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It is my decision to implement Alternative 3 for the grazing strategy and range improvements for 
the Armer Mountain Allotment. When compared to the other alternatives, the grazing strategy 
provides the greatest level of response to all of the issues raised. It provides for improvement in 
vegetative cover through better livestock distribution and intensive range management on 31,702 
acres of forest land. It will provide for managqnent of stream, spring, and lake shore riparian; 
management of recreation conflicts within water-based recreation areas; and manage towards the 
established Tonto National Forest Plan objectives and goals. 

All practicable means have been employed to avoid and/or minimize environmental harm. 
Detailed descriptions of required mitigation can be found in Chapter 2 of the environmental 
impact statement (EIS). This EIS was written for the Eastern Roosevelt Lake Watershed 
Analysis Area (ERLW AA), which includes five grazing allotments. These allotments are: Armer 
Mountain, A Cross, Dagger, Poison Springs and Sierra Ancha. The Range/Watershed/Soils Staff 
Officer will be responsible for seeing the project is implemented on the ground as designed. 
Specific monitoring activities are described in the EIS. These activities include: inspections, 
upland transects per the Tonto Basin Ranger District's Rangeland Management Plan, Tonto 
Riparian Inventory and Tvlonitoring Methods (TRil'virvl) surveys in key riparian areas, and 
permanent photo points within riparian areas. 

Jluhlic Involvement and Scoping 

Consultation and public involvement for the ERLW AA was sought from 1992 through 1996. 
Four public meetings, three public notices, and several letters to interested/affected publics 
(including the Tonto National Forest's Environmental Analysis Status Report) gave people an 
opportunity to comment on the proposal. During scoping activities, forty-two people attended 
the meetings, twenty-seven comment letters were received, and numerous phone contacts were 
made. Scoping activities identified three substantive issues: \Vildlife habitat, recreation conflicts, 
and economics. The specific people and agencies involved with this project arc documented in 
Chapters 4 and 5 of the EIS for ERL W AA. 

Comments received throughout the scoping and analysis were considered in this process. An 
explanation of the comments received prior to the release oft he draft EIS and how they were 
dealt with is contained in Chapter 5 of the EIS. 

A draft EIS was issued in September, 1996. The formal comment period on the draft EIS ended 
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on November 30, 1996. Additional comments were accepted and considered in this decision up 
until the last practical time (May, 1997) before finalizing the EIS. Thirty-seven formal comments 
were received. Each comment and an agency response have been included in the final EIS in 
Chapter 6. 

In response to the comments on the DEIS the following changes have been made in the FEIS: 

I. The Purpose and Need (EIS, Chapter 1) discussion has been expanded to include two 
new tables to more accurately describe the existing condition. The table which displays 
the desired condition for the vegetative attributes on the ERL WAA (Table 4) has been 
changed such that it is more realistic per the General Ecosystem Survey for the area. 

2. The Alternative descriptions (EIS, C_hapter 2) have been expanded for further 
clarification. Alternative 4 for the A Cross Allotment and the Dagger Allotment have been 
changed so that it has the same project design as Alternative I, except for the number of 
permitted AUM's. Prescribed burns are no longer proposed as new improvements for any 
of the allotments under any alternative. 

3. The discussion of effects on vegetation (EIS, Chapter 3) has been expanded to 
incorporate information from the General Ecosystem Survey. 

4. The discussion of effects on air quality (EIS, Chapter 3) has been changed to reflect the 
removal of the prescribed burns from the proposed action, and to include a discussion on 
the presence of Class I areas within or near the project area. 

5. An analysis of the effects each alternative would have on the local economy has been 
included in the Cost/Benefit discussion (EIS, Chapter 3). 

6. Appendices I, J, K and L have been added as support information. Appendix I 
illustrates the GES map units within the project area. Appendix J displays the stocking 
rate as Acres/ AUM for each alternative for each allotment. Appendix K display 
recommended initial stocking rates in Acres/ AU.M. Appendix L summarizes the 
management emphasis, and standards and guidelines for each of the Management Areas 
found within the ERLW AA as identified in the Tonto Land Management Plan (LMJ>). 

7. Several editorial corrections have been made throughout the document. 

Alternatives Considered 

The alternatives considered in detail for the Armer Mountain Allotment include a no action 
alternative, a no livestock grazing alternative, and three grazing alternatives that respond to the 
needs for the action and the issues (sec Chapter I of the EIS). One other alternative was dropped 
from detailed study. 

Digitized by Goog I e. 



Record of Decision - Armer Mountain Allotment 

Detailed Alternatives: 
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Alternative I (no action): This alternative would maintain the status quo. It would not change the 
grazing strategy, would not construct any new range improvement projects, would not create 
smaller pastures, would not change the number of Animal Unit Months (AUM's) that would be 
permitted to graze (2509), would not meet the Forest Plan objectives, and the issues and concerns 
identified during the scoping would not be resolved. 

Alternative 2: This alternative would remove all livestock. It does not meet the direction of the 
Tonto National Forest Plan. This alternative was not selected because it is expected that 
substantial resource improvement can occur with improved grazing management. 

Alternative 3 (selected alternative): This alternqtive would implement a deferred rest-rotation 
grazing strategy. It would have one herd with 7 pastures plus three holding pastures. New range 
improvements to be constructed include: 4 miles of fence, 4 miles of road maintenance, 3 spring 
developments, and 3 miles of pipeline with 6 troughs. The number of AU]'v1' s that \vould be 
permitted to graze would be 2509. It is compatible with riparian, visual, cultural, air quality, 
watershed, and soils resource objectives. 

Alternative 4: This alternative would implement a deferred rest-rotation grazing strategy with the 
same project design as in the selected alternative, except for a less intensive rotation schedule and 
with fewer permitted AUM' s ( 1700). It would have one herd with 7 pastures plus three holding 
pastures. New range improvements to be constructed include: 4 miles of fence, 4 miles of road 
maintenance, 3 spring developments, and 3 miles of pipeline with 6 troughs. It would not provide 
for the greatest improvement in condition of resources, and the issues and concerns identified 
during the scoping process would not be resolved. 

Alternative 5: This alternative would implement a deferred rest-rotation grazing strategy with the 
same project design as in the selected alternative. In addition, the Forest Plan would be amended 
to place Thompson Mesa in Level D (intensive) management from Level A (no grazing), and the 
permitted AUM's would be increased to 4000. It would have one herd with 7 pastures plus three 
holding pastures. New range improvements to be constrncted include: 4 miles of fence, 4 miles of 
road maintenance, 3 spring developments, and 3 miles of pipeline with 6 troughs. It would not 
provide for the greatest improvement in condition of resources, and the issues and concerns 
identified during the scoping process would not be resolved. 

Eliminated Alternative 

This alternative consisted of changing the current grazing permit such that it would allow only 
seasonal use on the allotment. Grazing by domestic livestock would only be permitted from 
September/October through March/ April. This alternative ,vas eliminated because it would not be 
technically or economically feasible. 
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This alternative was not considered in detail because of the undue hardship it would place on the 
permittee. Under this alternative livestock would have to be removed from..the allotment for 
several months each year. The permittee would be required to find a place for the animals during 
this period. The private land base in Gila County is only approximately 3%. It would be very 
difficult to find enough conjoined acres to support the animals. If the land base was available, 
there would be the added cost of purchasing the land, and trucking the animals twice each year. If 
the land base was not available, the permittee would have to sell the entire herd, and then buy 
back each year. This is not consistent with good livestock production or business practices. 

Findings Required by Other Laws 

The A Cross Allotment is located in Management Areas 6F, 6J, SD, SE and SF of the Tonto 
National Forest. The project is consistent with.the intent of the forest plan's long term goals and 
objectives. The project was designed in conformance with the forest plan standards and 
incorporates appropriate forest plan guidelines. The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) 
requirements have been met and are addressed in the EIS for the ERL W AA. 

A Biological Assessment and Evaluation on the ERLW AA for fourteen species was completed by 
the Zone Biologist and is included in the project record for this process. Four threatened and 
endangered species and ten sensitive species were found in the ERL W AA. A "no impact" 
determination was made for the gila roundtail chub, Hohokam agave, Tonto Basin agave, lowland 
leopard frog, Northern goshawk, green-backed heron, black-crowned night heron, Gila monster, 
Maricopa tiger beetle, and Yavapai pocket mouse. A "may affect" determination was made for 
the bald eagle, Mexican spotted owl, Southwestern willow flycatcher, and razorback sucker. The 
US Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the agency findings, stating that the action would not 
jeopardize the continued existence of the four species of concern. 

Environmentally Preferred Alternative 

Alternative 2, the no grazing alternative, is the environmentally preferred alternative. This 
alternative would remove domestic livestock from the allotment. No new developments would be 
constructed. Most of the existing improvements would be removed. Current degraded riparian 
areas would recognize the greatest benefit from this alternative. 

This alternative was not chosen because it does not address the socioeconomic issues and 
objectives, as does Alternative 3. Even though Alternative 3 is not the environmentally preferred 
alternative, it does provide for a high level of environmental protection, and resource 
improvement over current management while better addressing the socioeconomic issues 
identified. 

Implementation Date 

The project will not be implemented sooner than five business days following the close of the 
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appeal period established in the notice of decision in the Payson Roundup. If an appeal is filed, 
implementation will not begin sooner than 15 calendar days following a final decision on the 
appeal. Implementation means actually doing the ground disturbing actions described in this 
notice. Field project preparation work may proceed (survey, design, contract preparation, etc.). 

Appeal Rights Statement 

This decision is subject to appeal in accordance with 36 CFR 215. 7. A notice of appeal must be 
in writing and clearly state that it is a Notice of Appeal being filed in pursuant to 36 CFR 215. 
Appeals must be filed with the Regional Forester, Southwestern Region, 517 Gold SW, 
Albuquerque, NM 87102-0084 within 45 days of the date oflegal notice of this decision in the 
Payson Roundup. 

For additional information concerning this decision or the Forest Service appeal process, contact 
the District Ranger, Tina J. Terrell, Tonto Basin Ranger District, HC02 Box 4800, Roosevelt, 
Arizona 85545, (520) 467-3200. 

TINA J. TERREL# 
District Ranger 
Tonto Basin Ranger District 
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