 640 
31 All 640 
33 All 640 

T. 16.5 N., R. 17W., 23 All 516 
25 All 640 

T. 16.5 N., R. 16 W., 19 All 507 
21 All 518 
29 All 640 
31 All 627 
32 SWI/4;SW1/4SEI/4 200 
33 All 640 

T. 16 N., R. 16 W., 3 All 637 
4 All 638 
5 All 638 
6 All 636 
9 All 640 

10 All 640 

Total 18,152 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 17N., R. 17W., 

T. 17 N., R. 16 W., 

2 All 636 
16 All 640 
36 All 640 

7 All 637 
9 S1/2 320 

32 All 640 

Total 3,513 

(continUed) 
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Appendix 22 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
Carrow-Stephens Ranches 

Surface and Minerals 

T. 16.5 N., R. 13 W., 21 Lot 2; NW1/4SE1/4 98 
28 S ll2NEll4NWll4NEll4; W1/2NWI/4NEI/4 35 

Total 133 

McCracken Desert Tortoise Habitat 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 14 N., R. 15W., 3 All 638 
9 All 640 

11 All 640 
13 All 640 
14 S1/2 320 
15 All 640 
17 El/2 320 
21 El/2 320 
23 All 640 
25 All 640 
27 All 640 
35 All 640 

T. 14 N., R. 14W., 19 All 632 
31 All 634 

T. 13 N., R. 15 W., 3 S1/2 320 
9 SEll4 160 

11 All 640 
13 NE1/4NE1/4; Wl/2 360 
15 All 640 
21 NE1/4; N1/2SE1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 280 
23 W1/2 320 

T. 13 N., R. 14 W., 5 All 640 

Total 11,344 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 13 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 13 N.,R. 14W., 

1 All 641 
3 Nl12 321 

21 Wl/2; SWI/4SE1/4 360 
23 E1/2 320 

7 All 636 
17 All 640 
19 E1/2E1/2 160 
29 NE1/4; Wl/2; E1/2SE1/4 560 

Total 3,638 

(continued) 

529 



Appendix22 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
Poachie Desert Tortoise Habitat 

Surface and Minerals 

T. 13N., R. 12W., 7 All 638 

T. 13N., R. 10W., 2 SW1/4 160 
3 SE1/4 160 

1, 2, 11, 12 Mining Claims 189 

Total 1,147 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 13 N., R. 12 W., 5 All 637 

Total 637 
h 

Aubrey Peak Bighorn Sheep Habitat 
Non-federal Minerals 

T. 12 N., R. 14 W., 17 SE1/4NE1/4NWl/4; W1/2NE1/4NW1/4; NW1/4NW1/4 70 

Total 70 

Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 17 N., R. 9 W., 24 That portion of SE1/4 south of Baca Float (surface only) 260 
25 All 640 
35 All (surface only) 680 
36 N112 320 

T. 16.5 N., R. 9 W., 21 All (surface only) 546 
22 All (surface only) 546 
23 All 545 
27 All 640 
28 All (surface only on W1/2) 640 
29 All (surface only) 640 
32 All 640 
33 All 640 

T. 16 N., R. 9 W., 4 NW1/4NWl/4 (surface only) 40 
5 All 639 
6 All 615 
7 All 621 
8 NW1/4NE1/4; NWl/4 200 

18 Wl/2 (surface only) 303 
19 W1/2 (surface only) 304 

T. 15 N., R. 10W., 1 SE1/4 (surface only) 160 

T. 14N., R. 12W., 11 
13 
23 
24 

N1/2; N1/2SW1/4; SW1/4; SE1/4 (surface only) 600 
All 640 
All 640 

All (surface and minerals on SE1/4) 640 
(continued) 
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Appendix 22 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
T. 14 N., R 12 W., (continued) 25 All (surface only) 640 

Total 12,769 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 16 N.,. R. 10 W., 1 SWI/4NW1/4; SW1/4; Wl/2SE1/4 280 

Total 280 

Three Rivers Riparian 

Big Sandy 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 14 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 13 N., R. 13 W., 

23 All 640 
24 E1/2SW1/4; SEll4 240 
25 All 640 
26 NW1/4NEI/4; N1/2NW1/4; SWl/4SWl/4; E1/2SW1/4 240 
27 All 640 
33 All 640 
34 El/2 320 
35 E1/2; NWl/4; NW1/4SWl/4 520 

1 W1/2NEI/4; NWI/4; SWl/4; SEll4 560 
3 All 640 
9 All 640 

11 N1/2 320 
17 All 640 
21 All 640 
27 All 640 

Total 7,960 

Alamo Lake Area 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 11N., R. 13 W., 

T. 11 N., R. 12 W., 

24 S1/2SE1/4 80 
25 NE1/4NE1/4; W1/2NE1/4; EI/2NW1/4; W1/2SW1/4 280 
26 E1/2SE1/4 80 
34 E1/2E1/2 160 
35 NEll4; Sl/2 480 

9 W1/2; SEll4 480 
10 SWl/4; SWI/4SE1/4 200 
14 S1/2NEI/4; EI/2NW1/4; NEI/4SEI/4 200 
17 NWI/4; NW1/4SW1/4 200 
18 NE1/4SEI/4; S 1/2SE1/4 120 
19 N1/2; SWI/4 472 

Total 2,752 

Santa Maria 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 12 N., R. 9 W., 29 Mining Claims in E1/2 46 

(continued) 
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Appendix 22 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
T. 11 N., R. 11 W., 15 : $1/2S1/2 160 

16 
17 
18 

S 1/2NWl/4; S1/2 400 
N1/2 320 

NEI/4NE1/4 40 

T. 11 N., R. 10 W., 2 All 641 

Total 1,567 

Bill Williams 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 10 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 10N., R. 14W., 

T. 10 N., R. 13 W., 

1 
2 

10 
I i  
12 

4 
5 
6 
9 

14 
15 

17 and 18 

All 627 
All 640 
All 640 
All 640 
All 627 

SWI/4NW1/4; W1/2SW1/4 120 
S1/2NE1/4; SEI/4NWl/4; SW1/4; N1/2SE1/4 360 

S1/2 316 
Wl/2NW1/4 80 

S1/2 320 
S 1/2 320 

Mining Claims 182 

Total 4,872 

Total for Surface and Minerals 80,624 

Total for Non-federal Minerals 63,518 
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Appendix 23 
Alternative 2 Legal Vehicular Access Acquisitions 

Legal access would be acquired across private and state lands for administrative and public vehicular use on the follow- 
ing roads and trails. Only administrative vehicular access would be acquired on Black Butte and Pine Lake. 

Name Township and Range Section 

Black Butte T. 16 N., R. 7 W., 7, 18, 19, 20 
T. 16 N., R. 8 W., 2, 11, 12 

Black Inky Springs T. 19 N., R. 16 W., 5 
T. 20N., R. 16W., 2, 10, 11, 15,29 

Blye Canyon T. 24 N., R. 11 W., 7, 19 
T. 24 N., R. 12 W., 10 

Boulder Springs T. 20 N., R. 17 W., 8, 16, 17, 21 

Bull Canyon T. 16.5 N., R. 12 W., 29, 31 

Burch Peak T. 16.5 N., R. 15 W., 23, 26 
T. 17 N., R. 15 W., 29, 33 
T. 17 N., R. 16 W., 15, 17, 25, 27 

Canyon Station Spring T. 23 N., R. 17 W., 26, 27, 35 

Devil's Canyon T. 28 N., R. 16 W., 34, 35 

Goodwin Mesa T. 16 N., R. 11 W., 22 

Grapevine Canyon T. 30 N., R. 16 W., 25 
T. 30 N., R. 15W., 33 

Groom Peak T. 15 N., R. 14 W., 1 

LRtle Cottonwood T. 23 N., R. 13 W., 27, 29, 33, 36 

Pilgrim Mine T. 23 N., R. 19 W., 2 

Pine Lake T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 20, 21 

Portland Mine T. 23 N., R. 21 W., 14, 15 
T. 24 N., R. 21W., 25 

Red Horn Spring T. 24 N., R. 12 W., 19 

Rock Creek T. 18 N., R. 17 W., 9 
T. 19 N., R. 17 W., 15 

Six-Mile Crossing T. 14 N., R. 10 W., 17, 18, 20 
T. 15 N., R. 12 W., 25, 27 

Squaw Peak T. 28 N., R. 21 W., 4 
T. 29 N., R. 20 W., 30 
T. 29 N., R. 21 W., 34, 35, 36 

Thumb Butte T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 27, 28 
T. 21 N., R. 20 W., 28, 29, 32, 33 

Walnut Creek T. 19 N., R. 16 W., 7 
T. 19 N., R. 17 W., 7, 15, 18 
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Name 
East Warm Springs 

Appendix 23 (continued) 
Alternative 2 Legal Vehicular Access Acquisitions 

Township and Range  

T. 16 N., R. 19 W., 
T. 16.5 N., R. 19 W., 

West Warm Springs T. 16.5 N., R. 20 W., 
T. 16.5 N., R. 20;5 W., 

Vock Canyon T. 23 N., R. 17 W., 
T. 24 N., R. 17 W., 

Appendix 24 
Alternative 2 Roads and Trails To Be Improved 

The following roads and trails would be improved at the locations noted. 

Section 
5,8,9 

29 

23,27,28,31,33 
36 

3, 4, 5, 9 
35, 36 

Name Township and Range Section Miles 

Bull Canyon T. 16.5 N., R. 11 W., 19, 20, 29, 30 
T. 16.5 N.. R. 12 W., 21, 24 3 

Burro Creek Campground T. 14 N., R. 11 W., 18, 19 2.5 

Devil's Canyon T. 28 N., R. 16 W., 35 1 

Goodwin Mesa T. 16 N., R. 11 W., 2, 11, 14, 15 
T. 16.5 N., R. 11 W., 26, 27, 35 7 

Grapevine Canyon T. 30 N., R. 15 W., 33 
T. 30 N., R. 16W., 36 1 

Hualapai Ridge T. 17 N., R. 16 W., 2,3,9 
T. 18 N., R. 15W., 6,7, 18 
T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 12, 13, 24, 25, 26, 35 
T. 19 N., R. 15 W., 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 19, 20 20 

Iron Basin T. 28 N., R. 16 W., 9 .5 

Pinky Tank T. 16 N., R. 10 W., 2, 3, 4, 8, 9 4 

Red Lake T. 16 N., R. 10 W., 5, 6, 8, 16 
T. 16 N., R. 11W., 1,2 5 

~ ~ '  ~ - ' - - .  . -  - . . . .  
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Township and Rankle 
Additions 
T. 22 N., R. 18 W., 

Appendix 25 
Alternative 3 Proposed Changes in Disposal Areas 

Section Subdivision 

11 All 
14 All 
23 All 
25 All except SEII4SEII4SEll4 

Acreage 

640 
640 
640 
630 

Total Additions 2,550 

Deletions 
T. 22 N., R. 19 W., 

T. 21 N., R. 19 W., 

T. 19 N., R. 21 W., 

20 All 640 
30 NEll4; N1/2NWI/4; E1/2SE1/4NW1/4; 

NEI/4NEI/4SWI/4 270 

4 All 641 
5 All 641 
8 All 640 
9 All 640 
16 Wl /2  320 
17 All 640 
20 All 640 

4 All 640 
5 All 640 
6 All 640 
7 NE1/4; NWI/4; N1/2SWU4; SE1/4 560 
8 All 640 
9 All 640 

Total Deletions 8,832 
Net Loss from Alternative 2 6~282 

Appendix 26 
Alternative 3 Mineral Closures in Riparian Areas 

Wright Creek Riparian Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
Township and Rankle Section Subdivision 
Federal Minerals to Be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 24 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 23 N., R. 12W., 

36 

6 
8 
9 
10 
14 
23 
24 

36 

NEll4; NWl/4; SW1/4; N1/2SEI/4 

El/2; EI/2NWl/4 
NE1/4; NWlI4; NE1/4SWII4; SEll4 

WlI2SWl/4 
NE1/4; NW1/4; N1/2SW1/4; SEll4 

SW1/4NE1/4; NW1/4; SW1/4; SEII4 
NWI/4NE1/4; SEI/4NE1/4 

SW1/4NE1/4; NWl/4; NE1/4SW1/4; NWI/4SWl/4; 
SE1/4SWI/4; SEll4 

E1/2NEI/4 

T. 23 N., R. l lW. ,  30 Lots 6, 7, 18, 19 

Total 

Acrea~le 

560 

400 
520 
80 
560 
520 
80 

480 
80 

188 

3,468 

(continued) 
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Appendix 26 '(continued) 
Alternative 3 Mineral Closures in Riparian Areas 

Township and Range Section 
Acquire Non-federal Minerals - Close to Mineral Entry 

T. 24 N., R. 12W., 31 

T. 23 N., R. 12 W., 

Subdivision 

S1/2NW1/4; SW1/4; WII2SE1/4; SEI/4SEI/4 

5 SWl/4 
9 S 1/2N1/2; E1/2SWI/4; N1/2SEI/4 
15 NE1/4 
23 N1/2NE1/4; SEI/4NE1/4 
25 Wl/2 

T. 23 N., R. 11W., 31 Lots 6, 7, 15-22 

Total 

Cottonwood Creek Riparian Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

Acreage 

351 

160 
320 
160 
120 
320 

430 

1,861 

Federal Minerals to Be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 23 N., R. 13 W., 22 NEII4SW1/4; N1/2SEI/4 
24 S1/2N1/2; Sl12 

T. 23 N., R. 12 W., 19 S1/2NWl/4 
28 S1/2SWl/4 
30 NE1/4; NE1/4NWl/4; N1/2SEI/4 
32 N1/2NE1/4 

Total 

Acquire Non-federal Minerals - Close to Mineral Entry 

T. 23 N., R. 13 W., 23 S1/2N1/2; N1/2S1/2 

T. 23 N., R. 12 W., 19 WI/2SWI/4; Sl/2SE1/4 
29 S1/2NWI/4; S1/2 
33 W1/2E1/2; Wl/2 

Total 

Burro Creek Riparian Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

120 
480 

81 
80 

594 
80 

1,435 

320 

159 
400 
480 

1,359 

Federal Minerals to Be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 15 N., R. 10 W., 27 NW1/4; N1]2SW1/4 
28 N1/2; W1/2SW1/4 
29 E1/2E1/2 

T. 14N., R. 10W., 6 E1/2E1/2 
7 SW1/4SW1/4 
18 W1/2NW1/4 

T. 14 N., R. l lW.,  12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

SE1/4SE1/4 
NE1/4NE1/4; SWI/4NE1/4; SE1/4NE1/4; NWl/4; N1/2S1/2 

N1/2; SW1/4; W1/2SE1/4; NE1/4SE1/4 
S1/2S1/2; NE1/4SE1/4 
NW1/4SE1/4; S1/2S1/2 

SW1/4NE1/4; S1/2NW1/4; S1/2 
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400 
160 

160 
39 
77 

40 
440 
600 
200 
200 
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Township and Range 

T. 14 N., R. 11 W., (continued) 

Appendix 26 (continued) 
Alternative 3 Mineral Closures in Riparian Areas 

Section 

18 
19 

20 
21 
22 
23 
30 

Subdivision 

SE1/4NE1/4; El/2SE1/4 
NE1/4; EI/2NWI/4; SWI/4; 

Wl/2SEII4; NEII4SE1/4 
N1/2; NWI/4SWl/4 
Nl,r2; N1/'2SWl/4 

N1/2; N1/2SW1/4; NWl/4SE1/4 
NWII4NEI/4; NWII4 

WI/2NE1/4; NWl/4; NWl/4SW1/4 

T. 14 N., R. 12 W., 10 
11 
14 

15 

SE1/4SWI/4; Sl/2SEI/4 
SWl]4SWl/4 

SWI/4NE1/4; NW1]4; SWIN; 
WI/2SE1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 

NI/2; N1/2S1/2 

Total 

Acquire Non-federal Minerals - Close to Mineral Entry 

T. 15 N., R. 10 W., 29 
32 

SE1/4SW1/4; SW1/4SE1/4 
All 

T. 14 N., R. 10W., 5 
7 

NEI/4NE1/4; W1/2NE1/4; NWl/4; SWl/4 
SWI/4NE1/4; SE1/4NWl/4; SWl/4 

T. 14 N., R. 10W., 8 
18 

NW1/4 
NWI/4NE1]4 

T. 14 N., R. 12 W., 13 
23 

SWl/4SW1/4 
N1/2N1/2; SE1/4NE1/4; NEI/4SE1/4 

Total 

Big Sandy Riparian Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

Acreage 

120 

480 
360 
400 
440 
200 
280 

120 
39 

480 
480 

5,279 

80 
640 

441 
232 

160 
40 

40 
240 

1,873 

Federal Minerals to be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 14 N., R. 13 W., 22 
24 
26 

34 
35 

T. 13 N., R. 13 W., 2 
4 
10 

16 
22 
26 
28 
34 
35 
36 

SE1/4SEII4 
N1/2; Wl/2SW1/4 

E1/2NEl/4; SW1/4NE1/4; $1/2NWl/4; 
NWI/4SWI/4; N1/2SE1/4; SW1/4SE1/4 

SEI/4SW1/4 
$1/2SW1/4; NEI/4SWII4 

WI/2NWl/4; NWl/4SWI/4 
E1/2SE114 

W1/2NE1/4; NEI/4NE1/4: NWI/4; 
N1/2SWl/4; SWl/4SW1/4 

NEll4; E1/2W1/2; N1/2SEI/4; SWl/4SEI/4 
SWl/4NWI/4; W1/2SW1/4 

S 1/2NW1/4; SW1/4 
NEll4 

E1/2E1/2 
W1/2; S1/2SEl/4 

$112SWl/4 

40 
400 

360 
40 
120 

120 
80 

400 
440 
120 
240 
160 
160 
400 
80 
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Township and Ran[[e 
T. 12 N., R. 13 W., 

Appendix 26 (continued) 
Alternative 3 Mineral Closures in Riparian Areas 

Section Subdivision 
2 El/2; NWI/4; SEI/4SW1/4 
3 NEll4 
I1 El/2; E1/2W1/2; SW1/4NW1/4; 

NWI/4SW1/4 
12 SWII4; SWl/4SE1/4 

Aerea[e 
368 
84 

560 

120 

Total 

Acquire Non-federal Minerals - Close to Mineral Entry 

T. 14N., R. 13W., 23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
34 
35 

E1/2E1/2; S 1/2SW1/4; SWI/4SE1/4 
E1/2SW1/4; SE1/4 

N1/2NW1/4; SW1/4NWl/4 
NWl/4NE1/4; N1/2NW1/4; SW1/4SW1/4 

El/2; SE1/4NW1/4; E1/2SW1/4 
El/2 

WI/2NE1/4; NWl/4; NW1/4SW1/4 

T. 13 N.,R. 13W. 3 
9 
21 

27 

All 
El/2 

W1/2NE1/4; SEI/4NE1/4; W1/2NW1/4 
NE1/4SW1/4; SE1/4 

Wl/2NE1/4; SE1/4NE1/4; NW1/4; N1/2SE1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 

Total 

Santa Maria Riparian Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

31852 

280 
240 
120 
160 
440 
320 
280 

641 
320 
400 

400 

3,601 

Federal Minerals to Be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 11N., R. 11W., 8 S1/2S1/2 
10 $1/2S1/2 
11 S 1/2S 1/2 
12 SE1/4NE1/4; S1/2SW1/4; SE1/4 
13 SWl/4; W1/2SE1/4 
14 Sl/2 
15 N1/2; N1/2S1/2 
16 NE1/4; N1/2NWl/4 
17 N1/2S1/2 

160 
160 
160 
280 
240 
320 
480 
240 
160 

T. 11N., R. 10W., 

T. 12N., R. 10W., 

T. 12 N., R. 9 W., 

3 NW1/4NE1/4; NW1/4; W1/2SW1/4 
4 SE1/4NE1/4; S 1/2SW1/4; 

S1/2SE1/4; NE1/4SE1/4 
5 S1/2 
6 SI/2SW1/4; SE1/4 
7 NE1/4; Wl/2 
8 N1/2N1/2 
9 N1/2 

25 S 1/2SEl/4; NE1/4SE1/4 
34 SE1/4SW1/4; SE1/4 
35 S1/2NEI/4; SE1/4NW1/4; S1/2 
36 N1/2; SW1/4 

19 S1/2SE1/4 
20 SW1/4 SW1/4 
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Township and Range 
T. 12 N., R. 9 W., (continued) 

Appendix 26 (continued) 
Alternative 3 Mineral Closures in Riparian Areas 

Section Subdivision 
29 S 1/2NE1/4; NW1/4; N1/2Sl/2 
30 ELI2; SWl/4 
31 NW1/4 

Acreage 
354 
474 
160 

Total 

Acquire Non-federal Minerals - Close to Mineral Entry 

T. 12 N., R. 9 W., 29 Mining claims in El/2 

T. 11 N., R. 11 W., 15 S1/2S1/2 
16 S 1/2NWlI4; S1/2 
17 N1/2 

6,554 

46 

160 
400 
320 

Total 

Bill Williams Riparian Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

Federal Minerals to Be Closed to Mineral Entry 

T. 11 N., R. 14 W., 32 SE1/4SW1/4; S1/2SE1/4 

T. 10 N., R. 15 W., 3 SE1/4SE1/4, S1/2 

T. 10 N., R. 14 W., 

926 

126 

360 

4 SE1/4NW1/4; E1/2SWI/4; W1/2SE1/4 200 
5 N1/2NE1/4; Nlf2NW1/4; SWI/4NW1/4 198 
6 NE1/4; S 1/2NWl/4 236 
9 S 1/2NEll4; NW1/4NE1/4; E1/2NW1/4; 360 

NE1/4SWI/4; N1/2SEI/4; SE1/4SE1/4 
I0 Wl/2SW1/4 SEI/4SWl/4; SWI/4SE1/4 160 
13 N1/2 324 
14 N1/2 320 
15 NE1/4; N1/2NWl/4; SEI/4NWl/4 280 

T. 10N., R. 13 W., 7 S1/2NE1/4; NE1/4NEI/4 363 
NE1/4SW1/4; Sl12SWl14; N1/2SEII4; SW1/4SE1/4 

8 N1/2; N1/2SWl/4 
18 WI/2NW1/4W1/4 

400 
127 

Total 3,454 
Acquire Non-federal Mineral - Close to Mineral Entry 

T. 10 N., R. 15W., 1 SW1/4NW1/4; S1/2 356 
2 S 1/2N1/2; Sl/2 480 
11 NE1/4NE1/4 40 
12 N1/2N1/2 160 

T. 10N., R. 14W., 4 SW1/4NW1/4; Wl/2SWl/4 120 
5 S1/2NE1/4; SE1/4NW1/4; N1/2S1/2 280 
6 SWl/4; N1/2SW1/4; SW1/4SEl/4 276 
9 NWI/4NW1/4 40 
14 N1/2S1/'2 160 
15 N112SE1/4 80 

Total 1,992 
Total Federal Minerals Closed to Mineral Entry 24,101 

Total Non-federal Minerals Acquired-Not Open to Entry I1~612 
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Appendix 27, 
Alternative3 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section 
Joshua Tree Forest-Grand Wash Cliffs 

Surface and Minerals 

T. 29 N., R. 17 W., 

Subdivision Acreage 

25 All 640 
27 All 640 
35 N1/2 320 

T. 29 N., R. 16W., 29 
31 

T. 28 N., R. 17W., 3 

All 640 
Sl/2 320 

All 640 

Total 2,880 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 29 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 28 N., R. 17 W., 

7 
19 
21 
31 

Elf2 320 
El/2; SI/2NW1/4; NEI/4NW1/4; SW1/4 639 

All 640 
N1/2 320 

1 N1/2N1/2 162 
2 All 642 

11 N1/2N1/2 160 

Total 2,883 

Black Mountains 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 26 N., R. 21W., 

T. 24 N., R. 21W., 

T. 22 N., R. 20 W., 

T. 19 N., R. 19 W., 

33 NE1/4 160 

9 
25 

All 
S 1/2NE1/4; W1/2NWl/4; NE1/4SW1/4; SE1/4 

640 
360 

4 SE1/4SE1/4 40 
9 El/2 320 

17 All 640 
19 All 637 
21 All 640 
27 All 640 
29 All 640 
33 All 640 

SE1/4SWl/4 40 
All (surface only) 640 

Wl/2 (surface only) 320 

16 
17 
21 

Total 6,357 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 26 N., R. 21 W., 21 All 640 
33 SE1/4 160 
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Appendix 27 (continued) 
Alternative 3 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 

T. 25 N., R. 22 W., 1 All 641 
11 S 1/2 320 
13 All 640 
15 All 640 
23 All 640 

T. 25 N., R. 21W., 3 N1/2NEI/4; Wl/2; S1/2SEI/4; W1/2SEII4 522 
5 All 642 
7 All 639 
9 All 640 

15 All 640 
17 All 640 
19 All 638 

T. 24 N., R. 21W., 3 Sl/2 320 
5 Sl/2 320 

15 Wl12 320 
17 All 640 
21 All 640 
27 All 640 
29 All 640 
33 N1/2 320 
35 All 640 

T. 24 N., R. 20 W., 31 All 622 

T. 23 N., R. 21W., 1 All 642 
11 El/2; NWII4 480 
13 All 640 
25 El/2 320 

T. 22 N., R. 21 W., 1 El/2 321 

T. 22 N., R. 20 W., 5 All 642 
7 All 633 

Total 16,822 

Silver Creek 
Non-federal Minerals 

T. 20 N., R. 20 W., 32 All 640 

Total 640 

Western Bajada Cultural Resource 
Non-federal Minerals 

T. 19 N., R. 21 W., 3 All 644 
5 All 644 
7 El/2; NW1/4; N1/2SW1/4 560 
9 All 640 

11 All 640 
15 All 640 
23 All 640 
25 All 640 
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Appendix 27 (continued) 
Alternative 3 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 1 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 

T. 19 N., R. 21 W., (continued) 27 All 640 
33 All 640 
35 All 640 

Total 6,968 

Wright Creek Riparian 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 24 N., R. 12W., 31 

T. 23 N., R. 12W., 15 

T. 23 N., R. 11W., 31 

NEI/4NEI/4 40 

NE1/4 160 

Lot 6 48 

Total 248 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 24 N., R. 12 W., 31 

T. 23 N., R. 12 W., 5 
7 

T. 23 N., R. 11W., 

9 
11 
15 
23 
25 

31 

NWl/4NE1/4; S1/2NE1/4; NW1/4; S1/2 588 

S1/2 320 
El/2 320 

N1/2; E1/2SW1/4; SE1/4 560 
W1/2 320 
SE1/4 160 

SE1/4NE1/4 40 
All 640 

Lots 3-5, 7-10, 15-22 623 

Total 3,571 

Cottonwood Creek Riparian 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 23 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 23 N., R. 12 W., 

22 

19 
30, 31 

33 

N1/2 320 

W1/2SW1/4 79 
Mining Claims 76 
NEI/4NEII4 40 

Total 515 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 23 N., R. 13W., 

T. 23 N., R. 12 W., 

23 

19 
29 
33 

All 640 

E1/2NE1/4; E1/2SW1/4; SE1/4 320 
All 640 

W1/2NE1/4; SE1/4NE1/4; W1/2SE1/4 600 

Total 2,200 
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Appendix 27 (continued) 
Alternative 3 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
Cottonwood Mountains Cultural 

Surface and Minerals 

T. 22 N., R. 13 W., 1 S1/2SW1/4 80 
2 All 724 

Total 804 

Cherokee Point Antelope Habitat 
Non-federal Surface and Minerals 

T. 24 N., R. 12 W., 15 South of Sante Fe Right-of-Way 320 
17 South of Sante Fe Right-of-Way 15 
21 S 1/2NWl/4; NEI/4SE1/4 120 
36 El/2 320 

T. 23 N., R. 11W., 7 NE1/4NE1/4' 40 
9 SE1/4SW1/4 40 
10 El/2 320 
29 SEI/4SE1/4 40 

Total 1~87 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 24 N., R. 12 W., 

T. 24 N., R. 11W., 

T. 23 N., R. 12 W., 

T. 23 N., R. 11W., 

23 All 640 
21 NE1/4; N1/2NW1/4; SW1/4; W1/2SEI/4; 

SEI/4SEI/4 520 
23 All 640 
25 All 640 
27 All 640 
29 All 640 
33 All 640 

1 S1/2 293 
3 Sl/2 292 
5 Sl/2 295 
7 E112; Lots 1-5, 8-24 1,213 
29 N1/2; SW1/4; N1/2SEl/4; SWI/4SEII4 600 

1 All 624 
13 El[2E112 160 

2 All 634 
4 All 633 
7 All 1,309 
8 All 640 
10 N1/2; N1/2SW1/4; SW1/4SW1/4; SEl/4 600 
16 All 640 
19 All 1,308 
20 All 640 
22 All 640 
29 N1/2; SWl/4; N1/2SEl/4; SW1/4SE1/4 600 
31 E1/2; Lots 1, 2, 11-14, 23, 24 640 
33 All 640 
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Appendix 27 (continued) 
Alternative 3 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
Hualapai Mountain Research Natural Area 

Surface and Minerals 

T. 18 N., R. 15 W., 7 N1/2; W1/2SW1/4; NE1/4SW1/4; N1/2SE1/4; NE1/4SE1/4 

T. 17 N., R. 15 W., 3 All 

543 

643 

Total 1,186 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 20 N., R. 15 W., 33 NWl/4 

T. 19 N., R. 15W., 5 All 
29 Wl /2  

40 

644 
320 

Total 1,004 

White-Margined Beard-tongue Reserve 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 18 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 18 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 17 N., R. 17 W., 

T. 17N., R. 16W., 

T. 16.5 N., R. 17W., 

T. 16.5 N., R. 16 W., 

T. 16 N., R. 16W., 

35 All 640 

31 W1/2NE1/4; NWI/4NW1/4 (surface only) 119 

1 All 638 
11 All 640 
13 All ' 640 
15 All 640 
23 All 640 
25 All 640 

8 All (surface only) 640 
9 N1/2 320 

17 All 640 
19 All 638 
21 All 640 
27 All 640 
29 All 640 
31 All 640 
33 All 640 

23 All 516 
25 All 640 

19 All 507 
21 All 518 
29 All 640 
31 All 627 
32 SW1/4; SW1/4SE1/4 200 
33 All 640 

3 All 637 
4 All 638 
5 All 638 
6 All 636 
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Appendix 27 (continued) 
Alternative 3 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
T. 16 N., R. 16 W., (continued) 9 All 640 

10 All 640 

Total 18,152 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 17 N., R. 17 W., 2 All 636 
16 All 640 
36 All 640 

T. 17N., R. 16W., 7 All 637 
9 S1/2 320 

32 All 640 

Total 3,513 

Carrow.Stephens Ranches 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 16.5 N., R. 13 W., 21 Lots 1, 2; N1/2SE1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 240 
22 Lot 4; Wl/2SW1/4 138 
28 W1/2NW1/4NEI/4; S1/2NE1/4NWll4NE1/4; NE1/4SE1/4; 

E1/2NE1/4; SEI/4NWI/4NE1/4 113 

Total 491 

McCracken Desert Tortoise Habitat 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 14 N., R. 15 W., 3 All 638 
9 All 640 

11 All 640 
13 All 640 
14 S1/2 320 
15 All 640 
17 El/2 320 
21 El/2 320 
23 All 640 
25 All 640 
27 All 640 
35 All 640 

T. 14N., R. 14W., 19 All 632 
31 All 634 

T. 13 N., R. 15 W., 3 S1/2 320 
9 SEll4 160 

11 All 640 
13 NE1/4NEI/4; Wl/2 360 
15 All 640 
21 NE1/4; N1/2SE1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 280 
23 Wl/2 320 

T. 13 N., R. 14 W., 5 All 640 

(continued) 
Total 11,344 
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Appendix 27 (continued) 
Alternative 3 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 
Non-federal Minerals 

T. 13 N., R. 15 W., 

T. 13 N., R. 14 W., 

1 All 641 
3 N1/2 321 

21 W1/2; SW1/4SE1/4 360 
23 El/2 320 

7 All 636 
17 All 640 
19 E1/2E1/2 160 
29 NE1/4; Wl/2; E1/2SEl/4 560 

Total 3,638 

Poachie Desert Tortoise Habitat 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 13 N., R. 12W., 

T. 13 N., R. 10 W., 

7 All 638 

2 SW1/4 160 
3 SE1/4 160 

1, 2, 11, 12 Mining Claims 189 

Total 1,147 

Non-federal Minerals 

T. 13 N., R. 12 W., 5 All 637 

Total 637 

Aubrey Peak Bighorn Sheep Habitat 
Non-federal Minerals 

T. 12 N., R. 14 W., 17 SE1/4NE1/4NWl/4; W1/2NE1]4NW1/4; NWI/4NWl/4 70 

Total 70 

Burro Creek Riparian and Cultural 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 15N., R. 10W., 26 S 1/2SW1/4 (surface only) 80 
27 NW1/4; NW1/4SW1/4; E1/2SW1/4; SE1/4 (surface only) 440 
28 NE1/4; E1/2NWl/4 (surface only); NW1/4SW1/4 280 
29 SE1/4NE1/4; SE1/4SW1/4; SW1/4SE1/4; 

NE1/4SE1/4 160 
32 All 640 

T. 14N., R. 12W., 11 N1/2; N1/2SW1/4SEI/4SE1/4 (surface only) 600 
13 All 640 
23 All 640 
24 All (surface and minerals on SE1/4) 640 
25 All (surface only) 640 

5 NEI/4NEI/4; W1/2NEI/4; W1/2 441 
7 El/2; NWl/4; NW1/4SW1/4; E1/2SWI/4 596 

(continued) 

546 

T. 14N., R. 10W., 



Appendix 27 (continued) 
Alternative 3 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 

T. 14 N., R. 10 W., (continued) 8 Wl/2 320 
17 W1/2 320 
18 El/2; SI/2NWl/4; SW1/4 560 

Total 6,993 

Three Rivers Riparian 
Big Sandy 

Surface and Minerals 

T. 14 N., R. 13 W., 

T. 13 N., R. 13 W., 

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
33 
34 
35 

All 640 
E1/2SW1/4; SE1/4 240 

All 640 
NWI/4NE1/4; N1/2NW1/4; SWl/4SWl/4; E1/2SW1/4 240 

All 540 
All 640 

El/2 320 
El/2; NW1/4; NW1/4SWl/4 520 

1 W1/2NE1/4; NWl/4; SWl/4; SE1/4 560 
3 All 640 
9 All 640 

11 N1/2 320 
17 All 640 
21 All 640 
27 All 640 

Total 7,960 

Santa Maria 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 12N., R. 9 W., 29 Mining Claims in El/2 46 

T. 11 N.,R. 11 W., 15 
16 
17 
18 

S1/2Sl12 160 
S1/2NW1/4; S1/2 400 

N1/2 320 
NEI/4NE1/4 40 

T. 11 N., R. 10 W., 2 All 641 

Total 1,607 

Bill Will iams 
Surface and Minerals 

T. 10 N., R. 15W., 

T. 10 N., R. 14 W., 

1 All 627 
2 All 640 

10 All 640 
11 All 640 
12 All 627 

4 
5 
6 

SWl/4NWl/4; Wl/2SW1/4 
S1/2NE1/4; SE1/4NWl/4; SW1N; NI/2SE1/4 

Sl/2 

(continued) 
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Appendix 27 (continued) 
Alternative 3 Acquisitions for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Township and Range Section Subdivision Acreage 

T. 10 N., R. 14 W., (continued) 9 W1/2NWI/4 80 
14 $1/2 320 
15 $1/'2 320 

T. 10 N., R. 13 W., 17 and 18 Mining Claims 182 

Total 4,872 

Total for Surface and Minerals 64,396 

Total for Non-federal Minerals 63,280 

Appendix 28 
Mineral Potential Classification System 

Level of Potential Level of Certainty 

O. 

L. 

M. 

H. 

The geologic environment, the inferred geologic processes 
and the lack of mineral occurrences do not indicate potential 
for accumulation of mineral resources. 

The geologic environment and the inferred geologic 
processes indicate low potential for accumulation and 
preservation of mineral resources. 

The geologic environment and the inferred geologic 
processes and the reported occurrences of valid geochemical/ 
geophysical anomaly indicate moderate potential for 
accumulation and preservation of mineral resources. 

The geologic environment, the inferred geologic processes 
and the reported occurrences or valid geochemical/ 
geophysical anomaly and the known mines or deposits 
indicate high potential for accumulation of mineral 
resources. The "known mines and deposits" do not have to 
be within the area that is being classified, but have to be within 
the same type of geologic environment. 

J 

B. The available data provide indirect evidence to support or 
refute the possible existence of mineral resources. 

C. The available data provide direct evidence but are 
quantitatively minimal to support or refute the possible 
existence of mineral resources. 

D. The available data provide abundant direct and indirect 
evidence to support or refute the possible existence of mineral 
resources. 

For the determination of no potential, use O/D. This class shall be seldom 
used, and when used it should be for a specific commodity only. For 
example, if the available data show that the surface and subsurface type 
of rock in the respective area is batholithic (igneous intrusive), one can 
conclude, with reasonable certainty, that the area does not have potential 
for coal. As used in this classification, "potential" refers to potential for 
the presence (occurrence) of a concentration of one or more energy and 
/or mineral resource. It does not refer to or imply potential for develop- 
ment and/or extraction of the mineral resource(s). It does not imply that 
the potential concenlration is or may be economic. 
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Mineral  
D is t r ic t  

Aquarius Mtns 
Ar t i l l e ry  
Artillery Peak 

Black Burro 

Bonegas 
Boriana 
Buck Mountains 
Cedar Valley 
Chemehuevis 
Cleopatra 
Cotton Wood 
Cyclopic 
Diamond Joe 
El Dorado Pass 
Emerald Isle 

Fluorescent 
Garnet Mtn. 

Gold Basin 5 
Gold Hill 
Greenwood 
Hackberry 
Hackberry  
Hualapai 

Kaaba 
Lead Pill 
Lost 
Lost Basin 
Madril Peak 
Maynard 
McConnico 
McCracken 

County 

Mohave 
Mohave 
LaPaz- 
Mohave 
Mohave 

Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 

Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 

Copper  
( Ibs )  1 

331.0 

Lead 
( I b s )  

Appendix 29 
Production Totals by Mineral Districts 
Zinc Molybdenum Gold S i l v e r  Manganese 
( Ibs) ( Ibs)  (oz) 2 (oz)  ( Ibs)  

15.0 

* 0.6 95,108.0 

408.0 
O.3 2O.O 

0.6 
O.5 27.O 
480.0 0.5 
457. 0.5 
O.6 10.0 
60.0 4O.O 0.3 
2.0 7.0 

22.1674 

O.4 3 4 . 0  9 . 4  

. 04  
0.4 1.0 1.0 
11.0 150.0 22.0 0.4 

5 , 0  
7,247.0 897.0 11.404 0.7 
0.2 41.0 0.7 
28.0 405.0 0.5 

5.0 
0.6 * 
12.0 87.0 0.4 
0.2 3.6 
10.0 3,031.0 43.0 0.1 0.1 

0.1 12.5 
3.6 6.O 
0.7 6.0 
1.0 3.0 
2.0 12.0 
3.0 6.O 
6.11 4.0 
0.1 30.0 
7.5 6.0 
* 0.4 

2 . 9  

0 + 
0.6 
81.0 
5 6 0 . 0  
99.0 

0.55 
2.0 

100.0 
1.8 
699.0 

Tungsten 
(st) 3 

121.3 

0.15 

0.032 

0.132 

0.005 

Uranium 
( Ibs)  

3.33 

0.006 

0.270 

Other 
( s p e c i f y )  

0.032 st (Mn) 

.243. + (MN) 

0.820 +(MN); 
0.029.+ (U) 
0.049 + (MN) 

0.010 st(W) 

0.088 



O 

Minera l  
D i s t r i c t  

McCracken 
( p r e - 1 9 1 1 )  
Mesa 
Minnesota 
Music Mountain 
Oatman 
Ophir 
Owens 
Pilgrim 
Pine Peak 
Rawhide 
Silverado 
Topock 
Triple H 
Union 
Pass/Katherine 
Virginia 
Walapai 
Walapai Hist. 
Wheeler Wash 
White Hills 
Willow Beach 
Yellow Jacket 
Unknown/ 
Unnamed 
Districts 
Cameron 

Francis 
Heber 
Johnson & 
Hayden 
Long Valley 
Valle 

Copper 
County  (Ibs) 1 

Mohave 
Mohave 
Mohave 14.0 0.4 
Mohave 3.0 38.0 
Mohave 60. 
Mohave 
Mohave 3.0 63.0 
Mohave 
Mohave 9.0 178.0 231.0 
Mohave 11.0 260.0 
Mohave 3.0 39.0 
Mo have 3.0 
Mohave 

Mohave 
Mohave 1.0 3.0 
Mohave 666.144 80.104 126.491 
Mohave 1 0 . 5 2  
Mohave 
Mohave 3.0 12.0 
Mohave 
Mohave 4.0 0.2 95.0 

Mohave 218.0 326.0 42.0 
Coconino 

Coconino 
Coconino 
Coconino 

Coconino 
Coconino 

730.0 

25.0 

Appendix 29 
Production Totals by Mineral Districts 

Lead Zinc Molybdenum Gold S i l ve r  
( Ibs)  ( Ibs)  ( Ibs)  (oz) 2 (oz)  

0.5 

7 0 0 . 0  

0.4 6.0 
4.5 12.0 
1,966 1,147 

0.1 10.0 
48.0 72.0 
0.9 13.0 
* 8.0 

5.0 
0.1 0.1 

53.184 

128.0 313.0 
17.8 17.7 
151.0 11.544 
4 1 . 0  

0.4 78.0 
+ . t -  

* 1.0 

1.6 42.0 

0.1 4.0 

(continued) 
Manganese 
( Ibs )  

4O.O-8O.O 

996.0 
171.0 

4,214.0 

Tungsten 
(st) 3 

0.036 

reserves 

5.6 

1,216.0 

Uranium 
( Ibs)  

Other  
( s p e c i f y )  

0.3 + (MN) 

289.2 + (U) 
213.4 (V205) 

1.1 + (MN) 
0.312 t (MN) 

4.7 + (MN) 



~r l  

M i n e r a l  
D i s t r i c t  County  

Unkn/Unnamed 
Districts Coconino 
Camp Wood Yavapai 
Copper Ridge Yavapai 
Crosby Yavapai 
Eureka (Bagdad) Yavapai 

Copper  
(Ibs) 1 

20.0 

21.0 
1.3064 

Appendix 29 
Production Totals by Mineral Districts (continued) 

Lead Zinc Mo lybdenum Gold S i l v e r  Manganese 
( I bs )  ( I b s )  ( I bs )  (oz) 2 ( oz )  ( I b s )  

0 .07  
~r 

4- 

8.5 5.0 4.7 
7.874 3.624 16.54 67.0 4,691. 

Tungsten 
(st) 3 

8.7 

reserves 

Date Creek Yavapai 

Old Dick Yavapai 106.404 3.044 
Seligman Iron Yavapai 
Tungstonia Yavapai 
Zannaropolis Yavapai 
Alamo La Paz 38.0 16.0 

Source Keithnard 

306.604 3.5 652.0 

and others, 1983; USGS MRDS files; Wel~y and others, 1985. 

* = under 100, + = 10 or under 

**All figures in thousands 

Bold face entries are estimates 

0.1 0.3 

Bagdad and Mineral Park have been in ongoing 

in these totals. 

based on data in Elsing and Heineman (1936) 

production since 1979. Product ion 

7.5 
0.110 

for 1980 through 

Uranium 
( Ibs)  

0.116 

33.0 

present is 

Othe r  
(spec i fy )  

0.021 + (MN) 
0.013 Ibs 
(V205) 
lO.8 st (U) 
10.11b (V205) 

(iron) 

0.010t(W) 

not reflected 

1--Ibs - pounds 
2--oz - ounces 
3--st - short tons 
4--Figures are in millions 
5--Also includes Goat camp, O.K., Excelsior, Golden Rule 



Management 

_. Appendix 30 

Hualapai/Aquarius MFP 
Minerals 

Framework Plan (MFP) Resource Management Plan (RMP) 
Decisions Proposals 

M-I.1 The entire planning area, except for withdrawn areas, 
will remain open to oil and gas leasing. 

M-1.2 Prepare an energy leasing EA for identification ofsensi- 
tive areas in the planning area by FY 83. 

M-2.1 The entire planning area, except for withdrawn areas, 
will remain open to mineral location. 

M-3.1 Inventory existing sand and gravel pits in the planning 
area and determine their feasibility for future use. This would 
be for both free use and material sales. 

Decision would be modified by closing the Clay Hills ACEC to 
mineral leasing. 

Decision dropped. 

Decision would be modified by closing all or part of five ACECs 
to mineral entry (see Table 11). 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

M-3.2 Coordinate with state and federal transportation agen- 
cies to identify areas of future road construction and begin early 
designation of materials sites for road construction and mainte- 
nance. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

M-3.3 Provide Kingman, Wikleup and Bagdad with a 10-acre 
community sand and gravel pit for each by FY 84. 

M-3.4 Leave the planning area open to mineral material dis- 
posal, except for the areas recommended for wilderness designa- 
tion. 

Decision dropped. 

Decision would be modified by not allowing mineral material 
disposals on all or part of five ACECs (see Table 11). 

M-3.5 Perform a mineral material trespass inventory on a four- 
year cycle beginning in FY 81. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

Cerbat/Biack Mountains MFP 
Minerals 

MFP Decisions RMP Proposals 

Keep national resource lands (NRL) open to mining location 

and mineral leasing. 
Decision would be modified by closing all or part of one ACEC 
(see Table 11). 

(continued) 
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MFP Decisions 
L-I.1 Sell or exchange 480 acres in T. 17 N., R. 18 W., sees. 1 
and 24 near Yucca to provide for additional commercial and 

industrial growth in the area. 

Appendix 30 (continued) 
Hualapai Aquarius MFP 

Lands 
RMP Proposals 

Sec. I is identified in Appendix 12 for disposal. Section 24 has 
been dropped from disposal. 

L-1.2 Sell or exchange 400 acres in T. 20 N., R. 17 W., see. 8 

near McConnieo to provide for additional commercial and 
industrial growth in the area. 

Sec. 8 along with an additional 1,~23 acres has been identified in 

Appendix 12 for disposal 

L-2.1 Modified or accepted six right-of-way corridor recom- 
mendations. 

Continue designation of five utility corridors as shown on Map 

14 as follows: 

N o .  2 - Mead to Phoenix powerline corridor - one mile wide 
No. 3 - Davis to Prescott powerline corridor - two miles wide 
N o .  5 - San Juan Crossover Line corridor - one mile wide 

N o .  7 - Bagdad Lateral corridor - one mile wide 
No. 9 - El Paso corridor - two miles wide 

The MFP identified six corridors, however, two corridors were 

combined to make one. 

L-2.2 Acquire private lands within the corridor boundary 
segments where public lands predominate. 

Decision not accepted. 

L-5.1 Initiate revocation procedures on Power Site Project No. 

767 dated February 19, 1927. 
Through the withdrawal review process, determine what Alamo 
Lake withdrawals may be revoked. Establish a cooperative 
management agreement among all agencies involved, i.e., Corps 

of Engineers, Arizona Game and Fish, State Parks, etc., to 

designate management of resources and strive for multiple use 

management. 

L-6.1 Develop and pursue a land tenure adjustment program 

for ownership consolidation for better land resource manage- 
ment and local economic planning and development in the 
checkerboard areas of the planning area. 

Adjust landownership patterns through disposal of lands iden- 

tified in Appendix 12 for lands high in resource values. Must 
provide public benefit. Lands have been identified and reserved 
in Appendix 17 for Recreation and Public Purposes. 

L-7.1 Dispose of seven tracts of public land. Decision not accepted. 

Black Mountains MFP 
Lands 

R-1 Retain national resource lands (NRLs) outside disposal 
areas and acquire via exchange the remaining private and state 
lands to consolidate federal ownership. 

Retain and acquire where possible public lands not identified in 

Appendix 12. 

R-2 Dispose of NRLs in disposal areas by state selection, 

Recreation and Public Purposes leases and conveyances and 
private or state exchange. 

Dispose of Public land identified in Appendix 12 for land high 
in resource values. Must provide public benefit. 

R-3 NRLs reserved for future R&PP acquisition for Mohave Lands identified in Appendix 17 shall be reserved for Recre- 

County community uses. ation and Public Purpose disposals to meet community needs. 

In addition, disposal areas identified in Appendix 12 may be 
available for Recreation and Public Purposes. 

(continued) 
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Appendix 30 (continued) 
Black Mountains MFP 

Lands (continued) 
MFP 

R-4 Cancel Lake Mead exchange classification A-676. 

Decisions 
No longer valid. 

RMP Proposals 

R-5 Set aside land along U.S. Highway 66 to serve as a scenic 
corridor and buffer zone. 

Decision not accepted. 

R-7 Establish two areas as potential communications sites and 
allow future applications only in these areas. 

Continue designation of Willow Beach and Oatman communi- 
cation sites and designate two additional sites in the Mount 
Perkins area. 

R-8 Revoke the two major withdrawals in the unit: E.O. 5339, 
4/25/1930 and E.O. 1/20/1955. 

No longer valid. 

R-9 Conduct field study to determine if unauthorized uses and 
occupancy exist. 

Request survey, upon funding, to identify and resolve unautho- 
rized use in the town of Oatman. 

R-10 Retain the lands for future state selection or exchange 
programs. 

Lands within disposal areas, as shown in Appendix 12, have 
been identified for state exchange. 

R-2 Dispose of NRLs in these areas. 

Cerbat Mountains MFP 
Lands 

Dispose of lands as identified in Appendix 12 for lands with high 
resource values. Must provide public benefit. Lands identified 
in Appendix 17 have been identified and reserved for Recreation 
and Public Purposes. 

R-3 Not allow communication sites in the retention areas until 
a study and written communication site plan has been com- 
pleted. 

Prepare communication site plans for all designated communi- 
cation sites prior  to substantial development, as identified for 
each site. 

R-4 Confine future transmission type rights-of-way to the 
defined corridors to the maximum extent feasible. 

Designate utility corridors as shown on Map 15. Major  rights- 
of-way will be restricted to these corridors as much as techni- 
cally possible. 

(continued) 
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MFP Decisions 
W-l.1 Incorporate a program for intensive soils management 
into the planned allotment management plans on the 12 allot- 
ments which contain soils in the critical or moderate condition 
classes by FY 85. 

Appendix 30 (continued) 
Hualapai/Aquarius MFP 

Watershed Management 

RMP Proposals 
Brought forward with changes. All grazing allotments are 
categorized according to current  watershed condition, their 
vulnerability to erosion and their potential for improvement. 
This rating will form one of the criteria used in establishing 
priorities for activity plan development. The activity plan will 
address treatment to insure proper  soil management. 

W-3.2 Initiate the following special studies: 

a. Search for additional voucher specimens of Amsoniapalmeri 
deposited in all herbaria in New Mexico and Texas. Completion 
date should be FY 82. 

a. Dropped. No longer a valid decision. No longer a species of 
concern. 

b. Obtain locality data from all herbaria in the states where 
Opuntia pulchella occurs (Utah, Idaho, Nevada, California) and 
visit documented localities. Completion date should be FY 82. 

b. Dropped. No longer a valid decision. No longer a species of 
concern. 

c. Determine the viability and germination requirements of 
Amsoniapalmerl seeds. Study should begin by FY 82. 

d. Carry out a fecal analysis of samples collected throughout the 
Burro Creek population of Cowanla sabintegra in T. 14 N., R. 11 
W., sec. 1. Study should begin by FY 82. 

c. Dropped. No longer a valid decision. No longer a species of 
concern. 

d. Dropped. No longer a valid decision. Study was completed as 
planned. 

e. Determine the viability and germination requirements of 
Cowanla subintegra seeds. Study should begin in FY 82. 

e. Brought forward, dropping the 1982 date requirement. 

f. Sample and identify the soils found at both known localities of 
Cowania subintegra in T. 14 N., R. 11 W., sec. I and in T. 3 S., R. 
20 E. and T. 2 S., R. 20 E., sec. 23. Study should begin in FY 82. 

f. Brought forward, dropping the 1982 date requirement. 

g. Determine the viability and germination requirements of 
Sophora arizonlca seeds. Study should begin in FY 82. 

g. Dropped. No longer a valid decision. No longer a species of 
concern. 

h. Long.term monitoring studies of exclosed and unfenced 
populations of Coryphantha vivipara var. buoflama, Amsonia 
palmed, Cowanla subintegra, Opuntla curvospina, Opuntia litto- 
ralis var.martlnlana and Sophora arizonica should begin by FY 
82. These studies will provide data on the plants '  population 
biology, including demography, phenology and productive ecol- 
ogy (pollination, seed dispersal, seed ecology and seedling ecol- 
ogy). Impacts of herbivores, parasites and diseases of various 
human activities will be documented. These studies should 
begin by FY 82. 

h. Brought forward with changes. With the exception of Cowa- 
nia sublntegra, none of the species listed are identified as special 
status plants. Monitoring of the Cowania population will con- 
tinue. 

W-3.3 Continue inventory of additional areas that provide 
suitable habitat for Coryphantha vivipara var. buoflama, Amso- 
nia palmed, Cowania subintegra, Opuntla littoralis var. martiniana, 
Opuntla curvospina and Opuntia pulchella. 

Brought forward with changes. With the exception of Cowanla 
sublntegra, these are no longer species of concern. Inventory of 
suitable habitat  for Cowania will continue. 

(continued) 
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Appendix 30 (continued) 
Hualapai/Aquarius MFP 

Watershed Management (continued) 
MFP Decision 

W-4.2 Reduce livestock numbers on the Burro Creek Allotment 
to bring grazing in line with current forage production. Develop 
an allotment management plan for livestock and a habitat 
management plan for wildlife in concert, each of which will be 
designed to resolve site-specific problems within the allotment 
and limit utilization, on any one pasture, In the Hualapai- 
Hayden-Aspen-Dean peak and Antelope Wash areas to 60 %. 

RMP Proposal 
Decision brought forward with changes. Actions have been 
partially accomplished through proper  livestock and wildlife 
habitat management. 

W-4.3 Protect threatened and endangered plants by acquiring 
land in the following areas: 
a. Secs. 5,6,7 and 18 in T. 16 N., R. 9 W., sec. 36 in T. 16 N., R. 
10 W., secs. 2,21,22,27,28,29 and 32 in T. 15 N., R. 10 W. and secs. 
5,7,8 and 18 in T. 14 N., R. 10 W. along the Burro Creek drainage. 
Negotiations should be initiated by FY 82. 

a. Brought forward with changes. Some parcels have already 
been acquired for riparian values. Others are identified as 
priority acquisitions. 

b. Sec. 5 in T. 19 N., R. 15 W. along Antelope Wash, secs. 15, 16 
and 17 in T. 20 N., R. 15 W. in the Dean Peak area and sec. 31 in 
T. 20 N., R. 15 W. near Hualapai Peak. 

• b. Brought forward without change. Sec. 16, T. 20 N., R. 15 W. 
is identified in the RMP as a priori ty acquisition for wildlife 
reasons. All other parcels listed here have already been acquired 
by the BLM. 

W-4.4 Maintain the pristine condition of the vegetation on the 
unnamed mesa in sec 4 of T. 15 N., R. 11 W., Wabayuma Peak 
and in upper Yellow Flower and Horse canyons. 

Brought forward unchanged. 

W-4.5 Continue field studies in the Burro Creek, Goodwin 
Mesa, Burro Creek Mesa, Yellow Flower-Horse canyons, Ante- 
lope Wash, Wabayuma Peak, Hualapai-HaydenmAspen-Dean 
peaks, Auhrey Peak and Yucca-Dinosphere areas. 

Brought forward unchanged. 

W-5.1 Contract for a report  to interpret the USGS Bill Williams 
water quality study in light of BLM needs in FY 85. 

Action has been accomplished. 

W-5.2 Set up a water quality monitoring system for surface 
waters within the watershed at the old USGS water quality 
stations. A contract for a study similar to but with a greater 
emphasis on BLM needs (W-5.1) than that made for the Bill 
Williams study, can be made with USGS by FY 85. 

Brought forward with changes. The RMP states that the BLM 
will monitor water quality on public lands in general. Emphasis 
on water quality is Provided in ACEC prescriptions. 

W-5.3 Conduct an instream flow study on the Burro Creek 
Watershed. Critical and optimal flows for habitat maintenance 
will be determined. 

Actions have been accomplished. 

W-6.1 Post warning signs of potential excesses of standards for 
partial body contact recreation along the creek in the area of the 
campground. Warnings only need to be posted in times when 
excessive fecal coliform bacteria are expected. 

Brought forward unchanged. 

(continued) 
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Appendix 30 (continued) 
Black Mountains Planning Unit 

Watershed Management 
MFP Decisions RMP Proposals 

Implement grazing management systems with proper livestock 
numbers and adequate rest to meet the physiological require- 
merits of the vegetation. 

Brought forward with minor changes. Watershed conditions 
could potentially be improved or maintained by implementing 
one of several types of activity plans (watershed, wildlife, graz- 
ing, etc.) 

Cerbat Mountains Planning Unit 
Watershed Management 

MFP Decisions RMP Proposals 

Implement allotment management plans on all R-1 (retention) 
lands. 

Brought forward with some change. Allotment management 
plans will be developed on allotments in the BLM Improve 
and Maintain selective management categories. 
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MFP Decisions 

Appendix 30 (continued) 

Hualapai/Aquarius MFP 
Vegetative Prod ucts 

F-I.I: Develop and Implement an agreement and schedule with 
Prescott National Forest to provide regular surveillance for 
observing changes in the natural balance of disease and insect 
populations in the ponderosa pine stand on Pine Creek In T. 17 
N., R. 8 W. Agreement to be developed by 1985. Subject to 
availability of personnel and funding. 

RMP Proposals 
Dropped. No longer a valid decision. 

F-1.2: Setup and Implement aschedule of Inspections by BLM 
personnel of the Klngman Resource Area to observe changes In 
the natural balance of disease and Insect populations in the 
ponderosa pine stands in the Hualapal Mountains area. Imple- 
ment inspection by 1985. Subject to availability of personnel and 
funding. 

Dropped. No longer a valid decision. 

F-2.1: Develop and implement an agreement with Prescott 
National Forest to provide surveillance and initial attack on all 
fires in the forested area on Pine Creek in T. 17 N., R. 8 W. 

Dropped. No longer a valid decision. 

F-2.2: Continue the fast initial attack and maximum suppression 
policy of the Phoenix District as related to the Hualapal Moun- 
tains area. 

Dropped. No longer a valid decision. 

F-3.1: Require that all plants disturbed during land clearing 
operations be salvaged. 

Brought forward without change tn all alternatives in"Vegeta- 
tive Products" section. 

F-4.1: Train BLM personnel to observe, recognize and report 
any activity that might indicate plants are being removed from 
public lands. 

Dropped. No longer a valid decision. The subject is, however, 
discussed under Law Enforcement in "Support Services." 

F-4.2: Initiate a program to inform and educate the public of the 
unlawfulness, under both federal and state laws, of removing 
native plants without legal permits. 

Brought forward unchanged. 

F-5.1: Restrict Yuccaschidigera cutting to an area south of the 
south section lines ofsecs. 19 through 24, T. 20 N., R. 17 W. and 
to the east of the Hualapai Mountains. 

Brought forward with changes. Harvest of this plant will be 
subject to review of compatibility with other resource values and 
the ability to harvest on a sustained yield basis. 

F-6.1: Delineate and patrol areas designated for free use wood 
permits. The harvest areas would need to be located on the 
ground each year. 

Dropped. No longer a valid decision, 

(continued) 
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Appendix 30 (continued) 

Hualapai/Aquarius MFP 
Vegetative Products 

MFP Decisions 
F-7.1: Mark,  delineate and patrol areas for Christmas tree 
cutting (pinyon pine only). Specific areas will be marked each 
year. 

RMP Proposals 
Brought forward with changes. The harvest of Christmas trees 
would be treated similar to any other harvest demand. I t  is 
subject to review ofcompatibllltywith other resource values and 
the ability to harvest on a sustained yield basis. 

F-8.1: Develop a fire management program to reduce the 
underbrush in the ponderosa pine stand in the Hualapai Moun- 
tains area. Some areas have heavy stands of old chaparral  that 
should be considered for prescribed burns also. 

Dropped. No longer a valid decision. Discussion under Fire 
Management in the "Management Guidance" section addresses 
both fuel management and prescribed fire. Fire as a range 
improvement tool is also possible as par t  of activity plan (AMP, 
lIMP) development. 

Black Mountains Planning Unit 
Vegetative Products 

MFP Decisions RMP Proposals 

Do not allow commercial sale or the free permit harvesting of 
juniper tree fence posts or Christmas trees in the unit. 

Brought forward with changes. Do not allow the sale or free-use 
permit harvesting of juniper  or  pinyon pine trees. 

Allow other legal native plants to be made available for local 
government and non-profit association landscaping use. 

The harvest of landscape plants would be allowed only through 
salvage where vegetation is destined for destruction because of 
surface disturbance. This salvage program is open to the general 
public as well as organizations. 

Provide for commercial sale of Yucca schidigera in management 
areas. 

Dropped. No longer a valid decision. The commercial harvest 
of any vegetative product from public lands would first be 
subject to review of compatibility with other resource values and 
the ability to harvest on a sustained yield basis. 

Cerbat Mountains Planning Unit 
Vegetative Products 

MFP Decisions RMP Proposals 

MFP II Recommendation 

Allow no commercial harvest of woodland species and no free or 
commercial Christmas tree harvest. 

Allow fence post cutting and dead firewood gathering for family 
u s e .  

Dropped. No longer a valid decision. The commercial harvest 
of any vegetative product from public lands would first be 
subject to review of compatibility with other resource values and 
the ability to harvest on a sustained yield basis. 

Allow commercial sale ofyucca in geographic areas 1, 4, 5, 6 and 
7. 

(continued) 
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Black Mountains/Cerbat Planning Unit 
Range Management 

O) 
O 

MFP Decision 
Black Mountains MFP Decision -- 
Implemen t  a l lo tment  management  
plans and/or grazing systems on all R- 
1 (retention) lands except in the Bound- 
ary Cone, McHeffy and Warm Springs 
areas that have previously been reserved 
for wildlife and excluded from live- 
stock graz ing .  

Cerbat  MFP I I  Recommendation -- 
Implemen t  a l lo tment  management  
plans on all R-1 (retention) lands, ex- 
cept for the Mt. Wilson Wildlife Man- 
agement Area where livestock grazing 
will be excluded for the benefit of the 
desert bighorn sheep. 

Black Mountains MFP Decision -- 
Designate the allotments that qualify 
for ephemeral-perennlal and ephem- 
eral range classification. 

Cerbat/Black Mtns. FES 
The proposed allotment management 
plans, as described in the FES, will be 
reviewed and rewritten to provide for 
less complex and less costly plans based 
on site-specific conditions. This revision 
will be made in cooperation with the 
allottees, the Kingman Grazing Advi- 
sory Board, the State Land Department, 
the State Game and Fish Department 
and other concerned individuals. The 
AMPs will be dynamic documents, 
changing as necessary in response to the 
special conditions of each allotment. 

*RPS Update 
Sixteen of the proposed AMPswere writ- 
ten and signed between 1980 and 1985. 
Grazing allotments were classified ac- 
cording to the BLM's  selective manage- 
ment category criteria. This resulted in 
there being 21 " I"  allotments, 7 "M" 
allotments and 11 "C"  allotments in the 
planning area. Itemized listing of these 
allotments can be found in the 1989 
Rangeland Program Summary Update 
for the CerbatfBlack Mountains Plan- 
ning Area or in the Kingman Resource 
Management Plan. Category " I "  and 
"M" allotments receive pr ior i ty  for in- 
tensive grazing management, so these 
are the ones which are now planned for 
AMP development. The Silver Creek, 
Thumb Butte, Portland Spring and Tur-  
key Track allotments which were sched- 
uled for AMP development in the FES 
are no longer being considered. 

RMP Proposal 
AMP development: Decision carried 
forward without change. AMPs will be 
written or revised on all "P '  and "M" 
allotments in the planning area. Prior- 
ity for AMP development will be based 
on resource issues present on the allot- 
ment. 

Livestock exclusion in Mount Wilson "U 
Range: This refers to the Cerbat moun- 
tains MFP-II  recommendation to close =3 
24,000 acres tolivestock grazing in criti- --~. 

X 
cal bighorn sheep habitat. This recom- ¢.D 
mendation has not been car r ied  for, O 
wardintotheRMP. Thearealieswithin O 

O an allotment currently classified as 
ephemeral and, lacking water, is un- 
suitable for grazing as is. C ¢D 

Allotment classification: This refers to 
the Black mountains MFP decision to 
classify allotments as either ephemeral 
or  perennial/ephemeral based on for- 
age availability. This decision is car- 
ried forward without change. The re- 
suits of the ongoing ecological site in- 
ventory will provide the information 
for allotment classification. 



Black Mountains/Cerbat Planning Unit 
Range Management 

MFP Decision 

Cerbat MFP II Recommendation -- 
R-2 disposal lands will be interimly 

man aged and licensed for livestock graz- 
ing management until their disposal. 
No new BLM range improvements will 

be installed on these disposal lands. 

Cerbat/Black Mtns. FES** *RPS Update RMP Proposal 

Grazine manaeement on disvosal lands: 

This refers to the Cerbat Mountains 
MFP-II recommendation to manage R- 
2 disposal lands for grazing until dis- 
posal occurs. Lands identified for dis- 
posal have changed and are addressed 
in the Lands and Realty section of this 

document. Therecommendationsmade :I~ 
for interim grazing management pend- "~ 
ing disposal are carried forward with- (1) 

out change in the RMP. ~ .  
X 

O~ 
- - l k  

Cerbat MFP II Recommendation -- 

Initiate pinon-juniper thinning and 
seeding projects in geographic areas 1 
and 2 for the purpose of increasing 

forage production. 

Range improvements will be constructed 

in line with the specific management 
requirements identified for each allot- 
ment. The BLM may construct some 
range improvements on private and state- 
owned lands when the improvements 
are essential to the success of grazing 
systems, when benefits to resources on 
public lands will result and when the 
necessary easements and cooperative 

agreements can be obtained. Construc- 
tion will start immediately and continue 
to completion as funds become avail- 

able. 

Pinon-juniper thinning and seedine: 
This refers to the Cerbat mountains ~-~ 

O 
MFP-II recommendation to conduct O 
pinon and juniper eradication in areas 
on the Music Mountain and Crozier =~ t- 
Canyon grazing allotments for the put-  ¢D 
pose of increasing forage production. 
The Cerbat/Black Mountains FES 
stated that range improvements will be 
constructed to meet management re- 
quirements identified for each grazing 

allotment. Pinon-juniper thinning and 
seeding as a valid range improvement 
technique can be initiated following 
NEPA review. Thisrecommendation is 
dropped from the RMP, since it is cov- 
ered elsewhere. Range improvements: 
The decision to construct range im- 
provements, made in the Cerbat/Black 
Mountains G razing FES, is carried for- 
ward without change. 



Black Mountains/Cerbat Planning Unit 
Range Management 

MFP Decision Cerbat/Black Mtns. FES 
The initial stocking rate for the ES area 
will be 75,188 animal  unit  months  
(AUMs), a net reduction of 16,444AUMs 
from the current allowable use. Adjust- 
ments will range from an 18% increase 
to a 56% decrease or  an average 18% 
decrease for the ES area. 

*RPS Update 
Stocking rates were established on all 
allotments in the planning area, either 
as proposed by range survey or  through 
mutual agreement between the BLM 
and permittees.  Fur ther  adjustments to 
stocking rates in the planning area would 
be determined by monitoring range- 
land use and condition. 

RMP Proposal 
Adiustments to stocking ra t~"  Deci- 
sion carried forward without change. 
Stocking rates for allotments will be 
adjusted, if necessary, on the basis of 
integrated rangeland and habitat  moni- 
toring. 

O'l 

PO 

Utilization of key species will be limited 
to 50% except in allotments containing 
uncontrolled lands. In these cases, ad- 
justments will be determined using the 
formula on page 1-21 of the ES. Annual  
adjustments in stocking numbers may 
be made on the basis of actual use expe- 
rience acquired in reaching the 50% 
utilization level of the current year 's  
growth of key species within sample ar- 
eas. I f  required, adjustments will be 
made in authorized livestock grazing use 
during the subsequent billing period. 

Utilization limitations: Limits for utili- 
zation of key forage species by grazing en 
l ivestock within the Ce rba t /B lack  ,~' 
Mountains Planning Unit will remain Co 
as described in the FES. This decision is ¢:~ 
carried forward without change. O 

O 

m l  

¢.. 

Q. 

*Range Program Summary **Final Environmental Statement 



Hualapai/Aquarius Planning Unit 
Range Management 

C~ 

MFP/EIS 
RM-I.I:  Manage 27 allotments (see Table RM-la) in 
accordance with the BLM's selective management cat- 
egories'qmprove" and "Maintain." Develop AMPs for 
these allotments to improve range condition and in- 
crease forage for livestock, burros and wildlife. AMPs 
will specify actions necessary to improve forage condi- 
tions while protecting and improving terrestrial and 
aquatic habitats. 

Happy Jack Allotment 0043 should be managed as a 
custodial allotment due to its low resource value, poten- 
tial for improvement and the large amount of subdi- 
vided private lands. 

Develop activity plans (AMPs, HMPs, HMAPs) in close 
coordination with users and resource specialists. Range 
improvements will be installed as needed to obtain 
management objectives. 

Possible wilderness designation could prevent the BLM 
and the allottees involved from implementing grazing 
management on the Arrastra Mountain, Artillery 
Range, Bagdad, Bateman Spring, Burro Creek Ranch, 
Greenwood Community, Greenwood Peak Commu- 
nity and Black Mesa allotments. 

RPS Updates 
There are now 29 allotments managed in either the 
"Improve" or "Maintain" categories. The Chino Springs 
and Alamo Crossing allotments, although ephemeral, 
were moved to the "Improve" category because of the 
presence of riparian resources and threatened and en- 
dangered species habitat. 

Action has been accomplished. 

No change. 

The Arrastra Mountain, Artillery Range, Bagdad, Bate- 
man Spring, Burro Creek Ranch, Greenwood Commu- 
nity, Greenwood Peak Community and Black Mesa 
allotments remain subject to AMP development. 

No change. 

No change. 

No change. 

RMP Proposal 
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Forage allocations will be determined by BLM moni- 
toring studies, which include actual use, utilization, 
trend in condition and climate. The forage needs for 
dependent wildlife and a viable herd of 140 burros shall 
be given priority in making forage allocations. Table 
RM-lb shows proposed allocations for wildlife, burros 

(continued) 

Brought forward with changes. Integrated habitat 
monitoring would be initiated to determine forage 
allocations necessary to support a thriving natural 
ecological balance among all ungulates. Available 
forage would be allocated for each species. 
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MFP/EIS 
and  l ives tock .  These  p r o p o s e d  a l locat ions  will  be  
used in conjunction with monitoring data in issuing 
decisions which adjust  livestock numbers. Until present 
numbers of burros  are reduced, the BLM faces a poten- 
tial over-allocation of forage on some of its public 
rangelands. I f  monitoring studies show that forage is 
being over-allocated on allotments with wild burros, the 
BLM will temporari ly reduce livestock numbers fur- 
ther to compensate for the excess burros. These addi- 
tional reductions will remain in force until burro  num- 
bers are  reduced to recommended levels, Future in- 
creases in forage production will be allocated first to 
wildlife, burros  will remain at the same levels (140 
animals) and any remaining forage will be allocated to 
livestock. 

Utilization, condition and trend studies should be initi- 
ated as soon as possible on selected allotments or at the 
time of AMP implementation. 

I f  the proposed intensive grazing management does not 
provide the needed improvement and'  protection of 
r iparian and aquatic habitat, different methods must be 
found to accomplish this goal. This could include 
elimination of livestock grazing where it is determined 
to be an inherent cause of habitat degradation. 

Initiate monitoring in 1983. 

Implement AMP development and allocate forage be- 
tween 1983 and 1991. 

Hualapai/Aquarius Planning Unit 
Range Management 

RPS Updates 

Action has been accomplished. 

No change. 

No change. 

AMP development and forage allocation based on 
results of monitoring will exceed the projected end 
date of 1991. 

(continued) 

No change. 

No change. 

No change. 

RMP Proposal 
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MFP/EIS 

Utilization should not exceed an average 60% and gen- 
erally range between 40% and 60%. 

Allotments are listed on Table RM-la  by priority for 
AMP implementation. 

RM- 1.2: Designate the allotments listed in Table RM-2a 
for ephemeral use only and manage as "Custodial" 
under the BLM's Selective Management Policy. Lim- 
ited monitoring will be carried out such as some trend 
studies and utilization during periods of use. Federal  
investment in range improvements will be minimal. 
Supervision will occur only during periods ofuse. AMPs 
will not be developed. 

RM-1.3: Manage the allotments listed on Table RM-3a 
as "Custodial." These allotments will not usually re- 
quire an AMP but range condition, trend and utilization 
would be observed through scheduled supervision vis- 
its. Monitoring studies may be initiated on a case-by- 
case basis to assess changes observed through use super- 
vision. Livestock management and supervision will 
largely be the responsibility of the permittee, along with 
improvement work. Federal investment will be mini- 
mal. AMPs will not usually be prepared unless the 
permittee desires. 

Hualapai/Aquarius Planning Unit 
Range Management 

RPS Updates 

No change. 

No change. 

The Chino Springs and Alamo Crossing allotments were 
given ephemeral designation. However, in 1989 these 
two allotments were placed in the "Improve category" 
because of the presence of riparian resources and T/E 

species habitat on the allotments. 

Allotments, taken from Table RM-3a, which continue to 
be managed Custodially, include Byner Cattle Company 
0116, J J J  2105, Kellis 0107, Hibernia 'B '  0083 (formerly 
Kent ' s  Cane Spring 'B')  and Yolo 0115 (formerly 
Sweetmilk). The Bottleneck Wash, Fancher Mountain, 
Round Valley, Cane Spring Wash 'B',  Yellow Pine 'B',  
Trout Creek, Kayser Wash, White Springs and Lazy YU 
'B'  allotments were cancelled because of land exchange 

actions. 

No change. 

RMP Proposal 

The priority listing for AMP development shown in the 
RPS Updates has been targeted in the RMP as needing 
re-evaluation. A new priority listing will reflect consid- 
eration for resource values not identified earlier. 

Brought forward with change. The Chino Springs 
Allotment would be removed from consideration for 
any livestock grazing if the Proposed Alternative were 

selected. 

Brought forward without change. 
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MFP/EIS 

Allocate forage on the public lands to existing numbers 
of wildlife with the remainder going to livestock. Table 
RM-3b shows proposed allocations for wildlife and 
livestock. These proposed allocations will he used as a 
basis for grazing agreements, and in conjunction with 
monitoring data in issuing livestock adjustment deci- 
sions. 

RM-1.4: Develop a fire management program comple- 
mentary to and coordinated with the range manage- 
ment program. This should include selection of pre- 
scribed burn areas, modified suppression areas and 
intensive control areas. 

RM-1.5: In conjunction with AMP implementation, 
initiate range studies to provide site-specific informa- 
tion regarding climate, soils and vegetation in the plan- 
ning area. This would include construction of exclo- 
sures on the important range sites in the planning area 
to assess the impact of various grazing treatments on 
the vegetation. Studies such as actual use, utilization, 
condition and trend, phenology, fecal analysis and 
climate should be implemented. 

RM-1.6: Test and evaluate, on asmall  scale, prescribed 
burns and land treatments in the oakbrush-ceanothus 
chaparral  area for potential rangeland benefits. 

Hualapai/Aquarius Planning Unit 
Range Management 

RPS Updates 

No change. 

No change. 

No change. 

RMP Proposal 

Decision changed to read, "Integrated habitat  monitor- 
ing would be initiated to determine forage allocations 
necessary to support  a thriving natural  ecological bal- 
ance among all ungulates. Available forage would be 
allocated for each ungulate species." 

Dropped. No longer a valid decision. Identification of "U 
prescribed burn areas will be identified during activity "~ 
plan development to meet resource objectives. Wildfire 
suppression is covered under the Phoenix District Fire -~. 

X 
Management  Activity Plan and is discussed under the CO 
Management  Guidance section of the RMP. O .... 

O 
O 
=3 

No change. -~. 
¢.. 

¢k 

Dropped. No longer a valid decision. This action has 
already been undertaken. 

(continued) 
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MFP/EIS 
RM-I.7:  Manage the four allotments listed in Table 
RM-4a as Custodial. These allotments will not usually 
require an AMP but range condition, trend and utiliza- 
tion would be observed through scheduled supervision 
visits. Monitoring studies may be initiated on a case-by- 
case basis to assess changes observed through use su- 
pervision. Livestock management and supervision will 
largely be the responsibility of the permlttee, along with 
improvement work. Federal Investment will be mini- 
mal. AMPs will not usually be prepared unless the 
permittee desires. 

Allocate forage on the public lands to existing numbers 
ofwildlife with the remainder going to livestock. Table 
RM-4b shows proposed allocations for wildlife and 
livestock. These proposed allocations will be used as a 
basis for grazing agreements and in conjunction with 
monitoring data in issuing livestock adjustment deci- 

sions. 

RM 2.2: Dispose of these tracts of public lands on 
allotments listed below by exchanging for lands which 
would block up public lands elsewhere or  which has 
higher resource value. Retain and protect any of these 
lands which have significant wildlife, botanical, water- 
shed, mineral,  recreational or  cultural values. 

Hualapai/Aquarius Planning Unit 
Range Management 

RPS Updates 
The Little Cane 0082, Sandy 0064, Cane Springs Wash 
0016 and Hot Springs 0046 allotments continue to be 
managed Custodiaily. 

No change. 

RMP Proposal 
Brought forward without change. 

Decision changed to read, "Integrated habitat monitor- 
ing would be initiated to determine forage allocations 
necessary to support a thriving natural ecological bal- 
ance among all ungulates. Available forage would be 
allocated for each ungulate species." 

Brought forward with considerable change. Public lands 
identified for disposal or exchange have been expanded 
upon. This should be addressed in the Lands/Realty 

Summary. 
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MFP/EIS 
Public lands to be considered for disposal: 

Allotment Acres 
Aquarius 80 
Cane Springs 800 
Round Valley 640 
Fancher Mountain 3,150 
Francis Creek 79.71 
Trout Creek 640 
Byner Cattle Company *5,896 
JJJ 303 
Hualapai Peak B **2,880 
Yellow Pine B 636 
Cane Spring Wash B 40 
Sandy B 80 
White Springs 1,400 
Kayser Wash 640.24 

* The majority of this is within the Bagdad Copper 
Mine. Less than 1,000 acres are outside the area 
disturbed by the mine. 

** Exchange for private lands in Hualapai Peak 
Unit A. 

Decision RM-2.3: 
Investigate, identify and acquire areas where legal 
access is necessary to conduct efficient management of 
public lands. 

Hualapai/Aquarius Planning Unit 
Range Management 

RPS Updates 

No change. 

RMP Proposal 
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Brought forward without change. 
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Appendix 30 (continued) 

Cerbat/Black Mountains MFP 
Cultural Resources 

MFP Decisions 

Conduct a site inventory of both planning units. 

Develop an archaeological protection plan. 

RMP Proposals 

Brought forward without change. 

Brought forward without change. 

MFP Decisions 

Hualapai/Aquarius MFP 
Cultural Resources 

RMP Proposals 

Planandlmplementimpactstudiestodetermlnetheeffectsof: Dropped. No longer a valid decision. 

a. Increased access, population and visitation. 

b. Livestock grazing, range improvements and 
burro program. 

c. Erosion on all types of cultural resources in the 
planning area by 1982. 

Evaluate the relative effectiveness of protection measures for 
cultural resources in the planning area by 1990. 

Dropped. No longer a valid decision. 

Initiate studies to identify existing soeiocultural values as well 
as areas and cultural resource properties with sociocultural 
values for Native American groups, residents and land users 
in the planning area by 1981. 

Brought forward with elimination of deadline. 

Conduct inventory to identify specific cultural resource prop- 
erties and determine relative amounts of site types in the 
planning area which should be conserved for future use and/ 
or protected by 1982. 

Brought forward with elimination of deadline. 

Provide immediate and long-term in situ preservation and 
protection of selected cultural resources threatened by agents 
of deterioration by 1985. 

Brought forward with elimination of deadline. 

Utilize selected cultural resources in the planning area to 
develop a cultural chronology according to these priorities: 

Brought forward with elimination of deadline. 

a. Initiate studies to refine the use of artifacts and 
features as chronological indicators, by 1982. 

b. Initiate studies and permit research projects 
designed to investigate changes in settlement pat- 
terns. 
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Hualapai/Aquarius MFP 
Cultural Resources 

MFP Decision RMP Proposal 

c. Allow projects concerned with the nature and 
extent of Archaic and Paleo-Indian occupation. 

Utilize cultural resource in the planning area to determine the 
nature of lntersite and intrasite variability in the following 
ways: 

a. Implement studies to verify and refine Class H 
Phase I inventory site types and determine the 
function of rockshelters and sites with structural 
remains by 1982. 

b. Permit research projects to investlgate relation- 
ships between prehistoric and historic aboriginal 
populations. 

c. Permi t  research projec ts  designed to 
archaeologically confirm the ethnographic range of 
the Hualapai and Yavapai. 

d. Permit research projects aimed at definition of 
prehistoric cultural traditions (e.g., Prescott/Cer- 
bat and Amacava/Cerbat) and their distribution. 

Brought forward with elimination of deadline. 

e. Allow research projects designed to determine 
the nature of trade relationships. 

f. Allow research projects to examine evidence of 
multiple aboriginal use, occupation and social orga- 
nization. 

Provide environmental data necessary for reconstruction of 
the prehistoric environment including botanical, hydrologi- 
cal, soils, geological, range, wildlife and climatological infor- 
mation. 

Brought forward without change. 

Utilize cultural resources in the planning area to improve the 
understandingof prehistoric utilization of the environmentin 
the following ways: 

Dropped. No longer a valid decision. 

a. Implement studies to determine correlations 
between site types and water source type and dis- 
tance by 1982. 

b. Permit research projects on cultural resource 
properties to obtain and analyze data on native 
plants utilized by prehistoric populations. 
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Hualapai/Aquarius MFP 
Cultural Resources 

MFP Decision RMP Proposal 

c. Permit studies to obtain information from cul- 
tural resource properties relating to sources of flaked 
stone materials and other raw materials exploited 
by prehistoric groups. 

d. Allow research projects to determine the func- 
tional specificity of archaeological sites with respect 
to vegetative procurement and processing. 

e. Permit research projects on cultural resource 
properties to investigate the nature and extent of 
prehistoric agriculture. 

Provide environmental data necessary for reconstruction of 
the prehistoric environment including botanical, hydrologi- 
cal, soils, geological, range, wildlife and climatological infor- 
mation. 

Dropped. No longer a valid decision. 
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Recreation 
MFP Decisions RMP Proposals 

Conduct an inventory of all public hazards with part icular 
emphasis given to open mine shafts and develop a protec- 
tion plan. 

Dropped. Not needed in a land use plan. Providing for public 
safety is s tandard operating procedure in the recreation 
program; if monitoring/inventory suggests that  a hazard 
exists, steps can be taken to abate the hazard without a specific 
reference in the RMP. 

Assure access for public use and enjoyment of outdoor 
recreation values via existing roads and trails. 

Dropped. No longer valid. Access decisions exist in the final 
RMP in a more specific form than the general MFP statement 
above. Off-highway vehicle decisions in the final RMP 
further refine access via roads and trails. Thus, the MFP 
decision is no longer needed. 

Restrict off-highway vehicle use to designated roads, trails 

and washes. 

Dropped. The final RMP lists off-highway vehicle designa- 
tions for every acre of BLM-administered public land in the 
resource area. Generally, the designation limits off-highway 
vehicle use to existing roads, trails and washes, but in some 
areas (such as ACECs, wilderness), the designation Is more 
restrictive. The final RMP also designates at least one "open" 

area. 

Initiate a plan for the minimal development of two visitor 

overlook sites in sec. 12, T. 19 N., R. 20 W. 

Decision brought forward essentially unchanged. The legal 
description is in the Sitgreaves Pass area and the final RMP 
has identified this site for development as an interpretive 

overlook. 

Conduct a study to determine if Boundary Cone qualifies 
as a natural (geologic) landmark. 

Dropped. It is unclear from the MFP decision if it is referring 
to Boundary Cone qualifying as a National Natural Land- 
mark or some other administrative designation. 
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Recreation 

MFP Decisions 
Identify existing public hazards with particular emphasis 
given to open mine shafts. 

RMP Proposals 
See response to the Black Mountains MFP. 

North Music Mountains Natural Scenic Area -- Acquire all 
private lands on north end of area 1 (shown on MFP II  
overlay); restrict off-highway vehicle use to existing roads, 
trails and washes; develop a recreation management plan; 
take legal steps to assure public access. 

Decision dropped. Acquisition of most private land has 
occurred, as has acquisition of legal access to most of the area. 
Also, the final RMP has designated the area as an area of 
critical environmental concern with off-highway vehicles 
restricted to designated roads, trails, and washes. 

Clay Springs Natural Scenic Area -- Consolidate landowner- 
ship within Clay Springs Canyon area; formally designate 
area as natural and scenic; restrict off-highway vehicle use to 
existing roads, trails and washes. 

Decision dropped. Landowner consolidation is not likely 
because the non-BLM land is Indian trust land. A formal 
designation was not pursued and in the final RMP, off- 
highway vehicle use in this area is limited to existing roads, 
trails and washes. 

Restrict off-highway vehicles to established roads, trails and 

washes in the designated natural, scenic and wildlife areas. 
Remainder of planning unit will remain open. 

Decision dropped. Off-highway vehicle designations in the 

final RMP have very few "open" areas. Most public land has 
the designation of"limited to existing roads, trails and washes" 
although in certain areas of critical environmental concern 

and certainly in wilderness, designations are more restrictive. 

Continue BLM administration of the Pack Saddle and Windy 
Point recreation sites and designate area as natural scenic 
area. Restrict off-highway vehicles to existing roads, trails 
and washes. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. Will continue admin- 
istering the two recreation sites and the off-highway vehicle 
designation remains the same. However, the designation of 
the area as a natural scenic area is not brought forward. This 
area does not qualify as an area of critical environmental 
concern and does not meet the special area designation plan- 
ning criteria for any other special designation. 

Mount Tipton Natural Scenic Area-- Consolidate landowner- 
ship. 

Most viable land exchanges have already been consummated. 

Inholdings in the Mount Tipton Wilderness Area are targeted 

for acquisition as a matter of policy. 
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MFP Decisions 
Acquire legal access in T. 15 N., R. 12 W., sees. 25, 27 and 29 
(Burro Creek/Signal Road area). 

RMP Proposals 
Decision modified. Brought forward for secs, 25 and 27. Road 
through sec. 29 is claimed by the county as a county road. 

Manage public lands surrounding the old Greenwood townsite 
so as to not impact townsite. 

Decision modified. Site IS In the Three Rivers Riparian 
ACEC; cultural resources for this ACEC are not discussed in 
Table 9, but various riparian and wildlife protective measures 
are addressed that would help protect the townslte as a spin- 
off benefit. 

Designate Burro Creek West as a rockbound area. Decision dropped. No need for special designation to allow 
rockhounding. 

Designate Burro Creek East as a rockhound area; acquire T. 
14 N., R. 10 W., sec. 7, $1/2SW1/4 and sec. 18, N1/2NWl/4. 

Decision dropped. No need for special designation to allow 
rockhounding. Acquisition has been completed except for sec. 
7, SE1/4 SW1/4. 

Respond affirmatively to off-highway-vehicle-related prob- 
lems and resolve problems without formal off-highway ve- 
hicle designations. 

Decision dropped. BLM policy, by virtue ofvarlous Executive 
Orders, is to designate all public land as either open, closed or 
with some limitations regarding vehicle use. Final RMP has 
done that. 

Blade BLM Road 2123 up to the Wild Cow Recreation Site to 
enhance snow-related recreation opportunities. 

Decision dropped. This is an administrative decision that can 
be made at any time. 

Establish a hiking and horse trail along the crest of the 
Hualapai Mountains. 

Obtain legal access to public lands as shown on an MFP 
overlay. 

Decision modified. A recreation project plan was completed 
in 1986 (Hualapai Highlights Trail System), but would be 
superseded by the Hualapai Mountain Recreation Area Man- 
agement Plan. 

Decision brought forward essentially unchanged. 

Maintain the Burro Creek Recreation Site. Decision brought forward unchanged. 

Maintain the Wild Cow Recreation Site. Decision brought forward unchanged. 

Construct an interpretive site along Highway 93 at the Big 
Sandy lakebed formations (T. 15 N., R. 12 W., sec. 18, SW1/ 
4). 

Decision dropped. 

Construct the Burro Creek interpretive site. 
Decision brought forward unchanged. 

Acquisition completed except for sec. 7, SE1/4 SW1/4. No 
need to consider further. 
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Hualapai/Aquarius MFP 

Recreation 

MFP Decision 
Acquire the Old Crossing camping area. 
Acquire and develop Pine Flat as a recreation site. 

RMP Proposal 
Decision dropped. Although It Is listed In the draft  RMP, this 
site will be dropped from further consideration because of 
critical habitat needs of the Hualapal Mexican Vole. 

Enter into a cooperative agreement and develop a primitive 
campground on the northwest side of Alamo Lake. 

Develop brochures on a variety of subjects, including devel- 
oped recreation sites, rockhound areas, off-highway vehicle 
designations, etc. 

Post suggestion box at Burro Creek and Wild Cow recreation 
sites.  

Continue the allotment-based visitor use reporting system. 

Decision dropped. 

Decision dropped. No need for a land use plan decision to 
prepare brochures. 

Decision dropped. No need for a land use plan decision to 
install suggestion boxes at  facilities. 

Decision dropped. The BLM now reports use by special 
recreation management area. 

Continue the use of contrast ratings for visual resource man- 
agement. 

Decision dropped. BLM policy requires use ofcontrast  rating 
system for analyzing impacts to visual resources. The re- 
source area visual resource management map has been up- 
dated. 
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Appendix 30 (continued) 
Black Mountains 

Wildlife 
MFP Decisions RMP Proposals 

WL-1, #1 Acquire those non-federal lands that are within criti- Decision is brought forward with updated acquisition list shown 
eal desert bighorn sheep habitat now in use by desert bighorns, in appendices 9 and 21. 

WL-1, #2 Areas 1 through 4 (MFP-I overlay R-2) should be 
classified as primitive areas. Areas 1 and 2 should be given a 
higher priority than areas 3 and 4. 

Decision dropped. 

WL-I,#3 Burros should be removed from burro-desert bighorn 
conflict areas (MFP-I overlay R-3) and managed intensively in 
other areas. 

Decision is brought forward and changed to read: "Ungulates 
would be managed to minimize conflicts among species in the 
Black Mountains." 

WL-1, #4 Classify portions of the following allotments as 
ephemeral: Big Ranch, Fort MacEwen, Gediondia, BlackMoun- 
tains and Silver Creek (MFP-T overlay R-4). Remove cattle 
from the remaining portion of the MacEwen Allotment and rest 
it for a number of years, or at least greatly reduce the base herd 
(MFP-I overlay R-4). 

Decision dropped as being no longer valid. 

WL-1, #5 Motorized vehicle usage in non-primitive desert 
bighorn areas (MFP-I overlay R-5) should be limited to existing 
roads, trails and washes and designated areas. 

Decision addressed in the RMP off-highway vehicle designa- 
tions. 

WL-1, #6 Develop water sources at high elevations for desert 
bighorns and fence to exclude cattle and burros (MFP-I overlay 
R-6 and Table 2). Many of these will also benefit deer. 

Actions have been accomplished. Future projects may be con- 
sidered in the Black Mountains Habitat Management Plan. 

WL-I,#7 Develop water sourcessuitable for small and nongame 
species and fence to exclude cattle and burros (MFP-I overlay R- 
7). 

Actions have been accomplished. Additional waters may be 
developed in the Black Mountains Habitat Management Plan. 

WL-1, #8 Fence Columbine and Master springs to exclude 
burro access. 

Actions have been accomplished. 

WL-1, #9 Contact the Arizona Department of Transportation 
concerning the placement of road signs to help prevent desert 
bighorn kills on Hwy 68 in see. 16, T. 21 N., R. 20 W. (MFP-I 
overlay R-9). 

This issue has been resolved through protective fencing along 
the highway. 

WL-I, #I0 The cistern in the NW 1/4, sec. 27, T. 21 N., R. 20 W. 
should be covered or fenced to prevent desert bighorn sheep 
drownings (MFP-I overlay R-l). 

Actions have been accomplished. 

WL-1, #11 Desert bighorn lambing grounds should be given 
special protection (MFP-I overlay R-11). These areas should he 
closed to mining entry where possible (subject to valid existing 
claims), transmission lines, communication sites, state selection 
and RS 2477. Motorized vehicles should be restricted to existing 
roads, trails and washes. 

Decision is brought forward and changed to read: "Desert 
bighorn sheep lambing grounds would be given special protec- 
tion. These areaswould be closed to transmission lines, commu- 
nication sites, state selection and RS-2477 rights-of-way. Motor- 
ized vehicles would be restricted to existing roads, trails and 
washes." 
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Black Mountain 

Wildlife 
RMP Proposals 

WL-1, #12 Develop a habitat management plan for the Black 
Mountains Planning Unit giving priority to desert bighorns 
(MFP-I overlay R-12). Included should be an intense survey by 
helicopter and foot to locate perennial water sources and pin- 
point sites for water development for desert bighorns. 

Actions have been accomplished. 

(Unit-wide) Evaluate big game, livestock and wild burro  forage 
competition. Reserve adequate forage for wildlife. Eliminate or 
reduce forage competition between big game and livestock. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

Cerbat Mountains 
Area-Wide 

WL-I,  #1 Acquire by private and state exchange about 33,000 
acres of non-federal lands initially in the critical deer-livestock 
competition areas shown on the overlay and other non-federal 
lands within the critical deer habitat as delineated. These lands 
are listed in Table 16 of the Unit Resource Analysis. 

Decision brought forward with changes. Non-federal lands In 
crucial mule deer habitat would be acquired through exchange. 

WL-1, #2 Do not dispose of any public domain lands in the 
critical mule deer area shown on the overlay (Objective 2). 

Decision brought forward with changes. Do not dispose of 
public lands in crucial mule deer habitat. 

WL-I ,#3 Allow no introduction of exotic (non-native) big game 
herbivores without a thorough analysis and evaluation of all 
consequences of, and alternatives to, the situation and concur- 
rence on analysis by the Arizona Game and Fish Department. 

Decision dropped as not being needed. This is BLM policy. 

WL-1, #4 Allow predator  control throughout the area using the 
best legal methods to protect non-predatory (chiefly big game) 
populations, especially on reproduction areas as these areas are 
to be identified in the future. Work should be done on a case-by- 
case demonstrated need basis. 

Decision is dropped as not being needed. This is BLM policy. 

WL-I ,#5  Do not allow any additional special land use permits, 
free use permits or road development in critical deer habitat 
areas. 

Decision is brought forward with changes requiring environ- 
mental analysis and mitigation to offset impacts to critical deer 
habitat. 

WL-I ,#6  Complete an intensive habitat inventory and analysis 
for this wildlife opportunity area. Develop and implement a 
habitat management plan for this area, giving top priority to 
rare or endangered species, followed by big, small and non-game 
species. 

Actions have been accomplished. 

WL-1, #7 Increase forage for mule deer in the critical habitat 
identified on the overlay by using cattle as tools and initiating 
livestock grazing systems on the Cane Springs and Diamond Bar 
allotments. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-1, #8 Improve mule deer forage by physical vegetative Decision dropped. 
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manipulation (two-way chaining and reseeding) of pinyon-juni- 
per on 12,300 acres identified on the overlay. Legal descriptions 
of these tracts are tabulated in Table 18 of the Unit Resource 
Analysis. 

RMP Proposals 

WL-I,#9 Improve water distribution for mule deer by making 
the waters shown on the overlay (listed in Unit Resource Analy- 
sis Table 17) available to wildlife yearlong. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-I,#10 Evaluate competition between big game herbivores 
and livestock, including feral burros. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-I,#11 Reserve adequate forage for wildlife in all allotment 
management plans. 

Decision dropped as being not valid. Forage allocations were 
made in the Cerbat-Black Environmental Impact Statement. 
They are not made as part of the allotment management plan- 
ning process. 

WL-1, #12 Eliminate livestock competition with big game for 
forage by providing adequate forage in the livestock wildlife 
competition area shown on the overlay. 

Decision brought forward with changes. Reduce ungulate com- 
petition by providing adequate forage for livestock and wildlife 
and, where designated, for wild horses. 

WL-1, #13 Establish seasons of use for livestock which will be 
beneficial to wildlife, especially big game. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-1,#14 Obtain legal access where needed on the roads shown 
on the overlay. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-1, #15 Protect access on the above roads by 44 L.D. 513 
where necessary. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-I,#16 Restrict use of motorized vehfcles to present washes 
and roads. 

Actions addressed in the RMP off-highway vehicle designation. 

WL-1, #17 Maintain a program to further identify and protect 
habitat used by endangered species. Allow no developments or 
habitat changes until a thorough inventory is made of a particu- 
lar area. 

Decision dropped. This is handled through the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act process. 

WL-1, #18 Identify, through on-the-ground reconnaissance, 
specific sites on which water catchments could be built for small 
and non-game species, in the foothills area identified in the 
overlay as water deficient. 

Actions have been accomplished. 

WL-I, #19 Do not allow any range improvements or anything 
else which would alter or destroy pronghorn habitat without 
further on-the-ground reconnaissance and contact Arizona Game 
and Fish Department personnel. 

Decision dropped. This is handled through the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act process. 

WL-3, #1 Withdraw the critical bighorn sheep habitat on Actions have been accomplished since this area is included in 
Wilson Ridge as a primitive area. Segregate the area against all wilderness. 
forms of entry and disturbance, including special land use 
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permits, free use permits, rights-of-way, road developments, the 
mining and mineral leasing laws and R.S. 2477. 

RMP Proposals 

WL-3, #2 Exclude livestock grazing from the area shown on the 
overlay (Wilson Ridge). 

Decision brought forward and will be addressed through the 
National Environmental Policy Act process. 

WL-3,#3 Eliminate feral burros from all bighorn sheep habitat 
in the planning unit adjoining the Lake Mead National Recre- 
ation Area. 

Decision modified to read; "Eliminate wild burros from the 
Mount Wilson use area." 

WL-3, #4 Maintain a program to further identify and protect 
habitat used by rare or endangered species. Allow no develop- 
ments or  changes of habitat until a thorough inventory of the 
area is made. 

Decision brought forward and will be addressed through the 
National Environmental Policy Act process. 

WL-3,#5 Allow predator  control throughout the wildlife habi- 
tat area using the best legal methods to protect bighorn sheep 
populations. 

Decision dropped as not being needed. This is BLM policy. 

WL-3, #6 Allow no introduction of exotic (non-native) big game 
herbivores without a thorough analysis and evaluation of all 
consequences of, and alternatives to, the situation and concur- 
rence on analysis by the Arizona Game and Fish Department. 

Decision dropped as not being needed. This is BLM policy. 

WL-3,#7 Complete an intensive habitat inventory and analysis 
for this wildlife opportunity/habitat area. Develop and imple- 
ment a habitat management plan for this area, giving top 
priority to rare or  endangered species and desert bighorn sheep. 

Actions have been completed. 

WL-3, #8 Restrict use of motorized vehicles to present washes 
and roads. Allow no new road development. 

Actions addressed in the RMP off-highway vehicle designations. 

WL-2, #1 Eliminate livestock grazing from the White Hills 
north of the Cerbat Mountains. 

Decision dropped. 

WL-2, #2 Do not dispose of any public lands in the critical mule 
deer area shown on the overlay. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-2,#3 Acquire through private and state exchanges private 
holdings identified as critical deer habitat. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-2,#4 Allow no introduction of exotic (non-native) big game 
herbivores without a thorough analysis and evaluation of all 
consequences of, and alternatives to, the situation and concur- 
rence on analysis by the Arizona Game and Fish Department. 

Decision dropped as not being needed. This is BLM policy. 

WL-2, #5 Allow predator  control throughout the area using the Decision dropped as not being needed. This is BLM policy. 

best legal methods to protect non-predatory (chiefly big game) 
populations, especially on reproduction areas as these areas are 
to be identified in the future. Work should be done on a case-by- 
case demonstrated need basis. 
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WL-2, #6 Do not allow any additional special land use permits, 
free use permits or road development in critical deer habitat 
areas. 

Decision is brought forward with changes requiring environ- 
mental analysis and mitigation to offset impacts to critical deer 
habitat. 

WL-2, #7 Maintain a program to further identify and protect 
habitat used by endangered species. 

Decision dropped as not being needed. This is BLM policy. 

WL-2,#8 Complete an intensive habitat inventory and analysis 
for this wildlife/opportunity area. Develop and implement a 
habitat management plan for this area, giving top priority to 
rare or endangered species, followed by big, small and non-game 
species. 

Actions have been accomplished. 

WL-2,//9 Evaluate competition between big game herbivores 
and livestock, including feral burros. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-2,#10 Reserve adequate forage for wildlife in all allotment 
management plans. 

Decision dropped as not being valid. Forage allocations were 
made in the Cerbat-Black Environmental Impact Statement. 
They are not made as part of the allotment management plan- 
ning process. 

WL-2, #11 Eliminate livestock competition with big game for 
forage by providing adequate forage in the livestock wildlife 
competition area shown on the overlay. 

Decision brought forward with changes. Reduce ungulate com- 
petition by providing adequate forage for livestock and wildlife 
and, where designated, for wild horses. 

WL-2,#12 Establish seasons of use (for livestock) which will be 
beneficial to wildlife, especially big game. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-2,#13 Identify and obtain legal access where needed on the 
roads shown on the overlay. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-2, #14 Protect access on the listed roads by 44 L.D. 513 
where necessary. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-2, #15 Restrict access of motorized vehicles to present 
washes and roads. Allow no new road development by any 
agency without a thorough environmental analysis and environ- 
mental impact statement, if required. 

Actions addressed in the RMP off-highway vehicle designations 
and through the environmental review process. 

WL-2, #16 Identify, through on-the-ground reconnaissance, 
specific sites on which water catchments could be built, prima- 
rily for small and non-game species, in the areas shown on the 
overlay. 

Actions have been accomplished. 

WL-4, #1 Acquire legal access as needed along the roads shown 
on the overlay. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

W L-4,#2 Protect access on the above roads by 44 L.D. 513 where 
necessary. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 
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WE-4, #3 Allow no introduction ofexotic (non-native) big game Decision dropped as not being needed. This is BLM policy. 
herbivores without a thorough analysis and evaluation of all 
consequences of, and alternatives to, the situation and concur- 
rence on analysis by the Arizona Game and Fish Department. 

WL-4,#4 Allow predator control throughout the area using the 
best legal methods to protect non-predatory (chiefly big game) 
populations. 

Decision dropped as not being needed. This is BLM policy. 

WL-4, #5 Maintain a program to further identify and protect 
habitat used by endangered species. Allow no developments or 
changes of habitat until a thorough inventory is made of this 
area. 

Decision dropped. This is handled through the National Envi- 
ronmental Policy Act process. 

WL-4, #6 Evaluate competition between big game herbivores 
and livestock, including feral burros. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-4,#7 Complete an intensive habitat inventory and analysis 
for this wildlife opportunity/habitat area. Develop and imple- 
ment a habitat management plan for this area, giving top 
priority to rare or endangered species, followed by big, small 
and non-game species. 

Actions have been accomplished. 

WL-4, #8 Acquire non-federal holdings on identified critical 
wildlife habitat through private and state exchanges. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-4, #9 Reserve adequate forage for wildlife in all allotment 
management plans. 

Decision dropped as not being valid. Forage allocations were 
made in the Cerbat-Black Environmental Impact Statement. 
They are not made as part of the allotment management plan- 
ning process. 

WL-4, #10 Identify, through on-the-ground reconnaissance, 
specific sites on which water catchments could be built for small 
and non-game species in the foothills area identified in the 
overlay as water deficient. 

Actions have been accomplished. 

Hualapai/Aquarius 
WL-I.1 Starting in FY 83 and to be completed by FY 87, provide 
wildlife safe access and year-round water availability to 205 
livestock water facilities on public lands within the planning 
area. Modifications will include installation of bird ladders and 
animal ramps in all existing and future livestock water develop- 
ments and neoprene covers in all open storage tanks. Fenced 
ground level waters will be constructed in conjunction with new 
livestock waters. 

Decision brought forward with changes and modified to read: 
"All new water developments and those existing water develop- 
ments identified as posing significant access and safety hazards 
to wildlife would be constructed and/or modified to provide safe 
access to wildlife. Modifications would include installation of 
bird ladders and animal ramps, and tanks would be covered to 
prevent drowning as determined to be appropriate. Separate 
fenced wildlife waters may be constructed in conjunction with 
new livestock waters, as deemed necessary by BLM resource 
specialists. Public waters important to wildlife would be made 
available year-round." 
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WL-1.2 There is a need for additional wildlife water sources as 
indicated in the 1977 water Inventory. These will enhance 
upland and small game numbers which wig provide additional 
recreational hunting and sightseeing opportunities. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-1.4 Design and conduct research studies on upland and 
small game populations and their habitat requirements by FY 
87 subject to availability of personnel and funding. Initiate 
studies to determine the effects of cottontails and black-tailed 
Jackrabbits on range condition and the breeding biology and 
habitat requirements of band.tailed pigeons in the Hualapal 
Mountains. 

Decision brought forward with changes, dropping the 1987 date 
requirement and dropping item 1. 

WL.2.1 Establish broadleaf tree reproduction and perpetua- 
tion via supplemental planting of seedlings in existing and 
potentially suitable riparian habitat by FY 84 subject to avail- 
ability of personnel and funding. 

Decision brought forward with changes, dropping the 1982 and 
1984 date requirements. Actions have been partially accom- 
plished through natural regeneration following proper livestock 
management and tree plantings. 

Seedlings four to five years old will be planted in stands no less 
than 300 feet long and 100 feet wide. Stand density will range 
from 100 to 160 trees per acre with the densest stands nearest to 
the streambed. These stands will be fenced and maintained to 
allow seedling establishment and growth. Planted stands will be 
established in the following areas: 

T. 16.5 N., R. 10 W., sec. 30, NEll4 on the west side of 
Francis Creek across from the canyon. 

T. 16.5 N., R. I0 W., sec. 33, SE1/4 on the north side of 
Francis Creek. 

T. 16 N., R. 10 W., see. 1, SE1/4 on both sides of Francis 
Creek above the pump station access road crossing. 

Establish a study in 1982 to determine when trees are of suffi- 
cient height to allow removal of the protective fence and the 
possibility of allowing livestock grazing. 

WL-2.2 Develop herd area management plans for burros, 
allotment management plans for livestock and habitat manage- 
ment plans for wildlife in concert to resolve site-specific prob- 
lems in cottonwood-willow, mixed broadleaf, oak-pine, mes- 
quite bosque and mesquite-tamarisk standard habitat sites. The 
areas needing protection and protection methods will be decided 
upon as these plans are developed. 

Decision brought forward with changes. As herd management 
area plans and habitat management plans have already been 
completed, the key activity planning efforts remaining to man- 
age these important habitat areas are allotment management 
plans. The RMP will emphasize development of allotment 
management plans in important wildlife habitat areas. 

WL-2.3 Protect the perennial and intermittent reaches of major Decision brought forward with changes, dropping the 1983 date 
drainages (Burro, Pine, Conger, Francis, Wilder, Knight, Trout, reference and including all riparian areas outside the areas of 
Sycamore, Walnut and Cottonwood creeks, Kaiser Springs, critical environmental concern. Examples are Pine, Conger, 
Blue Tank Wash and the Big Sandy, Santa Maria and B i l l  Wilder, Knight, Sycamore and Walnut creeks, Kaiser Spring 
Williams rivers) -- 19,885 acres of public land. This is to be and Blue Tank Wash. 
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accomplished by closely monitoring or not authorizing the 
following habitat-disturbing impacts on the above areas by 
1983. 

RMP Proposals 

1. Building of structures 
2. Land clearing activities 
3. Mining 
4. Off-highway vehicle use 
5. Roadbuilding 
6. Intense recreational use or development 
7. Rights-of-way 
8. Other human disturbances as found in subsequent inven- 

tories and environmental assessments of HMP develop- 
ment. 

WL-2.4 Initiate studies in 1983 to monitor and document floral 
and faunal changes in cottonwood-willow and mixed broadleaf 
riparian standard habitat sites within the planning area subject 
to availability of personnel and funding. 

Decision brought forward with changes, dropping the 1983 date. 

WL-2.5 Initiate instream flow studies in FY 83 to monitor 
Francis and Burro creeks and the Bill Williams and Santa Maria  
rivers subject to availability of personnel and funding. 

Decision brought forward to involve the Big Sandy River and 
Sycamore and Wright creeks. All other streams are being or 
have been studied. 

WL-3.1 Cooperate with the Arizona Game and Fish Depart- 
ment and the Army Corps of Engineers on the Ocotillo Wildlife 
Area to develop a HMP and manage the water in the Alamo 
Reservoir to maintain r iparian habitat. The HMP will be 
developed in concert with AMPs and HAMPs based on the 
availability of personnel and funding. 

Both the Hualapai and Aquarius habitat  management plans 
include projects in this area. Decision is brought forward, 
dropping the need for further HMP development. 

WL-3.2 Implement BLM Policy as outlined in IM AZ 80-142 
regarding complete or  partial  fencing of earthen reservoirs for 
improved wildlife habitat. 

Decision dropped as not being needed. This is BLM policy. 

WL-3.3 Reduce livestock and burro grazing on the Burro Creek 
Allotment to bring grazing in line with current forage produc- 
tion. Develop a herd area management plan for burros and an 
allotment management plan for wildlife in concert, each of 

which will be designed to resolve site-specific problems within 
the Burro Creek Allotment. 

Actions have been accomplished through proper  livestock and 
wildlife habitat management. There are no burros on this 
allotment, so a herd management area plan is not necessary. 

WL-3A By 1985, design and initiate studies to monitor water- 
fowl use, habitat requirements and response to management 
actions on perennial and intermittent drainages and large dirt  
tanks. Also monitor water quality and determine instream flow 
requirements of aquatic systems affecting public lands in the 
planning area. 

Decision brought forward with changes to note that determina- 
tion of iustream flow requirements has been accomplished on 
several creeks and rivers within the resource area. The Big 
Sandy and Santa Maria  rivers and Sycamore and Wright creeks 
still need instream flow determinations and subsequent filing for 
water rights. Monitor water quality and aquatic systems affect- 
ing public lands. Design and initiate studies to monitor water- 
fowl use, habitat requirements and response to management 
actions on large dirt  tanks. 
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WL-3.5 Actively observe BLM policy of maintenance and Decision dropped as not being needed. This is BLM policy. 
retention of riparian habitat including vegetation, snags and 
dead bushes on all public lands in the planning area when 
making land use decisions and daring fire suppression activities. 

WL-4.1 Maintain lnstream flows to support habitat to supply 
aquatic, terrestrial and threatened and endangered wildlife and 
dependent riparian vegetation on public lands in Burro Creek 
and the Big Sandy, Santa Maria and Bill Williams rivers through 
securing and protecting water rights for wildlife habitat by 1984. 

Decision brought forward with changes, dropping the 1984 date 
requirement and adding Francis and Sycamore creeks. 

WL-4.3 Initiate a study in 1981 to monitor and identify water 
pollution and sources in perennial drainages in the planning 
area (including radionuclides, heavy metals, bacterial contami- 
nation and other parameters). Adjust pollution sources to meet 
water quality standards set by the state and federal govern- 
ments. Sources of possible contamination such as the Boriana, 
Cedar, Anderson and Cyprus-Bagdad mines must be studied 
and adjusted accordingly. 

Decision brought forward, focusing on other potential sources of 
pollution and dropping the 1981 date requirement. 

WL.4.4 On the public lands along the Santa Maria and Big 
Sandy rivers and Burro Creek, reduce livestock and burro 
grazing capacity to bring grazing in line with current forage 
production. Develop an HMAP for burros, AMPs for livestock 
and an HMP for wildlife in concert, each of which will be 
designed to resolve site-specific aquatic habitat problems. 

Decision brought forward with changes. On public lands along 
the Santa Maria and Big Sandy rivers and Burro Creek, manage 
livestock, wild burros and wildlife to bring grazing in line with 
current forage production. Develop and implement allotment 
management plans for livestock, implement herd management 
area plans for wild burros and implement habitat management 
plans for wildlife. Each of these plans would be designed to 
resolve slte-specific aquatic and riparian habitat problems. 
Ecological sites would be managed for the desired plant commu- 
nity which best meets the needs of the listed species. 

WL-5.1 Improve range sites in pine-oak, mixed conifer, open 
chaparral, closed chaparral and pine-oak riparian by one con- 
dition class using livestock management with reduction to car- 
rying capacity (or below) under AMPs to improve habitat 
conditions for zone-tailed hawks, goshawks, spotted owls, 
Gilbert's skinks, Gila monsters, Mexican voles, Sonoran moun- 
tain kingsnakes, peregrine falcons and sharp-shinned hawks by 
1995. 

Decision brought forward with changes, dropping the 1995 date 
requirement. 

Initiate condition and trend studies to monitor the recom- 
mended improvement in range condition as AMPs are written 
and Implemented. 

WL-5.2 Protect the important, crucial use, conflict or habitat 
improvement areas for the threatened, endangered, state-listed 
or sensitive species. This is to be accomplished by closely 
monitoring or not authorizing the following habitat-disturbing 
impacts on the above areas. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 
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1. Excess fencing 
2. Land disposal 
3. Land (vegetative) clearing or removal of downed wood or 

woodcutting of Nollna blgelovii 
4. Building of structures 
5. Mining 
6. Off-highway vehicle use 
7. Roadbuiiding 
8. Intensive recreational use or development 
9. Limit utilization ofkey forage to no more than 60 percent 
10. Livestock and burro grazing on bighorn lambing areas 
11. Rights-of-way 
12. Other impacts found in subsequent inventories, environ- 

mental assessments of HMP development. 

WL 5.3 A BLM realty specialist would work with the respon- 
sible companies to modify the single-pole, three-phase power- 
lines near Six-Mile Crossing (T. 14 N., R. 10 W., secs. 5 and 7) and 
Burro Creek Campground (T. 14 N., R. 11 W., sec. 19) to 
facilitate safe raptor use. Coordinate with the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the Arizona Game and Fish Department and the Ari- 
zona State Land Department. 

Actions have been accomplished. 

WL-5.4 Establish broadleaf vegetation and ensure broadleaf 
reproduction in suitable riparian zones (including springs) to 
enhance habitat conditions for bald eagles, black-hawks, zone- 
tailed hawks, Sonoran mountain kingsnakes, Gila monsters and 
Gilbert's skinks by 1984. Guidelines for planting and fencing 
specific locations are presented in Step 4 of the Aquarius Unit 
Resource Analysis and WL-2.1. Moss Basin, Blue Tank Wash 
and other areas will be identified in the Hualapai and Aquarius 
HMPs. 

Decision brought forward with changes, dropping the 1984 date 
requirement. 

WL-5.5 Maximize herbaceous forage production on range sites 
within desert tortoise improvement and expansion areas as 
portrayed in the Hualapai and Aquarius Unit Resource Analysis 
by 1990 using the following methods. 

Decision modified as follows: guidance from Desert Tortoise 
Habitat Management on the Public Lands: A Rangewide Plan 
and Arizona BLM's subsequent Implementation Strategy have 
been incorporated. The 1990 deadline was dropped. 

1. Allow no utilization on key forage species in any pasture 
greater than 60 percent of the proper use in a season. 

2. Develop AMPs to include reducing livestock to (or below) 
carrying capacity of the range, increasing herbaceous for- 
age production and increasing range condition to "good." 

WL-5.6 Increase vegetative structure in open and closed chap- 
arral, ponderosa pine and pine-oak, standard habitat sites for 
goshawks, zone-tailed hawks, Gilbert's skink, sharp-shinned 
hawks and Mexican voles by: 

Decision modified as follows: increase vegetative structure in 
open and closed chaparral, ponderosa pine and pine-oak, stan- 
dard habitat sites for goshawks, zone-tailed hawks, Gilbert's 
skink, sharp-shinned hawks and Mexican voles by: 
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Developing fire plans to encourage dense stands ofconifers. 1. Developing fire plans to encourage dense stands ofconifers. 

2. Reducing levels of livestock grazing utilization. 2. Manage for proper livestock use. 

. Seeding perennial and annual grasses and planting native 
conifers after disturbance (rights-of-way, road building, 
fire). 

. Seeding perennial and annual grasses and planting native 
conifers after disturbance (rights-of-way, road building, 
fire). 

4. Chaining and reseeding. 

This is to be developed under upcoming HMPs on lands to be 
described under HMPs. 

4. Accomplish items 1 through 3 through habitat manage- 
ment plans, allotment management plans and fire suppres- 
sions and prescribed fire plans. 

WL-5.7 In 1984, Initiate a study of the habitat requirements and 
factors of the spotted bat, desert night lizard and peregrine 
falcon in the planning area so that their habitats may be pro- 
tected and improved under upcoming HMPs by 1990 subject to 
availability of personnel and funding. 

Decision brought forward with changes, dropping the 1984 and 
1990 date requirements and the spotted bat and desert night 
lizard studies. 

WL-5.8 Improve cover of perennial forbs and grasses 15 to 20 
percent on public lands within the Burro Creek watershed 
above the Highway 93 bridge through the BLM's watershed 
program, reduction of grazing and other vegetative manipula- 
tion for the benefit of the northern goshawk, sharp-shinned 
hawk, zone-tailed hawk, black-hawk, bald eagle, peregrine fal- 
con, desert tortoise, Gila monster, Gilbert's skink and desert 
night lizard by the year 2000. 

Decision brought forward with the following changes, dropping 
the 1990 date reference. Identify, establish and/or maintain the 
potential natural plant communities within the Burro Creek 
watershed for the benefit of the northern goshawk, sharp- 
shinned hawk, zone-tailed hawk, black-hawk, bald eagle, per- 
egrine falcon, desert tortoise, Gila monster, Gilbert's skink and 
desert night lizard. 

Establish continuing vegetative studies to determine present 
habitat condition and monitor trend. 

WL-6.1 Analyze selected habitats to establish limiting factors to 
mountain quail introduction while evaluating the possible com- 
petition between them and Gambei's quail by FY 82. 

Decision dropped as no longer being valid. 

The on-site inspection and detailed evaluation of habitat by the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department is recommended during 
the analysis stage. Analyze mountain quail habitat parameters 
under the Hualapal HMP subject to availability of personnel 
and funding. 

WL-6.2 Analyze existing habitat for potential re-establishment 
of desert bighorn sheep into the Aquarius Planning Unit by 1985. 

Decision brought forward with changes, adding the Hualapai 
Planning Unit and dropping the 1985 date requirement. 

Within the Aquarius HMP, address whether bighorns will be re- 
established in the Aquarius Planning Unit based on the habitat 
analysis. 

WL-7.1 Develop cooperative HMPs on the Hualapal and 
Aquarius areas by FY 85 to install about 25 big game waters as 

Actions have been accomplished. 
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generally identified on Step 4 overlays. The exact location and 
schedule for construction of these proposed waters will be 
determined in the HMPs. 

RMP Proposals 

WL-7.2 Implement BLM policy as outlined in IM AZ-80-142 
regarding fencing of springs, r iparian areas and dirt  tanks. 

Decision dropped as not being valid. This is BLM policy. 

WL-7.3 Allocate forage and secure water for present numbers of 
big game animals based upon proper  use tables and the 1979 
forage inventory. 

Decision brought forward with the followings: determine forage 
allocations for big game by integrated habitat  monitoring and 
forage inventory to support  a thriving natural  ecological bal- 
ance among all ungulates. Provide adequate water for wildlife. 

WL-7.4 Begin a program of prescribed burning, reseeding and 
wildfire management to improve deer habitat in the open and 
closed chaparral  standard habitat site for Aquarius and Huala- 
pal planning units under the appropriate HMPs by FY 85. 

Decision brought forward with changes, dropping item 6, mak- 
ing the rest period in item 7 flexible, modifying item 8 to allow 
only native species and by dropping the FY 85 date requirement. 

Use the following guidelines when planning vegetation manipu- 
lation projects. 

1. Cleared areas should not make up over one-third of the 
habitat area. For  every 100 acres cleared, 200 acres should be 
left untouched. 

2. Leave 1/4- to 1/2-mile buffer zones along roads and other 
recreation facilities. 

3. Leave felled trees in place and evenly distribute brush 
piles over the entire treatment area. 

4. Openings should be small and regular-shaped; 660 foot 
maximum width is optimum, but should not exceed 1,200 feet. 
Edges should be irregular to create maximum edge effect. 

5. Ridges should remain untreated and he at least 300 feet 
wide to provide effective cover. 

f 

• " , " ~ ~ 2 ~ ,  i 

6. Treatment should be as thorough as possible to get maxi. 
mum soil disturbance to provide a good seed bed and maximum 
kill of trees to lengthen useful life of treatment. 

7. A three-year rest will be required on all treatment areas 
to allow for seedling establishment. Utilization will not exceed 40 
percent. 

8. A mixture of seed will be seeded with the purpose of 
supplying succulent forage over a Iongperiod. Species trial plots 
should be established to determine new species possibly adapted 
to the area. A diversity of species is needed. 
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WL-7~ Build and monitor six 100-acre exclosures for study of 
cattle, burro,  deer and antelope utilization versus habitat condi- 
tion in saguaro-paloverdejuniper-mixed shrub, open and closed 
chaparral  and high and low elevation grassland standard haM- 
tat sites in deer and antelope range. Locations will be developed 
where conflicts are presently severe. Exclosures must be on 
range sites most typical of the habitat and constructed by FY 87. 

Decision brought forward with changes, dropping the 1987 date 
requirement. 

WL-7.6 Protect the lambing, fawning and important or crucial 
use areas (161,860 acres) of big game species in the planning area 

by closely monitoring or  not authorizing the following habitat 
disturbance impacts on the above areas by FY 82. 

Decision brought forward with changes, dropping the FY 82 

date requirement. 

1. Excess fencing 
2. Land disposal or trading 
3. Building of structures 
4. Land (vegetative) clearing or removal of downed wood 
5. Mining 
6. Off-highway vehicle use 
7. Roadbuilding 
8. Intense recreation use or development 
9. In pronghorn, bighorn and elk areas, limit utilization of 

key perennial grasses and annual forbs to no more than 60 
percent 

10. In deer and bighorn areas, limit utilization of key shrub 
species to no more than 60 percent 

11. Livestock and burro grazing on bighorn lambing areas 
12. Rights-of-way 
13. Other impacts as found in subsequent inventories, envi- 

ronmental assessments or HMP development 

WL-7.7 Use livestock and burro management as a tool to 
improve big game habitat from the present poor to fair range 
condition to good to excellent range condition on the following 
allotments by the year 2000. Also, establish studies to determine 
exact condition and monitor trend. 

Decision has been modified to read: "Identify, establish and/or 
maintain the potential natural  plant communities in big game 
habitat. Integrated monitoring of habitat would be used to 
measure progress. Drop the FY 2000 date requirement." 

Allotment 

1. Gray Wash 0038 
2. Greenwood Peak 0040 
3. Burro Creek Ranch 0014 
4. Yellow Pine 0078 
5. Lines 0110 
6. Hualapai 0047 
7. Bateman Spring 0006 
8. Walnut Creek 0073 
9. Chicken Spring 002] 
10. Arras t ra  Mountain 0002 
11. Black Mesa 0009 
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WL-7.8 Cooperatively develop HMPs with the Arizona Game 
and Fish Department to address the followlng. The exact 
location of the studies and period of time will be identified in the 
HMPs. 

Decision has been incorporated in the Bill Williams-Crossman 
Peak Habitat Management Plan. 

1. Study the water needs of Mexican pronghorn in the south- 
ern half of the Hualapai Planning Unit. 

2. Study predation and fawn survival of pronghorn in relation 
to forb production, fence impediments and grass utiliza- 
tion. 

WL-7.9 Modify all fences in mule deer range and antelope range 
on public lands to meet BLM standards (Manual 1737) as 
reconstructed or  during major maintenance. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-7.10 Keep gravity-fed troughs and water storage tanks 
filled year-round for use by waterfowl and other wildlife even if 
livestock are removed. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 

WL-8.1 Construct 22 100-acre exclosures in representative 
range sites in all s tandard habitat  sites in the planning area by 
FY 86 subject to availability of personnel and funding. 

Decision brought forward with changes, dropping the FY 86 
requirement. 

WL-8.2 Initiate studies (subject to availability of personnel and 
funding) todetermine habitat relationship characteristics on the 
following animals whose populations may be decreasing in 
response to or causing habitat degradation. These studies may 
be developed jointly with the Arizona Game and Fish Depart- 
ment. 

Decision brought forward with changes, dropping Item 1. 

1. Mountain lion kitten rearing areas 
2. Furbearers  
3. Bobcats 
4. Black bear 
5. Gray fox 
6. Cattle/burro/cottontail and jackrabbi t  
7. Bat roosting sites 
8. Beaver 
9. Kit  fox 

WL-8.3 Minimize resource uses and activities which would 
further deteriorate ponderosa pine, mixed broadleaf, cotton- 
wood-willow, mesquite bosque and mesquite-tamarisk stan- 
dard habitat sites in the planning area. Relative values of these 
habitats are found in Table .36B2 in Step 1 of each unit resource 
analysis. This recommendation includes full mitigation of and 
alternative site selection of the following possible activities. 

Decision brought forward unchanged. 
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1. Land disposal 
2. Vegetation removal (including woodcutting) 
3. Roadbuiiding 
4. Construction of communication sites and other structures 
5. Reduction of instream flows 
6. Construction of powerlines, gaslines, waterlines 
7. Increase of burro or livestock use 
8. Materials removal 
9. Increases in forage plant utilization in any grazing pasture 

greater than 60 percent 
10. Intense recreational use 
11. Water pollution 

WL-8.4 In preparing I-IMPs and other activity plans, design a 
system of rangeland/habltat management allowing for a mosaic 
of habitat patterns (increasing habitat "edge") with juxtaposi- 
tion of a variety of range site condition classes in each standard 
habitat site in a preferred mix of 20 percent Fair, 50 percent 
Good and 30 percent Excellent by 1999 (922,000). 

Decision has been modified to read: "Identify, establish and/or 
maintain the potential natural plant communities, allowing for 
a mosaic of habitat patterns. Drop the fiscal year 1999 date 
requirement." 

WL-9.1 Initiate studies necessary to identify and thereby re- 
solve conflicts with desert bighorn sheep by FY 82 (in the Aubrey 
Peak area). 

Decision brought forward with changes, dropping the fiscal year 
82 date requirement. 

WL-9A Manage the public lands in the Burro Creek Riparian 
Management Area under multiple use concepts with a primary 
objective being to enhance the condition and quality of the 
unique natural ecosystems in the area. Develop a management 
plan to provide guidance for resource uses in the area by March 
31, 1983. 

The Burro Creek Riparian Management Area Plan has been 
completed. Actions have been accomplished. 

WL-10.1 Accept the revised Multiple-Use Recommendations 
with the following modifications. 

1. Develop a riparian management plan, fully coordinating it 
with the owners of 23,800 acres of adjacent or intermingled 
non-federal lands. Cooperative agreement should be sought 
in order to secure mutual objectives consistent with the 
purposesofthe riparian managementplan. Where necessary 
in order to provide the required special management, and 
when it is in the public interest to do so, acquire portions of 
the 23,800 acres through purchase, exchange or donation. 

Actions partially completed. The Burro Creek Riparian Man- 
agement Plan has been completed. Further acquisitions are 
necessary. 

2. Acquire surface and subsurface rights on 26,240 acres of non- 
public lands in big game habitat for elk, bighorn sheep, 
pronghorn antelope and waterfowl as identified in the Hua- 
lapai and Aquarius Step 4 Tables by FY 88. 

Actions partially completed and the remainder of the decision 
brought forward by dropping the FY 88 date requirement. 
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The unit  resource analysis  addressed the horse herd 
area. I t  was never addressed in the MFP, but was slated 
to be addressed in the first MFP update. Reservation of 
forage to support 14 horses was accepted in the grazing 
EIS. 

The decision was brought forward with changes. Those 
changes include Increased forage reservation to support  a 
herd of 90 wild horses and expand the wild horse area to 
reflect the actual use patterns. 

Black Mountains 
Forage was reserved to support  400 burros.  The decision was brought forward unchanged. 

Designate and manage a wild bu r ro  sanctuary  in the 
Black Mountains Planning Unit. 

Decision carried forward with changes. A wild burro range 
would be identified in the southern portion of the Black 
Mountains Herd Management  Area. 

Remove wild burros from area RMB-1. Manage the area 
without wild horses and burros. Reduce the burro population 
to 200 animals. Develop waters to improve burro distribution. 
Close the  a r e a  to g r az ing  by domes t ic  horses  and 
burros. Retain all public lands within the habitat area. 
Retain r ights-of-way,  acquire  addi t ional  r ights-of-way 
and develop a memorandum of understanding with the 
National Park Service at Lake Mead and the U.S. Fish 
and Wild l i fe  Service  to ensure  cont inued  access to 
water .  

Decision brought forward with changes. Area RMI3-1 cor- 
responds with Area B in the Resource Management Plan 
proposed action (see Map 10). Wild burros would first 
be removed from areas outside the herd management 
area, then as problem animals from Area B within the 
herd management  area.  Area B has become largely 
private lands with increasing subdivisions and human 
development .  The refining of  forage al location and 
strat if icat ion of habi ta t  would define bu r ro  manage- 
ment  areas,  allow for adjus tments  in the wild bur ro  
population, removal of problem animals, removal from 
problem areas  and removal  on an equitable level In 
transition/joint use areas. This would be in line with the 
management  f ramework  p lan  decision. 

Reduce livestock grazing and reserve 2,400 animal unit months 
of forage for 200 burros. 

Decision brought forward with changes. A total of 12,000 
animal unit months of forage would he reserved for ungulates 
including burros,  deser t  bighorn sheep, livestock and 
deer in the Black Mountains.  Forage would be allo- 
cated at 30 percent for burros,  30 percent  for desert  
bighorn sheep, 30 percent for livestock and 10 percent 
for deer in areas of shared habitat. 

Hualapai/Aquarius 

The MFP recommendations for maintaining a wild burro herd 
in the Big Sandy Herd Management Area were brought 
forward through the grazing environmental impact state- 
ment.  Habi ta t  and forage was reserved for 139 wild 
bu r ros .  

The decision was brought forward unchanged. 

RM-3.1 Ini t ia te  studies of wild bu r ros  to determine  
numbers ,  sex and age ra t ios ,  d i s t r ibu t ion ,  dai ly  and 
seasonal  movements,  food habi ts  and other  informa-  
tion necessa ry  for  he rd  m a n a g e m e n t .  The s tudies  
should include,  but  not  be l imited to, fecal studies,  
t empora ry  exclosures, permanent  uti l ization transects,  
t r end  studies,  complete  records  of an imals  cap tu red  
during reduction programs,  burro  inventories and ani- 
mal  observa t ions .  

Decision ca r r i ed  f o r w a r d  with changes.  The BLM 
would initiate studies to identify the ecological niche 
currently being occupied by wild burros  to determine 
social behavioral  t rai ts ,  genetic viabil i ty and habi ta t  
use p a t t e r n s  inc luding  c ruc ia l  ha b i t a t  components .  
Integrated habitat  monitoring would be used to deter- 
mine the forage a l loca t ions  necessary  to suppor t  a 
herd in thriving natura l  ecological balance. 
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Appendix 30 (continued) 
Hualapai/Aquarius 
Wild Horse and Burro 

RMP Proposal 

RM-3.2 Coordinate with the Lower Gila Resource Area on Decision brought forward unchanged. 
the management of burros In the Alamo Lake Herd Area. 

RM-3.3 Combine the six herd areas identified in the unit 
resource analysis into two herd areas. 

RM-3.4 Reserve forage for 652 burros per year pending 
removal of excess animals. Increase the forage alloca- 
tion by 17 percent annually beginning with the year 1980. 
Allocate a minimum of 3.92 acre-feet of water available for 
use by burros each year. This allocation should also be 
increased by 17 percent annually. If burro numbers are 
not reduced by the time grazing decisions are issued, 
downward adjustments may be necessary to prevent 
over commitment of the forage resource. 

Actions have been completed. 

Since implementation of the management framework 
plan decision, the wild burro population has been ad- 
justed downward through the management prescrip- 
tions set forth in the Big Sandy Herd Management Area 
Plan. The wild burro population would continue to be 
adjusted within an ecological balance based on vegeta- 
tive monitoring studies through multiple use grazing 
decisions addressing use by all ungulates. 

RM-3.5 Designate herd unit 1A as the Sycamore Creek 
herd unit. To facilitate management, acquire private and 
state lands within the herd unit by October 1, 1990. 
Develop a herd management area plan in coordination 
with the allotment management plan and habitat manage- 
ment plans for the area. These plans wig be designed to 
resolve site-specific problems. Manage the herd unit for 
48 burros. 

RM-3.6 Designate herd unit IB as the Burro Creek herd 
unit. To facilitate management acquire private and state 
lands within the herd management area plan in coordina- 
tion with the allotment management plan and habitat 
management plans for the area. These plans will be 
designed to resolve site-specific problems. Manage the 
herd unit for 22 burros. Remove all burros from the 
riparian zone for seven to ten years to improve riparian 
habitat. Manage the remainder of the herd in areas away 
from the creek and its immediate habitat. 

Decision brought forward with changes. Coordinate and 
revise the herd management area plan, allotment man- 
agement plans and habitat management plans to identify 
and resolve habitat use conflicts among ungulates in the 
Big Sandy Herd Management Area. (The Big Sandy Herd 
Management Area includes the Sycamore Creek, Burro 
Creek and the Big Sandy herd use areas). The unit would 
not be managed for 48 burros. The management area 
would be managed to support a genetically viable popu- 
lation defined as a minimum of 50 effective breeding 
animals. Integrated habitat monitoring would be devel- 
oped to determine forage allocations necessary to sup- 
port a thriving natural ecological balance among all 
ungulates using the Big Sandy Herd Management Area. 
Population adjustments would be based on analysis of 
integrated monitoring data and resource objectives and 
in consultation with other government agencies and 
interested publics. 

Decision brought forward with changes. Coordinate and 
revise the herd management area plan, allotment man- 
agement plans and habitat management plans to identify 
and resolve habitat use conflicts among ungulates in the 
Big Sandy Herd Management Area. (The Big Sandy Herd 
Management Area includes the Sycamore Creek, Burro 
Creek and the Big Sandy herd use areas). The unit would 
not be managed for 22 burros. The management area 
would be managed to support a genetically viable popu- 
lation defined as a minimum of 50 effective breeding 
animals. Integrated habitat monitoring would be devel- 
oped to determine forage allocations necessary to sup- 
port a thriving natural ecological balance among all 
ungulates using the Big Sandy Herd Management Area. 
Population adjustments would be based on analysis of 
integrated monitoring data and resource objectives and 
in consultation with other government agencies and 
interested publics. Riparian habitat objectives and man- 
agement prescriptions would be developed in new re- 
source activity plans and revisions of existing plans. 

(continued) 
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,7 

Appendix 30 (continued) 
Hualapai/Aquarius 

RM-3.7 Designate herd unit 2 as the Big Sandy herd unit. 
Remove burros from the Gibson, Groom Peak and por- 
tions of the Greenwood Peak Community grazing allot- 
ments to protect burros from harassment and/or death. 
Manage the herd unit for 54 burros. Develop a herd 
management area plan in coordination with allotment 
management plans and the habitat management plan for 
the area. These plans will be designed to resolve site- 
specific problems. 

Wild Horse and Burro 
RMP Proposal 

Decision brought forward with changes. Coordinate and 
revise the herd management area plan, allotment man- 
agement plans and habitat management plans to identify 
and resolve use conflicts among ungulates in the Big 
Sandy Herd Management Area. (The Big Sandy Herd 
Management Area includes the Sycamore Creek, Burro 
Creek and the Big Sandy Herd use areas). The unit would 
not be managed for 54 burros. The management area 
would be managed to support a genetically viable popu- 
lation defined as a minimum of 50 effective breeding 
animals. Integrated habitat monitoring would be devel- 
oped to determine forage allocations necessary to sup- 
port  a thriving natura l  ecological balance among all 
ungulates in the Big Sandy Herd Management Area. 
Population adjustments would be based on analysis of 
integrated monitoring data and resource objectives and 
in consultation with other government agencies and 
interested publics. 

RM-3.8 Exclude all grazing by domestic horses and bur- 
ros from all wild and free-roaming horse and burro herd 
areas.  

Decision brought forward unchanged. 
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GLOSSARY 
ACCELERATED EROSION: Erosion much more rapid than 

normal, natural or geologic erosion, resulting from the destruc- 
tion of vegetation cover, other human activities and sometimes 
natural catastrophes such as fare. 

ACRE-FOOT: The volume of material or water that will cover an 
area of one acre to a depth of one foot (43,560 cubic feet or 
325,851 gallons). 

ACTIVITY PLAN: A detailed, specific plan for management of 
a singleresource program or plan element undertaken as necessary 
to implement the more general resource management plan deci- 
sions. 

ADVERSE EFFECT (Cultural Resources): Alteration of the 
characteristics which contribute to the use(s) determined ap- 
propriate for a cultural resource or which qualify a cultural 
property for the National Register to such a degree that the 
appropriate use(s) are diminished or precluded or the cultural 
property is disqualified from National Register eligibility. Cri- 
teria in the regulations of the Advisory Council (36 CFR Part 
800) guide the determination of adverse effects. 

livestock to be permitted on the range and the rangeland devel- 
opments needed. 

ALLUVIAL: Relating to or formed by water carrying and depos- 
iting rocks, soil mad other materials. 

ALTERNATIVES: Different ways of addressing the planning 
issues and management activities considered in the planning 
process. These serve to provide the decision maker and the 
public a clear basis for choices among options. 

AMBIENT MR QUALITY: Prevailing condition of the atmo- 
sphere at agiventime; the outside air. Concentration levelsin the 
outside air for a specified pollutant and a specified averaging 
time period within a given area. 

ANIMAL UNIT (AU): One mature (1,000-pound) cow or its 
equivalent based on an average dally forage consumption of 26 
pounds of dry matter. 

ANIMAL UNIT MONTH (AUM): The amount of forage nec- 
essary for the sustenance of one cow or five sheep for one month. 

MR POLLUTION: Accumulation of aerial wastes beyond the 
concentrations that the atmosphere can absorb and which may, 
in turn, damage the environment. 

AIR QUALITY CLASSES: Classes established by the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) that define the amount of 
air pollution considered significant within an area. 

I. Almost any change in air quality would be considered 
significant. 

II. Deterioration normally accompanying moderate, well- 
controlled growth would be considered insignificant. 

IlL Deterioration up to the national standards would be con- 
sidered insignificant. 

AIRSHED: A region within which air movement tends to be 
confined by topographic barriers, meteorology and local circu- 
lations. 

APPARENT TREND: Immediate or short-term tendency, used 
mainly to record vegetative response to management actions. 

AQUATIC HABITAT: Habitat that is inundated by water with a 
frequency sufficient to support a prevalent form of aquatic life. 

AQUIFER: An underground body of rock or similar material 
capable of storing water and transmitting it to wells or springs. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL DISTRICT: An area that provides a 
concentration of cultural properties in a discrete, definable 
location. 

ARCHAIC: Archaeological period of about 8,000 to 300 B.C. 

AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 
(ACEC): An area of public lands where special management 
attention is required to protect important historic, cultural or 
scenic values, fish and wildlife or natural systems or processes, 
or to protect life and safety from natural hazards. 

ALKALI SOIL: Soil having so high a degree of alkalinity (pH 8.5 
or higher) or so high a percentage of exchangeable sodium (15 
percent or more of the total exchangeable bases), or both, that 
plant growth is rest~ricted. 

ALLOTMENT: An area of land assigned to one ormore livestock 
operators for grazing livestock. Allotments generally consist of 
public lands but may also include state-owned and private lands. 
An allotment may include one or more separate pastures. 
Livestock numbers and seasons of use are specified for each 
allotment. 

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN (AMP): A livestock 
grazing management plan for a specific allotment based on 
multiple-use resource management objectives. The AMP con- 
siders livestock grazing in relation to other uses of the range and 
in relation to renewable resources -- watershed, vegetation and 
wildlife. An AMP establishes the seasons-of-use, the number of 

ARIZONA SITE STEWARD PROGRAM: A volunteer pro- 
gram administered through the Arizona Archaeology Advisory 
Commission and the State Historic Preservation Officer to 
safeguard and monitor the condition of selected archaeological 
sites and areas in Arizona in cooperation with state and federal 
agencies. 

AVAILABLE FORAGE: The portion of the forage production 
that is accessible for use by a specified kind or class of grazing 
animal. 

AVERAGE LICENSED USE: The average number of animal 
unit months authorized during the past five years. This figure 
depends on forage production and economics in any one year. 

BACK COUNTRY BYWAYS: Back country roads and vehicle 
trails that the BLM has designated and promotes for their high 
scenic and public interest values. As part of the National Scenic 
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Byway System, back country byways vary from single-track 
bike trails to narrow, low-speed, paved roads. 

BAJADA: A broad, gently inclined slope or  outwash plain at the 
foot of a mountain, formed by the coalescing of alluvial fans. 

BASE FLOW: The amount of streamflow that is maintained by 
groundwater inflow to the stream and is therefore relatively 
constant, even during dry periods. 

BASELINE: Conditions, including trends, existing in the human 
environment before a proposed action is begun; a benchmark 
state from which all environmental consequences are forecast 
and all changes expected to occur under existing management is 
the no-action alternative. 

BASE METAL: Any of the more common and chemically active 
metals, such as copper and lead. 

BASE PROPERTY: Lands in a ranching enterprise that are 
owned or under long-term control of the operator. 

BENTONITE: A clay formed by the decomposition of volcanic 
ash, having the ability to absorb large amounts of water and to 
expand to several times its normal volume; used in adhesives, 
cements and ceramic fillers. 

BLOCK (verb)/BLOCKED-UP (adjective): v. To consolidate 
like things, such as ownership of land, e.g., the BLM acquires 
privately owned acreage in the middle of a large area of public 
land. 

BROWSE: As a verb, to consume or feed on (a plant); as anoun, 
the tender shoots, twigs and leaves of trees and shrubs often used 
as food by cattle, deer, elk and other animals. 

BRUSH: Vegetation consisting primarily of bushes and shrubs, 
usually undesirable for livestock or timber management. It may 
sometimes be of value for browse or for watershed protection. 

BUTTE: An isolated hill with steep sides and a flat top. 

CARRYING CAPACITY (RECREATION): The maximum 
number of people at one time that an area or facility can 
accommodate without impairing the natural, cultural or devel- 
oped resource. 

CHAINING: A method of vegetation treatment in which large, 
woody species such as pinyon and juniper are removed with a 
heavy chain dragged between two bulldozers. 

CHANGE AGENT: The apparent cause of an environmental 
consequence, an antecedent related empirically to an environ- 
mental consequence. 

CLASSIFICATION: Theprocess of determining whetber public 
lands are more valuable or suitable for transfer or use under 
particular or various public land laws than for retention in federal 
ownership for management purposes. 

CLIMAX VEGETATION: The finalvegetationcommunity that 
emerges after a series of successive vegetational stages. The 
climax community perpetuates itself indefinitely unless dis- 
turbed by outside forces. This differs from the potential natural 

community (PNC) in that it does not include naturalized non- 
native species. 

COAL SLURRY: A mixture of water and powdered coal in 
roughly equal proportions by weight. 

COMMON VARIETY: Mineral deposits which do not possess 
a distinct special economic value over and above the normal use 
of the general run of such deposits. 

COMMUNITY: A group of plants and animals living together in 
a common area and having close interactions. 

CONTRAST (VISUAL): The effect of a striking difference in the 
form, line, color or texture of an area being viewed. 

CONTRAST RATING: A method of determining the extent of 
visual impact of an existing or proposed activity that will modify 
any landscape feature. 

CONVEYANCE: The transfer of real property from one owner to 
another by means of a formal document and other formalities. 

COORDINATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
(CRMP): A plan for management ofone ormore allotments that 
involves all the affected resources, e.g., range, wildlife and 
watershed. 

CRITICAL SOILS: Soils that contain very highly saline soils and 
/or are very highly susceptible to water erosion. 

CRITICAL WATERSHED: An area of soils that (1) have a high 
potential for salt yield, (2) are subject to severe water and wind 
erosion when disturbed, (3) have high runoff potential during 
storm events, (4) are subject to frequent flooding or (5) have a 
potential for loss of vegetation productivity under high rates of 
wind or water erosion. 

CRITICAL WILDLIFE HABITAT: The areaofland, water and 
airspace required for the normal needs and survival of a species. 

CRUCIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT: Sensitive use areas that are 
necessary to the existence, perpetuation or introduction of one or 
more species during critical periods of their life cycles, 

CULTURAL CLEARANCE: A statement, based upon an inven- 
tory, that a given tract of land contains no cultural resource 
values or that, if cultural resources are present, compliance 
actions will be undertaken and other adverse impacts on them 
sufficiently mitigated. 

CULTURAL PROPERTY: Any definite location of past human 
activity, habitation or use identified through a field inventory 
(see below), historical documentation or oral evidence. This 
term may include archaeological or historic sites, structures and 
places and sites or places of traditional cultural or religious 
importance to a specific group, whether or not represented by 
physical remains. Cultural properties are managed by the system 
of inventory evaluation and protection and use. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY: A descriptive listing 
and documentation of cultural resources, including photographs 
and maps; included are the processes of locating, identifying, 
and recording sites, structures, buildings, objects and districts 
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through library and archival research, information from persons 
knowledgeable about cultural resources and varying levels of 
intensity of on-the-ground field surveys. There are three classes 
of cultural resource inventories: 

I (Existing data inventory): An inventory study that includes a 
compilation and analysis of all available cultural resource data 
and an interpretive, narrative overview and synthesis of the data. 

II (Sampling field inventory): A sample-oriented field inven- 
tory designed to locate and record, from surface and exposed 
profile indications, all cultural resource sites within a portion of 
a defined area in a manner that will allow an objective estimate 
of the nature and distribution of cultural resources in the entire 
defined area. 

El (Intensive field inventory): An intensive field inventory 
designed to locate and record, from surface and exposedprofile 
indications, all cultural resource sites within a specified area. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES: Those fragile and nonrenewable 
remains of human activities, occupations and endeavors as 
reflected in sites, buildings, structures or objects, including 
works of art, architecture and engineering. Cultural resources 
are commonly discussed as prehistoric and historic values, but 
each period represents a part of the full continuum of cultural 
values from the earliest to the most recent. 

CULTURAL SITE: A physical location of past human activities 
or events. Cultural resource sites are extremely variable in size 
and range from the location of a single cultural resource object 
to a cluster of culturalresource structures having sociocultural or 
scientific values and meeting criterion of being more than 50 
years old. 

CUSTODIAL MANAGEMENT: A limited form of resource 
management employed on lands with low resource production 
potential that are producing near potential and where opportu- 
nities for positive economic return on public investment do not 
exist. 

DESIGNATED RIGHT-OF-WAY CORRIDOR: A parcel of 
land, either linear or areal, that has been identified by law, by 
Secretarial Order, through the land use planning process or by 
other management decision as a preferred location for existing 
and future right-of-way grants and suitable to accommodate 
more than one type of right-of-way or one or more rights-of-way 
which are similar, identical or compatible. 

DESIRED PLANT COMMUNITY (DPC): Aplant community 
that produces the kind, amount and proportions of vegetation 
needed to meet or exceed theresource management plan/activity 
plan objective established for the site. The DPC must be within 
the site's capability to produce the desired vegetation through 
natural succession, management intervention or both. 

DIRECTIONAL DRILLING: Drilling at an angle from the 
vertical to reach subsurface areas not directly under the wellbore. 
Such drilling is used to reach a subsurface area beneath a non- 
surface occupancy lease. 

DRAINAGE BASIN: An area bounded by a water parting and 
drained by a particular river and its tributaries (watershed). 

GLOSSARY 

DRILLING FLUID (Mud): A mixture of liquids and solids 
circulated through the wellbore o foil and gas wells during rotary 
drilling to force cuttings outofthewellbere to the surface, to cool 
and lubricate the bit and drill stem, to protect against blowouts 
by holding back subsurface pressures and to deposit a mud cake 
on the wall of the borehole to prevent the loss of fluids to the 
formation. 

EASEMENT: An interest in land owned by another that entitles 
the holder of the easement to a specific limited use of that land. 

ECOLOGICAL SITE: A distinctive kind of land that differs 
from other kinds of lands in its ability to produce a characteristic 
natural plant community. An ecological site is the product of all 
the environmental factors responsible for its development. It is 
capable of supporting a native plant community typified by an 
association of species that differs from that of other ecological 
sites in the kind or proportion of species or in total production. 
Ecological site is synonymous with range site. 

ECOLOGICAL STATUS: Thepresent state ofvegetationof an 
ecological site in relation to the natural potential plant commu- 
nity for that site. It is an expression of the relative degree to 
which the kinds, proportions and amounts of plants in a plant 
community resemble that of the potential natural community. 
Ecological status was formerly known as range condition. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT: The change, positive or negative, in 
economic conditions (including distribution and stability of 
employment and income in affected local and regional econo- 
mies) that directly or indirectly result from an activity, project or 
program. 

ECOSYSTEM: A complex self-sustaining natural system which 
includes living and nonliving components of the environment 
and the circulation of matter and energy between organisms and 
their environment. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT OF 1973 (as amended): Fed- 
eral law to ensure that no federal action will jeopardize federally 
listed or proposed threatened or endangered species of plants or 
animals. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT: The procedure for ana- 
lyzing the impacts of some proposed action on a given environ- 
ment and the documentation of the analysis. An environmental 
assessment is similar to an environmental impact statement but 
is generally smaller in scope. An environmental assessmentmay 
be preliminary to an environmental impact statement. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCE: A temporal or spatial 
change in the human environment cansed by an act of man. The 
change should be perceptible, measurable and relatable through 
a change agent to a proposed action or alternative. A conse- 
quence is something that follows an antecedent (as a cause or 
agent). Consequences are synonymous with impacts and effects. 
In the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, conse- 
quences are caused by a proposed action (40 CFR 1508.7; 
1508.14). 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS): An ana- 
lytical document prepared for use by decision-makers to weigh 
the environmental consequences of apotential decision. An EIS 

597 



GLOSSARY 

should accurately portray potential impacts to the environment 
of a particular course of action and its possible alternatives. 

EPHEMERAL STREAM: A stream that flows only briefly after 
a storm or during snowmelt. 

EQUID: A member of the horse family, i.e., a burro. 

EROSION: The wearing away of the soil and surface by running 
water, wind, ice or other geological agents. 

EVALUATION (Cultural Resources): The analysis of cultural 
resource inventory records, the application of professional judg- 
ment to identify characteristics that contribute to possible uses 
for recorded cultural resources and the recommendation of 
appropriate uses(s) for each resource or group of resources. 
National Register eligibility criteria, 36 CFR Part 60, are inter- 
preted through or with reference to Bureau evaluation criteria. 

EXCAVATION (ARCHAEOLOGICAL): The scientifically 
controlled recovery of subsurface materials and information 
from acultural site. Recovery techniques arerelevant to research 
problems and are designed to produce maximum knowledge 
about the site's use, its relation to other sites and the natural 
environment, and its significance in the maintenance of the 
cultural system. 

EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY CORRIDOR: Aparcelofland, 
with fixed limits or boundaries, that is being used as the location 
for one or more rights-of-way. 

EXTENSIVE RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREAS 
(ERMAs): Areas where recreation is unstanactured and dispersed 
and where minimal recreation-related investments are required. 
ERMAs, which constitute the majority of the Arizona Strip 
public land, provide recreation visitors the freedom of choice 
with minimal regulatory constraint. 

FAIR MARKET VALUE: The amount in cash, or in terms 
reasonably equivalent to cash, for which in all probability a 
leasable mineral deposit would be sold or leased by a knowl- 
edgeable owner willing but not obligated to sell or lease to a 
knowledgeable purchaser who desires but is not obligated to buy 
or lease. 

FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 
1976 (FLPMA): Public Law 94-579, which gives the BLM 
legal authority to establish public land policy, to establish 
guidelines for administering such policy and to provide for the 
management, protection, development and enhancement of the 
public lands. 

FEDERAL LANDS: Those lands owned by the United States, 
without reference to how the land was acquired or which federal 
agency administers the lands, including mineral or coal estates 
underlying private surface. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT: The integration of fire protection, 
prescribed buming and fire ecology knowledge into multiple use 
planning, decision-making and land management activities. 
Fire management is a program, not of letting fires burn, but rather 
of placing fire in perspective with overall land management 
objectives to fulfill the needs of society. 

FLOOD PEAK: The highest value of the stage or discharge 
attained by a flood; thus, peak stage or peak discharge. 

FLOODPLAIN: The nearly level alluvial plain that borders a 
stream or river and is subject to inundation during high water 
periods; the relatively flat area or lowland adjoining a body of 
standing or flowing water which has been or might be covered by 
floodwaters. 

FORAGE: Vegetation of all forms available for animal consump- 
tion. 

FORB: a herbaceous (nonwoody) plant that is not a grass, sedge 
or rush. 

FREE USE PERMIT: A permit that allows theremoval of timber 
and other resources from the public lands free of charge. 

FREQUENCY: A quantitative expression of the presence or 
absence of individuals of a species in a population. It is defined 
as the percentage of occurrence of aspecies in a series of samples 
of uniform size. 

GOAL: The desired state or condition that a resource management 
policy or program is designed to achieve. A goal is usually not 
quantifiable and may not have a specific date by which it is to be 
completed. Goals are the bases from which objectives are 
developed. 

GRAZING PREFERENCE: The total number of animal unit 
months of livestock grazing on public lands apportioned and 
attached to base property owned or controlled by a permittee or 
lessee. Active preference and suspended preference combined 
make up total grazing preference. 

GRAZING PRIVILEGES: Permission to graze livestock on the 
public lands granted by the BLM to permittees and lessees as a 
privilege. Grazing privileges are attached to base property. 

GRAZING SYSTEM: Sequence of livestock grazing, by area, 
designed to accomplish management objectives. 

GROUNDWATER: Water filling the unblocked pores ofunder- 
lying material below the water table. 

HABITAT: A specific set of physical conditions that surround a 
single species, a group of species or a large community. In 
wildlife management, the major components of habitat are 
considered to be food, water, cover and living space. 

HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN: A written and officially 
approved plan for a specific geographic area which identifies 
wildlife habitat and related objectives, establishes the sequence 
of actions for achieving objectives and outlines procedures for 
evaluating accomplishments. 

HAZARDOUS WASTE OR MATERIAL (HAZMAT): Any 
substance that poses a threat to the health or safety of persons or 
the environment. These include any material that is toxic, 
ignitable, corrosive or radioactive. 

HEAVY MINERALS: Metals having a specific gravity (weight 
in comparison to the weight of an equal volume of water) of 5.0 
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or more and generally toxic in relatively low concentrations to 
plant and animal life. Including lead, mercury, cadmium and 
arsenic, such metals can persist in animal tissue and increase in 
concentrations as they pass up the food chain. 

HERBACEOUS: Pertaining to plants having little or no woody 
tissue. 

HERD MANAGEMENT AREA PLAN (HMAP): A plan for 
the management of a geographic area used by wild horses or 
burros. A HMAP outlines details of a burro or horse capture 
i31an, adoption program and long-term management of popula- 
lions. 

HOLISTIC RESOURCE MANAGEMENT: An approach to 
resource management that recognizes the need to consider the 
entire ecosystem as well as human, biological and financial 
resources.  

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT: The natural and physical environ- 
ment and the relationship of people with that environment (see 
complete deffmition in the Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations, 40 CFR 1508.15). 

INDICATOR: Anelement of the human envirortment affected, or 
potentially affected, by a change agent. An indicator can be a 
structural component' a functional process or an index. A key 
indicator integrates several system elements in such a way as to 
indicate the general health of that system. 

INTERDISCIPLINARY APPROACH: Cooperative, interac- 
tive consultation and analysis among individuals representing 
two or more disciplines. Such an approach should ensure the 
integrated use of the natural and social sciences and the environ- 
mental design arts in planning and in decision-making, which 
may have an impact on man's environment [National Environ- 
mental Policy Act 102(2)(A)]. 

INTRUSION (VISUAL): A land, vegetation or structural feature 
that is generally considered out of context with the characteristic 
landscape. 

ISOLATED TRACT: A parcel of public lands surrounded by 
non-federal lands. 

ISSUE: See planning issue. 

KEY AREA: A relatively small portion of a rangeland selected 
because of its location, use or grazing value as an area on which 
to monitor the effects of grazing use. Itis assumed that key areas, 
if properly selected, will reflect the effects of current grazing 
management over all or part of a pasture, allotment or other 
grazing unit. 

KEY SPECIES: A plant that is relatively or potentially abundant, 
can endure moderately close grazing and serves as an indicator 
of changes in a vegetational complex. The key species is an 
important vegetation component, which, if overused, will sig- 
nificantly harm watershed conditions, grazing capacity or other 
resources. More than one key species may be selected on an 
allotment. One species may be important for watershed protec- 
tion and a different species may be important for livestock or 
wildlife forage or other values. 

GLOSSARY 

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND: A federally 
maintained fund used for acquiring and developing federal 
outdoor recreation resources and for assisting states in planning, 
acquiring and developing land and water areas and facilities for 
outdoor recreation. 

LAND DISPOSAL: A transaction that leads to the transfer of title 
of public lands from the federal government. 

LAND TREATMENT: Alteration of vegetation of an area by 
mechanical, biological or chemical means or by burning. Land 
treatments are implemented to reduce erosion or improve veg- 
etation for livestock or wildlife. 

LEACH MINING: The technique of mineral extraction where a 
variety of chemical solutions are used to extract minerals which 
are soluble within those liquids. This technique may be used to 
extract minerals from abandoned tailings, crushed ores and in- 
place ores. 

LEASABLE MINERALS: Minerals such as coal, oil shale, oil 
and gas, phosphate, potash, sodium, geothermal resources and 
all other minerals that may be acquired under the Mineral 
Leasing Act of 1920, as amended. 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: The description of a particular parcel 
of land according to the official plat of its cadastral survey, 
including township, range and section numbers. 

LOCATABLE MINERALS: Any valuable mineral that is not 
salable or leasable, including gold, silver, copper, tungsten, 
uranium, etc. 

LODE MINING: Extraction of minerals from deposits which are 
still in place within the confines of the surrounding country rock. 

MAJOR LAND RESOURCE AREAS (MLRAs): Geographic 
areas having similar topography, climate, soils and vegetation. 
For example, MLRA 30-2 is characterized as having all 
hyperthermic soils with less than eight inches of annual precipi- 
tation. All other MLRAs are characterized as having thermic 
soils with greater than eight inches of yearly precipitation. 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN (MFP): A planning 
decision document prepared before the effective date of the 
regulations implementing the landuseplanning provisions of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act. 

MANAGEMENT SITUATION ANALYSIS (]VISA): A step in 
the BLM planning process that identifies existing management, 
physical resources and opportunities to meet the needs, concerns 
and issues identified through resource management planning. 
The MSA results in a reference document, which is kept in the 
resource area office. The MSA document is open for public 
inspection but is not distributed to the public. 

METALLIC MINERALS: Those minerals whose native form is 
metallic or whose principal products after refinement are metallic. 

MINERAL ENTRY: The location of mining claims by an 
individual to protect his right to a valuable mineral. 

MINERAL ESTATE: Mineral or subsurface ownership. 
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MINERALIZATION: The processes taking place in the earth's 
crust resulting in the formation of valuable minerals or ore 
bodies; the occurrence of potentially valuable minerals. 

MINERAL MATERIAL DISPOSAL: Disposal of sand, build- 
hag and decorative stone, gravel, pumice, clay and other 
mineral materials and petrified wood through permit or 
contract for sale or free use. 

MINERAL WITHDRAWAL: Closure of land to mining laws, 
including sales, leasing and location, subject to valid existing 
rights. 

MINING PLAN OF OPERATION (MPO): A plan for mining 
exploration and development that an operator must submit to the 
BLM for approval when more than five acres a year will be 
disturbed or when an operator plans to work in an area of critical 
environmental concern, wilderness study area or wilderness. A 
mining plan of operation must document in detail all actions the 
operator plans to take from exploration through reclamation and 
present all information needed for preparing a National Environ- 
mental Policy Act document. 

MITIGATING MEASURES: Methods used (often included as 
stipulations or special conditions attached to a lease) to reduce 
the significance of or eliminate an anticipated environmental 
impact. 

MITIGATION: The lessening of a potential adverse effect by 
applying appropriate protection measures, the recovery of cul- 
tural resource data or other measures. 

MONITORING: The orderly collection and analysis of data to 
evaluate progress in meeting resource management objectives. 
Monitoring may also include: (1) the collection of data to 
evaluate progress in complying with laws, regulations, policies, 
executive orders and management decisions and (2) the collec- 
tion of data and observation of progress toward plan objectives, 
the accuracy of impact analysis and the effectiveness of mitiga- 
tion measures; these are also of particular interest in terms of 
RMP monitoring activities. 

MOTORIZED TRAVEL: Travel in any motorized vehicle for 
recreation purposes; includes driving or riding in off-highway 
areas (OHV travel). 

MOUNTAIN ISLANDS: Isolated mountain ranges where islands 
of habitat are surrounded by a sea of desert or grassland. 
Mountain islands are typically separated from similar commu- 
nities on other mountains by thousands of feet of elevation and 
radically different climatic conditions. Most mountain island 
plants and animals, especially the smaller ones, are descended 
from ancestors isolated since the last ice age, thousands of years 
ago. 

MOVEMENT CORRIDORS: Lands needed for maintaining or 
reconnecting natural habitat islands to facilitate traditional 
movement, migration, genetic interchange and population ex- 
pansion of native wildlife species. 

MULTIPLE-USE MANAGEMENT: Management of public 
lands and their resources so that they are used in the combination 
best meeting the present and future needs of the American 

people. Relative resource values are considered, not necessarily 
the combination of uses that will give the greatest potential 
economic return or the greatest unit output. 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA): It 
establishes policy, sets goals and provides means to ensure that 
environmental information is available to public officials and 
citizens before decisions are made and actions are taken. 

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT: The pri- 
mary federal 1 aw providing for the pro tee tion and preservation of 
cultural resources. Making it a national policy to preserve 
cultural heritage, the National Historic Preservation Act estab- 
lished the National Register of Historic Places, the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation and State Historic Preservation 
Officers. 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES: A list of 
districts, sites, buildings, structures and objects significant in 
American history, architecture, archaeology and culture main- 
mined by the Secretary of the Interior; expanded as authorized by 
Section 2(b) of the Historic Sites Act of 1935 (16 U.S.C.462) and 
Section 101(a)(1)(A) of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

NATIONAL WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS SYSTEM: Estab- 
lished by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 to protect 
rivers and their immediate environments that have outstanding 
scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural 
and other similar" values and are preserved in free-flowing 
conditions, this system provides for the designation of three 
types of rivers: (1) r e c r e a t i o n  ~ rivers or sections of rivers 
readily accessible by road or railroad that may have some 
development along their shorelines and may have undergone 
some impoundment or diversion in the past, (2) s c e n i c  m rivers 
or sections of rivers free of impoundments, with shorelines or 
watersheds still largely undeveloped but accessible in places by 
roads and (3) w i l d - -  rivers or sections of rivers free of impound- 
ments and generally inaccessible except by trails, with essen- 
tially primitive watersheds or shorelines and unpolluted waters. 

NATIONALWILDERNESS PRESERVATION SYSTEM: A 
system composed of federally owned areas designated by 
Congress as wilderness areas. These areas shall be administered 
for the use and enjoyment of the American people; management 
actions will preserve wilderness values for future use and enjoy- 
ment. 

NATURAL AREA: Land managed for retention of its typical or 
unusual plant or animal types, associations or other biotic 
phenomena or its outstanding scenic, geologic, soil or aquatic 
features or processes. 

NATURAL HAZARD: A natural characteristic of land or water 
resources or areas that constitutes conditions significantly dan- 
gerous, or potentially significantly dangerous, to human life or 
property or would be significantly dangerous to life or the safety 
of property if development or other activity were permitted. 
Such a hazard may be either existing or considered likely to 
occur in the future. 

NAVIGABLE WASH: A wash or arroya which iswide enough 
for a vehicle to pass through without dam age to vegetation or 
bank soils and generally having a sandy stream bed. 
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NONUSE: Current authorized grazing use in animal unit months 
that is not used during a given time period. Nonuse is applied for 
and authorized on an annual basis. 

PLACER MINING: That form of mining in which the surficial 
detritus (surface soil) is washed for gold or other valuable 
minerals (Dictionary of Geologic Terms, Anchor Press, 1979). 

NOTICE OF INTENT (NOI): A notice submitted to the BLM by 
a geophysical exploration company outlining a proposed oil and 
gas exploration program. 

OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE (OHV) DESIGNATIONS: 

Open: Designated areas and trails where off-highway vehicles 
may be operated (subject to operating regulations and vehicle 
standards set forth in BLM Manuals 8341 and 8343). 

Limited: Designated areas and trails where the use of off- 
highway vehicles is subject to restrictions, such as limiting the 
number or type of vehicles allowed, dates and times of use 
(seasonal restrictions), limiting use to existing roads and trails or 
limiting use to designated roads and trails. Combinations of 
restrictions are possible, such as limiting use to certain types of 
vehicles during certain times of the year. 

Closed: Designated areas, roads and trails where the use of off- 
highway vehicles is permanently or temporarily prohibited. 
Emergency use of vehicles is allowed. 

OIL AND GAS PRODUCTION FACILITIES: All those 
facility structures and equipment associated with the surface 
collection, storage or processing of oil and gas. 

PLANNING CRITERIA: The standards of rules and other 
factors developed by the manager and inter-disciplinary team for 
their use in forming judgments about decision making, analysis, 
and data collection during planning. 

PLANT VIGOR: The relative well-being andhealth ofaplant as 
reflected by its ability to manufacture sufficient food for growth 
and maintenance. 

POT HUNTING: Blegal collection of artifacts, either from the 
land surface or by digging into an archaeological site. 

PREFERRED: That plan alternative, in the envkonmental as- 
sessment or impact statement, which management has initially 
selected as offering the most acceptable resolution of the plan- 
ning issues and management concerns. 

PRIMITIVE RECREATION: Noumotorized and undeveloped 
types of outdoor recreation activities. 

PRIORITY WILDLIFE SPECIES: Federally listed threatened 
and endangered species and high profile candidate species; 
state-listed species which serve as environmental barometers for 
habitat quality as well as other species; big game species of 
particularly high economic, ecological and recreational value. 

OPTIMUM POTENTIAL: Relates to managing for the opti- 
mum or best number of animals grazing an area of habitat, 
which allows all habitat conditions to improve and/or be 
maintained. Habitat conditions include seral stage, plant 
density, species composition, soil stability, water quality and 
health of other animals also using the land. 

PALATABILITY: The relish with which a particular species or 
plant part is consumed by an animal. 

PARTICULATE MATTER: Any material, except water, in a 
chemically uncombined form that is or has been airborne and 
exists as a liquid or solid at standard temperature and pressure: 
minute particles of coal dust, flying ash and oxides temporarily 
suspended in the atmosphere. 

PROPER FUNCTIONING RIPARIAN CONDITION: One 
which maintains a stable flow regime, can absorb and dissi- 
pate energy of floodwaters, has a stable vegetative cover of all 
ages of plants (representing all species appropriate for the 
area), filters out sediment from the water, improves water 
quality and provides food, water, shade and cover for wild- 
life. 

PROPER USE: (I) A degree of utilization of current year's 
growth which, if continued, would achieve the management 
objectives and maintain or improve the long-term productivity 
of the site or (2) the percentage a plant is utilized when the 
rangeland as a whole is properly utilized. Proper use varies with 
time and systems of grazing. Proper use is synonymous with 
proper utilization. 

PASTURE: As used in this document, a subdivision of a grazing 
allotment. 

PATENT: A government instrument (or deed) that conveys legal 
tide for public lands to an individual or another government 
entity. 

PAYMENT IN LIEU OF TAXES (PILT): Payments to local or 
state governments based on ownership of federal land and not 
direcdy dependent on production of outputs or receipt sharing. 

PERMEABILITY (Soil): The ease with which gases or liquids 
penetrate or pass through soil. 

PHENOLOGICAL OR PHENOLOGY: Relating to stages of 
growth and development in the life cycle of plants. 

PICTOGRAPH: Prehistoricrock art, either drawn or painted onto 
a stone surface or pecked into such a surface. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: Part of the BLM's planning sys- 
tem that provides the opportunity for citizens as individuals or 
groups to express local, regional and national perspectives and 
concerns in the rulemaldng, decision-making, inventory and 
planning processes for public land. This includes public meet- 
ings, hearings or advisory beards or panels that may review 
resource management proposals and offer suggestions or criti- 
cisms for the various alternatives considered. 

PUBLIC RANGELANDS IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1978: 
A federal law that sought to improve rangeland conditions on the 
public lands. Among its provisions, the Public Rangelands 
Improvement Act (1) required the continuing inventory and 
monitoring of rangeland conditions, (2) specified that allotment 
management plans be developed "in careful and considered 
consultation, cooperation and coordination with lessees, permit- 
tees and landowners involved" and (3) set a new grazing fee 
formula based on a combination of fair market value, beef prices 
and production costs. 
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RANGE CONDITION: The current productivity of rangeland 
relative to what the rangeland is naturally capable of producing. 

RANGE IMPROVEMENT: An authorized activity or program 
on or relating to rangelands which is designed to improve 
production of forage, change vegetation composition, control 
patterns o fuse, provide water, stabilize soil and water conditions 
and provide habitat for livestock, wild horses and burros and 
wildlife. The term includes, but is not limited to, structures, 
treatment projects and use of mechanical means to accomplish 
the desired results. 

RANGELAND: A kind of land that supports vegetation useful for 
grazing or browsing, on which routine management of that 
vegetation is through manipulation of grazing rather than cul- 
tural practices. Rangeland includes natural grasslands, marshes, 
riparian zones and wet meadows. Rangeland includes lands 
revegetated naturally or artificially to provide a plant cover 
which is managed like native vegetation. 

RANGE SITE: See ecological site. 

RANGE TREND: The direction of change in range trend. 

RECORD OF DECISION: A required document that concisely 
reports the decision reached on an action examined through the 
National Environmental Policy Act process in an environmental 
impact statement. 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA (RMA): An area 
requiring explicit recreation management to achieve the BLM's 
recreation objectives and to provide specific recreation oppor- 
tunities. Special management areas are identified in the Re- 
source Management Plan, which also defines the management 
objectives for the area. The BLM's recreation investments are 
concentrated in these areas. 

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM (ROS): A 
conceptual framework for inventory, planning and management 
of recreation resources. 

RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITY: Those outdoor recre- 
ational activities which offer satisfaction in a particular physical, 
social and management setting in the EIS area. These activities 
are primarily hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing, photography, 
boating and camping. 

REHABILITATION: Restoration o fdamaged or lost environment 
as nearly as possible to its original state. 

RESEARCH NATURAL AREA (RNA): A physical or biologi- 
cal unit in which current natural conditions are maintained as 
much as possible. In a research natural area, activities such as 
livestock grazing and vegetation manipulation are prohibited 
unless they replace natural process and contribute to an area's 
protection and preservation, and recreation activities such as 
camping and gathering plants are discouraged. 

RESOURCE AREA: An admirfistrative subdivision of a BLM 
district. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (RMP): A written land 
use plan that outlines the BLM's decisions and strategies for 
management of the resources in a particular area, replacing the 
management framework plan in the BLM's planning system. 

REST-ROTATION GRAZING SYSTEM: A grazing plan 
providing for systematic and sequential gazing by livestock mad 
resting from livestock use on arange area to provide for production 
of livestock while maintaining or improving the vegetation and 
soil fertility. 

RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW): The legal right for use, occupancy or 
access across land or water areas for a specified purpose or 
purposes. Also, the lands covered by such a fight. 

RIGHT-OF-WAY CORRIDOR: The designation of an existing 
group of rights-of-way capable of accommodating one or more 
compatible fights-of-way of like kind. such a corridor contains 
only public land. 

RIPARIAN HABITAT (Areas): Lands directly influenced by 
permanent water and having visible characteristics, e.g., vegeta- 
tion, reflective of the presence of permanent water, i.e., surface 
and/or subsurface. 

SALABLE MINERALS: Minerals such as common varieties of 
sand, stone, gravel, pumicite and clay thatmay be acquiredunder 
the Materials Act of 1947, as amended. 

SALINE SOIL: Soil containing soluble salts in an amount that 
impairs growth of plants. A saline soil does not contain excess 
exchangeable sodium. 

SALINITY: A measure of total dissolved solids including all 
inorganic material in solution, whether ionized or not. 

SATISFACTORY WATERSHED CONDITION: A qualita- 
tive term relating to the extent of sheet, fill or gully erosion which 
has taken place within a watershed. This assessment or determi- 
nation is based on professional judgment. 

SCENIC CORRIDOR: The area encompassing the foreground- 
middleground zone along roadways. 

SCENIC QUALITY: The visual aesthetics of an area based on 
key factors of landforms, vegetation, color, water, influence of 
adjacent scenery, scarcity and amount of cultural modification. 
It indicates the visual quality of an area relative to other scenery 
in the region. BLM ratings are A = exceptional/extraordinary, 
B = moderate and C = low/common. 

SCOP1NG PROCESS: An early and open process for determin- 
ing the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the 
significant issues related to a proposed action. Scoping may 
involve public meetings, field interviews with representatives of 
agencies and interest groups, discussions with resource special- 
ists and managers, written comments in response to news re- 
leases, direct mailings and articles about the proposed action and 
scoping meetings. 

SEASON OF USE: The time of livestock grazing on a range area. 

SEDIMENT: Soil or mineral material transported by water and 
deposited in streams or other bodies of water. 

SEGREGATION: Anyactionto allowanapplication(exchange) 
that suspends the operation of the general public land laws; to 
separate, set apart or remove lands from the jurisdiction of part 
or all of the public land minerals laws. 
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SEMIPRIMITIVE MOTORIZED RECREATION: Those 
recreation opportunities available in hackcountry areaswith 
natural settings and having little or no development, where 
visitor use is relatively low and few visitor controls are 
apparent and in which travel by motorized vehicle is permit- 
ted. 

SEMIPRIMITIVENONMOTORIZED RECREATION: Ar- 
eas similarly described under semtprimitive motorized rec- 
reation, but where vehicle use is not permitted. 

SENSITIVE SOILS: Soils that are erodible, have arelatively high 
content of clay and silt and are slightly to moderately saline. 

SENSITIVE SPECIES (Plants and Animals): Species occur- 
ring on public lands and requiring special management attention 
to protect it and to prevent irreparable damage to the important 
resources or other natural systems or processes on which it 
depends. The sensitive list is made up of species listed in 
category 3C in the Federal Register, Vol. 50 No. 188, September 
27, 1985, page 39526. 

SERAL STAGE: A rating applied to an area of land which is 
indicative of the present plant species composition and den- 
slty in relation to its potential natural (climax) community. 
It is an expression of the relative degree (or percent) to which 
the kind, proportion and amount of plants in a community 
resemble the climax community. Air-dry weight is the unit 
of measure used in this comparison. The seral stages and the 
percent by which they resemble climax are: 

Early seral 
Mid seral 
Late seral 
Potential natural community 

0 to 25 percent 
26 to 50 percent 
51 to 75 percent 

76 to 100 percent 

SHRUB: Aplartt that has apersistent woody stem, arelatively low 
growth habitat and generally produces several basal shoots 
instead of a single trunk. 

SPECIAL RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA (SRMA): 
An arearequiring explicit recreation management to achieve the 
BLM's recreation objectives and to provide specific recreation 
opportunities. SRMAs are listed in resource management plans, 
which also define SRMA management objectives. The BLM's 
recreation investments are concentrated in SRMAs. 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES: Wildlife and plant species either 
federally listed or proposed for listing as endangered or threat- 
ened, state-listed or BLM-determined priority species. 

SPLIT ESTATE: The surface estate and the mineral estate of a 
pared of land belong to different owners. 

STABILIZATION (Cultural): Protective techniques usually 
applied to structures and ruins to keep them in their existing 
condition, prevent further deterioration and provide structural 
safety without significant rebuilding. 

STATE INDEMNITY SELECTION: Lands owed to the state to 
replace land that the state would have received as a term of 
statehood but did not because the lands were already appropri- 
ated under the public land laws or were within adjacent states. 

GLOSSARY 

STIPULATION: A requirement, usually dealing with protection 
of the environment, that is made a part of a lease, grant or other 
authorizing document. 

STRATEGIC MINERALS: Minerals essential to the national 
defense, for the supply of which the United States is wholly or in 
part dependent upon sources outside its continental limits and for 
which strict measures are needed to control conservation and 
distribution. 

SUBSURFACE MINERALS: Minerals found below the earth's 
surface, including oil and gas. 

SUSTAINED YIELD: Achieving and maintaining apermanently 
high level of annual or regular-period production of renewable 
land resources without impairing the productivity of the land and 
its environmental values. 

THREATENED SPECIES: Any plant or animal species that is 
likely to become an endangered species throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range, as defined by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service under the authority of the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973. 

TOPOGRAPHY: The relief and contour of the land, especially 
when taken collectively, as over a region or large area. 

TRAIL: As related to off-highway vehicle designations, a 
single track route designated and constructed for vehtcle 
use; does not include game trails, cow trails, etc. 

TREND: The direction of change in range condition (ecological 
status or resource value ratings) observed over time. 

TRESPASS: The use of public land without proper authority, 
resulting either from a willful or negligent act. 

UNGULATE: A hoofed mammal, I.e., cattle, horses, burros, 
bighorn sheep, deer. 

UNSATISFACTORY WATERSHED CONDITION: A quali- 
tative term relating to the extent of sheet, rill, or gully erosion 
which has taken place within a watershed. This assessment or 
determination is based on professional judgment. 

UTILIZATION: The proportion or degree of current year's 
forage production that is consumed or destroyed by animals 
(including insects). May refer to either a single plant species, a 
group of species or the vegetation as a whole. Utilization is 
synonymous with use. 

VEGETATION COVER: The proportion of ground surface 
under live aerialplants or the combined aerial parts of plants and 
mulch. 

VEGETATION TYPE: A plant community with distinguishable 
characteristics. 

VISITOR DAY: Twelve visitor hours which may be aggregated 
continuously, intermittently or simultaneously by one or more 
persons. 

VISUAL ELEMENTS: The dements that determine how the 
character of a landscape is perceived. Form: the shapes of 
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objects such as landforms or patterns in the landscape. Line: 
perceivable linear changes in contrast resulting form abrupt 
differences in form, color and texture. Color: the reflected light 
of different wavelengths that enables the eye to differentiate 
otherwise identical objects. Texture: the visual result of varia- 
tion in the surface 0f an object. 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (VRM) CLASSES: 
Classification containing specific objectives for maintaining or 
enhancing visual resources, including the amount of acceptable 
change to the existing landscape to meet established visual goals. 

Class I -  (Preservation) Provides for natural, ecological changes 
only. This class includes wilderness areas, some natural areas, 
some wild and scenic rivers and other similar sites where 
landscape modification should be restricted. 

Class 1/- (Retention of the landscape character) Includes areas 
where changes in any of the basic elements (form, line, color or 
texture), caused by management activities, should not be evident 
in the characteristic landscape. 

Class I I I -  (Partial retention of the landscape character) Includes 
areas where changes in the basic elements caused by manage- 
ment activities may be evident in the characteristic landscape. 
The changes, however~ should remain subordinate to the existing 
landscape character. 

Class IV - (Modification of the landscape character) Includes 
areas where changes may subordinate the original composition 
and character. They should, however, reflect what could be a 
natural occurrence in the characteristic landscape. 

WASH: A depression or channel o f  a n  i n t e r m i t t e n t  stream. 

WATERSHED: All land and water within the confines of a 
drainage divide. 

WETLANDS: Lands including swamps, marshes, bogs and 
similar areas such as wet meadows, river overflows, mud flats 
and natural ponds. 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT: Federal law that instituted 
a National Wild and Scenic Rivers System to preserve in fi'ee- 
flowing condition selected rivers that have outstanding scenic, 
recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic and cultural 
values. 

WILDERNESS AREA: An area officially designated as wilder- 
hess by Congress. Wilderness areas willbe managed to preserve 
wilderness characteristics and shall be devoted to the public 
purposes of conservation and recreational, scenic, scientific, 
educational and historical uses. 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT POLICY: TheBLM policy 
that governs administration of public lands designated as wilder- 
ness areas by Congress. It is based on the Wilderness Act of 1964 
and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. The 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act requires a wilderness 
area to be a roadless area or island that has been inventoried and 
found to have wilderness characteristics as described in Section 
603 of FLPMA and in Section l(c) of the Wilderness Act. 

WILDLIFE:  All species of mammals, birds, fish, amphibians and 
reptiles found in a wild state. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT: All elements of a wild animal's envi- 
ronment necessary for completion of its life cycle, including 
food, cover, water and living space. 

WITHDRAWAL: Withholding an area of federal land from 
settlement, sale, location or entry under some or all of the general 
land laws in order to maintain other public values in the area or 
reserving the area for a particular public purpose or program; 
transferring jurisdiction over an area of federal lands from one  

department, bureau or agency to another department, bureau or 
agency. 

d ' ,  
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