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‘PASTURE ROTATTION GRAZING

ng treatments, with rest

ach pasture in the three-

years out of 3. Winter

+ March-October rest

‘est immediately before

ected to reduce the

plants in the spring
(Martin, 1975). The grazing and resting treatments of any given pasture
over a 3-year period would be as follows:

MONTHS MAIN EFFECT
Treatment M A MJ J A S OND J F
A /[ / [ /G/r/alz/e/l /] / /| Re st Livestock production

Stimulate growth

B Re st Establishment of seed-
lings, vegetative repro-
duction, and vigor

C Re st G/r/a/z/e/ Seed production, plant
vigor, seed scattering,
and trampling










DESCRTPTION OF TIHE PROPOSAL

TWO-PASTURE DEF

MON

YEAR PASTUORE M A M J J A § O N D J F

Irst 1 / | /Gtate/ | | | | | | Rest

[ $rdz¢ / /

2nd 1 Rest

3rd 2 Same as Year 1

THREE-PASTURE DEFERRED ROTATION

MONTHS
YEAR PASTURF M A M J J A S O N D F
1 /! /1 /] ] /Gtatel/ /] /[ /| /] ] ]/
lrst 2 Rest
3 /! /] 1/ /] /Gtatkel /] /] ] ] [/
1 Rest
2nd 2 /1 /] ] ] IGtate) [/ | |/ /] ] ] ]/
3 / [/ ] | | IGtage/ /| / | | 1 | ]/
1 [ [/ 1]/ IGtaze/ / | /] 1 | /| ]/
3rd 2 [ 1/ /1 ] /Gtate/ /] /1 ] ] ]/
3 Rest
1
4th 2 Same as Year 1
3
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL

SYSTEM 2
MONTHS
YEAR PASTURE M AM JJ A S ONUDJF
1 /Gfate/ / ___Rest [ | ¢rdzé / /
1 2 /GYate/ / Rest [ | @rdz¢ / /
3 Rest
1 /Gtate/ / Rest [ | @rdzé | /
2 2 Rest
3 /Gtaze/ / Rest [ | @rdz¢ /| /
1 Rest
3 2 /Gtate/ / Rest [ | @rdzé¢ | /
3 /Gtate/ / Rest [ | @rdz¢ / /
o
4 i Same as Year 1

Seasonal grazing would be applied to 17 grazing units, affecting
98,7732 acres of publir lands and 77,418 acres of private and State
lands. Five of these grazing units involving 44,9073 acres of public
lands and 50,497 acres of other lands are already following some tvpe of
scasonal prazing system. The Slash Hook #3, Hickey #4, Midway #91,
Copper Creek #145, and Diamond Bar #151 grazing units were implemented
hetween 1972 and 1975.

Yearlong Grazing. Yearlong grazing is continuous grazing for the
full ralendar vear (Range Term Glossary Committee, 1974). The primary
criterion tor selecting vearlony grazing is the restriction of manage-
ment and system options that provide periodic rest or rotation by
cither grazing unit size or phvsiographyv. TIncluded are
tional tences tu establish pastures necessary for rotat
interfere with other resource values such 1s the moveme

Yearlong Grazing. Yearlong pgrazing 1s the most cc
semidesert ranges (Martin, 1975). Proper orazing use 1
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(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

(8)

(9)

RANGE IMPROVEMENTS

will contain stipulations to
de for additional surveys
d. (BLM policy; National
National Environmental
r 11593; 36 CFR Part 800).
arance will be required for
ion. If threatened or en-
range improvements would
diminish the value of the habitat for the species encountered,
the project will be relocated or abandoned (Arizona BLM policy).
When any candidate's endangered or threatened plant species
is formally listed and the Bureau's proposed action may affect
a listed plant species, the Bureau will formally initial consul-
tation with the Fish and Wildlife Service under Sec. 7 of the
Endangered Species Act.
Disturbance of soil and vegetation at all project sites will
be held to an absolute minimum (BLM policy; BLM Manual 6300).
Land clearing will be held to a minimum, generally restricted
to sites requiring excavation. (BLM policy; BLM Manual 6300).
Areas of soil disturbance will be finished to blend into the
surrounding soil surface. (BLM policy; BLM Manual 6300).
An endangered animal clearance will be required before any
construction can be started. If threatened or endangered
species are found and the improvements would lessen the value
of the habitat for the given species, the project will be
relocated or abandoned. If the project will impact an endan-
gered or threatened wildlife and the project can not be
relocated or abandoned, consultation with the Fish and Wild-
life Service will be requested under Sec. 7 of the Endangered
Species Act. (BLM Manual 6840; Endangered Species Act of
1973).
Visual resource management (VRM) procedures will be employed
to minimize the adverse visual impacts created by the proposed
action. Through thoughtful planning and good design, proposed
range improvements will be made to blend gracefully with the
natural landscape. The visual resource contrast rating will
be conducted before the construction of the proposed improve-
ments (BLM policy; BLM Manual 6300). Where the visual resource
will be impaired, the range improvements will be modified by
design, location, or both as necessary to meet VRM class
objectives.
The wilderness inventory, in accordance with Sec. 603 (a) of
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), has not
ic lands that would be impacted
lementation of any action which
or wilderness, the areas will have
cts on potential or existing wilder-



DESCRIPTTON OF THE PROPOSAL

Until Congress acts on an area that has been designated for
wilderness study, existing multiple-use activities, including
grazing and supporting activities, will continue. New uses
or expanded existing uses will be allowed if the impacts will
not impair the suitability of the area for wilderness.

(10) The construction of the detention dams is contingent upon the
application for and issuance of a section 404 permit from
the Corps of Engineers as required by Public Law 92-500.

Maintenance of range improvements would be the responsibility of
cither the licensee or BLM. Maintenance responsibility is provided in
the range improvement project plans.

Description of Improvements. Following is a description of each
tvpe of required range improvement.

Fences. Fences would be designed to prevent the passage of livestock
without stopping the movement of wildlife. Fence materials usually
consist of steel wire with steel or wood posts, with four strands of
wire attached to posts anchored in the ground. The top wire would be 42
inches from the ground and the bottom wire 16 inches from the ground.

In antelope habitat areas fences will be constructed with three
strands of wire, with the top wire 38 inches from the ground and the
bottom wire 18 inches from the ground.

All fences will be constructed in compliance with BLM standard
fencing specifications and VRM design procedures.

To lessen the impact of an unnatural line in the landscape, fences
will not be skvlined (placed along a ridge line) or located at right
angles to important recreation roads or viewpoints. In all cases, long,
straiyht fence line tangents will be avoided.

The contrast created by modifying the basic elements of color and
terture will be minimized by not allowing scaping or blading of the
fence aligmment and bv hauling and distributing construction material so
as tn |esst disturtr the surface.

Fence line contrasts will be minimized by avoiding the separation
of Llncks of contrasting native vegetation in the design of fences

neeeed Tor the evclusion of livestock from spring developments and water
catt hmeot S,

Feneeposts will be painted grav to reduce visibility, unless the

fence ds located in an area where visibility is needed to prevent the
fence's hecoming a hazard to off-road vehicle travel.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL
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Figure 1-1 Typical Pipeline

Water Troughs, Steel, concrete, or masonry structures would
be designed to hold drinking water for livestock and wildlife and allow
animals to drink safely from them. These drinking troughs would be no
more than 24 inches tall and 8 feet in length and would have capacities
of 100 to 1,000 gallons. Included would be water control appurtenances
such as float valves,

To insure the safety of wildlife that might drink from proposed
water troughs, escape devices would be installed in each trough. An
example of such a device would be a ramp covered with wire mesh, attached
to the top edge of the trough and extending downward at an angle to the
bottom of the trough. This device would enable small animals and birds
to c¢scape should they fall into the water. Figure 1-2 shows a typical
steel water trough with an escape device installed.

In addition to escape devices, alternate watering facilities for
wildlife would be provided where necessary. An example of a wilulife
watering faci1lity would be a "game guzzler." These alternate water
sources would be installed near (within 300 feet) the proposed water
trough involved. Figure 1-3 shows a typical installed "game guzzler".

Approximately 50 square feet of surface are anticipated to be
occupied by each water trough. Thus, for the 121 proposed water troughs,
less than 0.15 acres would occupied. Approximately 1 acre is expected
to be disturbed around the 121 troughs.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL

17 anticipated water supplivs are adequate to provide yearlong
livestock water, ur it water is necded during critical periods by sild-
life, reservoirs will be fenced for wildlife. Water will be piped
through the dam for the livestock, and wildlife will be allowed to use
the water within the fenced-of{ area. If sufficient water to pipe out,
is lacking then a walkway will be fenced into the reservoir for livestock
use. A majority of the reservoir will then be fenced for wildlife use.

Rainfall Catchments. Rainfall catchments would be built to
collect and store rainwater for livestock and wildlife. A catchment
would consist of a gently sloping impervious "apron' onto which rain-
water would collect before flowing into a storage tank. Water would be
piped from the storage tank to one or more water troughs to provide
drinking water for livestock.

Water for wildlife would be provided year round at ground level and
in a fenced area at least 200 feet by 200 feet or optimally 500 feet by
500 feet., The water needs for wildlife will be satisfied befor« the
water needs for livestock are allocated. Overflow areas will be fenced
to provide lush vegetation for wildlife. At least 6,400 feet of fencing
would be required for the eight catchments. In some cases, the storage
tank would be constructed of butyl rubber placed in a pit, forming a
bag-like tank., The storage tanks would generally have a capacityv of
about 50,000 gallons. Pipe would be installed to convey water from the
apron to the storage tank and to convey water from the storage tank to
drinking facilities, Construction would consist of clearing an area for
the apron, treating the soil of the apron area with a sterilant, building
the apron, building the storage tank, installing necessary pipe, and
installing a water trough. Construction of a protective fence to exclude
wildlife and livestock from the apren and storage tank may also be
required., Figure l-6 shows a completed rainfall catchment,

This typc of water facility would bc used where other water sourres
are inadequate or lacking. The construction of each rainfall catchment
is .nticipated to disturb ' acre., A total nf 4 acres would be disturbed

for the wight proposed catchments.

Wells. Wells would be constructed by drilling a hole 4 to 8
iniches in diameter with Jdepths from 100 to 800 feet. FRach well would be
cuased with steel pipe and sealed with concrete to prevent cave-ins and
contamination (figure 1-7). Various types of pumps would be installed
to ronvey water Lo the surface: windmills, submergible pumps, and pump
jacks. Potential power sources for the pumps would include wind, elec-
tricitv, masoline, and compressed gas. Electricity would be used only
when the well site is located at a powerline., BIM will work with ranchers
to keep electric pumps or windmills operaling to provide water for
wildlife while cattle are not in the pasture.

An anticipated ' acre of surface disturbance would
of the five wells, for a total of ', acres.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL

The Arizona Came and Fish Commission (...-. C) e e eiie mer—a s
hunting game animals by determining the number of permits issued for
major game species. Statewide projections for hunting permits forecast
a 47 percent increase from 165,448 permits issued in 1974 to 242,504 in
1990 (Arizona Game and Fish Department, 1975b). Some improvements have
becen accomplished in the establishing of catchments throughout the ES
area. In 1976 AG&FD completed a planning pilot study in Wildlife
Management Unit 37B, which includes a portion of the ES area. Moreover,
AG&FD is presently formulating similar management plans, which will
ultimately affect all of the ES area. Many of the plan's components
require close cooperation with BLM.

The New Mexico State Land Office leases livestock forage (not 1l=rnd)
on State lands on a competitive bid basis for a 5-year period. Less
have preference rights but can be outbid by other applicants. They can
thus lose their leases if they do not meet the high bid. The New Mevicc
State Land Office sets carrying capacities for the State lease land..
Contacts between BLM and the State Land Office are minimal. Currently
no program exists for cooperatively managing an allotment with inter-
mingled State lands and public lands. BIM usually works directly with
the rancher, since he is the lessee on the State lands and he controls
livestock grazing on those lands.

The individual allottee has been consulted in the past and is now
consulted on the formulation of new AMPs. In the past a close working
relationship has often developed between BIM persomnel and the allottee.
In general, if the allottee approves of improved livestock management
and protection of natural resources and is favorable to the AMP, the AMP
works. A lack of cooperation between the allottee and BLM, however,
hinders carrying out the provisions of the AMP.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT

The most critical erosion present in the ES area lies along the San
Simon River in Soil Association TS1. This area has been identified
since the 1930s as one of the worst examples of erosion in the United
States. The soil surface factor approaches 100 in many areas.

Sediment Yield

The sediment yield for the ES area was calculated using a BLM
Denver Service Center adaptation of the Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency
Committee (1968) method. This sediment yield was estimated by grazing
unit and is summarized in appendix A. A total of 2,330 acre-feet of
sediment is moved each year on the 2,346,062 acres of the ES area
administered in BLM grazing allotments. (The total ES area includes
2,804,712 acres.)

Water Resources

The ES area contains the following perennial streams: Gila River,
San Francisco River, Eagle Creek, Bonita Creek, Mescal Creek, and
Aravaipa Creek (see plate 1). The entire ES area is drained by the Gila
River with the exception of a small area on the south side of the Dos
Cabezas Mountains from which water flows into Willcox Playa. The average
annual streamflow of major perennial waters in the ES area is shown in
table 2-3.

TABLE 2-3
STREAMFLOW OF MAJOR PERENNIAL WATERS

Stream Measurement Location Average Annual Streamflow
(in acre-feet)

Gila River Calva 119,800
Gila River Kelvin 167,100
San Francisco
River Clifton 96,100
Lagle Creek Pumping Station

near Morenci 24,800
Bonita Creek No Data Available
Mescal Creek No Data Available

Aravaipa Creek No Data Available

Source: Arizona Interstate Stream Commission, 1967

2-10



VEGETATION

In addition to perennial streams, the ES area contains innumer-
able ephemeral or intermittent streams that flow primarily after high-
intensity thunderstorms. These streams usually flow continuously for
only a matter of days. Average annual streamflow for the San Simun
River near Solomon and the San Pedro River necar Winkelman amounts to
11,300 and 40,000 acre-feet respectively (Arizona Tnterstate Stream
Commission, 1967).

Vegetation

General

In the hot, semiarid environment of the ES area, plants initiate
growth whenever moisture is available and temperatures are favorable.
Moisture is the most limiting factor for plant growth in the area.
Temperatures, except at the highest elevations, are suitable for c_.ie
plant growth almost yearlong. Phenology data for key grass and shrub
species in the ES area are shown in tables 2-4 and 2-5.

Most plants are dormant or almost dormant during May and June,
which is the usual summer dry period. During the late summer rainy
period--July, August and early September--a substantial portion of plant
growth occurs. About 90 percent of the year's total warm-season grass
growth occurs during this rainy season (Martin, 1975). About 10 percent
of the warm-season grass growth occurs during March and April.

A warm—-season plant is one whose growth period or major portion
thereof occurs during the spring, summer, or fall and one that 1s usually
dormant in the winter. A cool-season plant is one¢ whose major growth
period occurs during the winter and early spring. Most of the perennial
grass species that produce major amounts of forage for livestock and
wildlife are warm—season grasses. 'he perennial cool-season grasses
make up a small portion by weight of the total composition of the plant
community in any of the range sites in the ES area. Some of these cool-
season grasses, such as Junegrass and slim tridens, however, have been
observed flowering in the field in the summer, suggesting that some of
the perennial grasses previously thought of as cool-season species take
advantage of soil moisture conditions regardless of the time of year.

Warm—season grasses typically initiate growth and produce some
green leaves in March and April, are dormant in May and June, initiate
growth with the advent of summer rains in July, produce seed between
August and October, and return to dormancy from November through February.
This phenology of a warm-season grass is general since the specific
months of growth initiation, flowering, or seed ripe are highly variible.
In the ES are: the amount and timing of precipitation is the single most
important variable in a plant's growth process.
























DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMEN

native and introduced plant species. Major perennial plant species that
may occur in the areas of the barren vegetation type are listed below.

Common Name Scientific Name

creosotebush Larrea tridentata

honey mesquite Prosopis juliflora var. velutina
desert saltbush Atriplex polycarpa

saltbush Atriplex obovata

saltbush Atriplex acanthocarpa

catclaw Acacia greggii

These perennial plants, however, furnish little food for livestock
or wildlife. All 100 percent of this type is in poor range condition.

Pinyon-Juniper Type. The pinyon-juniper vegetation type (shown as
9 on map 2-3) contains 11,360 acres or 0.4 percent of the ES area. This
type lies between 5,500 and 7,000 feet in elevation, where precipitation
ranges from 16 to 20 inches annually. Soils are of the Luzena and
Faraway series. The topography is generally rough and mountainous.
This type generally occurs on slightly wetter sites than the adjacent
mountain shrub type.

The most common plant species are single-leaf pinyon (Pinus
monophylla), Mexican pinyon (Pinus cembroides), juniper, blue grama,
sideocats grama, mountain junegrass (Koeleria cristata), and spike pappus-
grass (Enneapogon desvauxii).

Plants important as livestock and wildlife food are blue grama,
sidcoats grama, cliffrose, hairy and birchleaf mountain mahogany, and
Mogollon and Fendler's ceanothus (Ceanothus integerrimus and Ceanothus
fendleri).

The range condition of this type is as follows: excellent--62 per-
cent, good--20 percent, fair--10 percent, poor--8 percent.

Broadleaf Riparian Type. The broadleaf riparian vegetation type
(shown as 10 on map 2-3) contains 3,360 acres or 0.1 percent of the ES
arca. This type lies between 2,600 and 5,000 feet in elevation, where
precipitation ranges from 11 to 16 inches annually. Soils are of recent
alluvial material similar to the Arizo and Santo Tomas soil series.
These soils are not delineated on the ES soils map because of the small
area of the type and the small scale of the map.

This type occurs along perennial streams and wet areas. It was
large enough to delineate (on a 1:250,000-scale map) only along Aravaipa
Creek and in a few locations in the Dos Cabezas Mountains,
along Bonita, Eagle, and Apache Creek, along the San Franci
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Common Name Scientific Name
Whitethorn Acacia constricta
Catclaw Acacia greggii

Careless Weed Amaranthus palmeri
Horse-tail Milkweed Asclepias subverticillata
Locoweed Astragalu-~ spp.

Mountain Mahogany Cercocarpus spyp.
Snakeweed Gutierrczia spp.
Jimmyweed Aplopappus heterophyllus
Burroweed Aplopappus tenuisectus
Tumbleweed Salsola kali

Cocklebur Xanthium spp.
Thread-Leaf Groundsel Senecio longilobus
Desert Marigold Baileya multiradiata
Sacred Datura Datura meteloides
Filaree Erodium cicutarium
Spurge Euphorbia spp.

Beargrass Nolina microcarpa

White Horsenettle Solanum rlaeagnifolium
Goathead Tribulus terrestris

Threatened and FEndangered Plant Species. The Federal Register,
Volume 40, Number 127, July 1, 1975 listed possiblce candidates for the
threatened or endangered plant species list. A survey to determine
the status of candidate species listed 24 species whose range, habitat,
and altitudinal distribution indicate their possible presence in the ES
area. Table 2-7 depicts the present known status of these species. Of
the species listed, 10 are confirmed to exist in the ES area, 4 probably
exist, and 10 possibly exist. Known locations in the ES area of candidatc
threatened and endangered plant species are shown on map 2-4.

A copy of the botanist's report on the thriatencd and cnd ingered
plant species is available for inspection in tte Saftord District office.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT

Range Condition

Range condition is the present state of vegetation of a range site
in relation to the climax (natural potential) plant community for that
site. It is an expression of the relative degree to which the kinds,
pruportions, and amounts of plants in a plant community resemble the
¢limax community for the site. Range condition is basically an eco-
logical rating of the plant community.

A range site is a distinctive kind of rangeland that differs from
other kinds in its ability to produce a characteristic natural plant
community (U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Soil Conservation
Service (SCS) National Range Handbook, 1976).

From the major soil associations map (map 2-2) and SCS criteria, a
range site associations map (map 2-5) was prepared for the ES area. This
map portravs range site associations in the same way that the soils map
portravs soil associations. Range site associations for the ES area are
listed in table 2-8.

From the range site association map, range condition was determined
on the basis of SCS climax plant communities for each range site.
Locations of range condition classes in the ES area are shown on map 2-6.
The range condition for each grazing unit appears in appendix C. AUMs
available are shown in appendix B. Table 2-6 shows the general range
rondition of each major vegetation type. The following table presents
the acreage in each range condition class in the ES area.

Se. appendix A for the methodology used for range condition estimates.

Class Acres®* Percent of ES Area
I'xcellent 61,640 2.6
Good 145,564 6.2
Fair 1,230,334 52.4
Poor 908,524 38.8
Total 2,346,062 100.0

* Excludes part of ES area not within BLM allotments over which BLM
has ne¢ control,
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DESCRIPTION OF 'I'HE ENVIRONMENT

Ranoe Trend
Ranpe trend refers to change in vegetation and soil characteristics
resulting directly from envirommental factors, primarily climate and
srazing. (BLM Manual 4412-22C). The range trend procedures outlined in
the BLM manual have been followed on allotments under implemented AMPs
but have not been established districtwide.

Range studies and trend have been evaluated regularly on those
frazing units having implemented AMPs (for implemented AMPs see appendix
B). Most of these AMPs have been implemented for 7 to 9 years. The
trend index on these implemented AMPs is down from 10 to 20 points in
most cases. This downward trend is attributed to the overstocking of
livestock.

In 1976 permanent line transects established between 1953 and 1955
were reinventoried. The following listing shows the percent of the 109
transects in each vegetation type. The grassland type was separated
into desert and mountain grasslands, because plant species composition
differs in the two types.

Vegetation No. of % of

Type Transects Total
Mountain Grassland 31 28
Desert Grassland 16 15
Mesquite 16 15
Desert Shrub 16 15
Mountain Shrub 12 11
S1ltbush 2 2
Creosotebush 16 15
Total 109 101 %

*Tutal does not equal 100 because of rounding.

Figcures 2-2 through 2-8 were drafted from line transect data
sathered fur each vegetation type. The average percentage of grass
cover and canopv cover (shrubs, trees, and half-shrubs) making up vege-
frncion rover has bheen charted for each year the transects were read.
Anuunl precipitation from locations representative of the vegetation
tvpee hive also been plotted.

The following table lists the grazing units where the transects
wi're loncated and the number of transects by vegetation type.

r~
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LOCATION OF PERMANENT TRANSECTS

1izing Vegetation No. of
Unit No. Name Type Transects

7 Gila Mountain Grassland 2
9 Airport Mountain Grassland 3
12 Hoverrocker Mountain Grassland 5
Creosotebush 1
26 Tollgate Desert Shrub 4
Creosotebush 2
Mountain Shrub 2
27 Guthrie Peak Mountain Grassland 9
36 Carlisle Mountain Shrub 4
Creosotebush 2
37 Woods Canyon Mountain Grassland 6
43 Lazy B Desert Grassland 8
46 Creosote Creosotebush 1
48 Hackberry Desert Shrub 2
Desert Grassland 3
Mesquite 2
49 Chimney Mountain Grassland 6
Desert Grassland 2
Creosotebush 1
50 Ash Peak Desert Grassland 5
52 Stockton Pass Desert Shrub 2
54 Van Causig Desert Shrub 2
58 Fan Saltbush 2
62 Murchison Creosotebush 3
Mesquite 14
75 Silverstrike Mountain Shrub 2
o o Desert Shrub 2
Creosotebush 2
Mountain Shrub 2
Creosotebush 4
Desert Shrub 2
a Mountain Shrub 2
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DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT

4. Range trend data in this chapter provide an overall view of
the range trend in the ES area but do not provide a grazing unit-by-
grazing unit analysis of range trend. Trend analyses are not available
for all grazing units proposed for intensive management. The permanent
transects that were reinventoried are not reliable indicators of range
trend for the ES area as a whole because they were not randomly located.
For each proposed AMP, range studies have been initiated, but data are not
yet available for analysis.








































































GEOLOGICAL FEATURES

TABLE 2-12

OF SIGHTSEEING RECREATIONAL VALUE

Recreation
Allot- Map Resource
ment Resource Class
Number  Number Site Name Type of Site Value* Comments
184 G-1 Red Knolls Solution cavern B Excellent example of
water percolating
through soils leavine
hollows. Part of
Gila Valley lakebed
sediments. (160 acres)
190 G-2 Bear Springs Eroded soils C Highly eroded crumbly
soils creating a bad-
lands effect. Part
of Gila Valley lake-
bed sediments. (640
acres)
48 G-3 North Diatomaceous earth C Fair example of soil
Whitlock formed by diatoms or

Mountains

*Cl 18 A--Excellent, b--(ood, Class C--TFair.

their secretions.
Part of Gila Valley
lakebed soils. (1,000
acres)

Cvolozical rating determined using BLM Manual 6111, "Quality Evaluation of

Pecreation Resource Opportunities.’
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Historical Resources
Known Historical Resources. Ninety-six historical sites have been

recorded in the ES area. Site-specific descriptions of these sites are
presented in appendix H, and their locations are shown in map 2-17.

Many tvpes of sites are represented. Scattered throughout the ES
area, these sites have been classified into types, based (1) on their
function and (2) on the party associated with the site.

The types and number of sites are shown below:

1. Mining 24
2. Ranching and farming 25
3. Military 9
4, Civilian Conservation Corps 6
5. Roads and trails 5
6 Towns -~ mining 7
7. Towns - ranching and farming 3
8.  Other 17

Total 96

A total of 83 historical sites occur within grazing units, and 13
occur outside grazing units. Following is a listing of the number of
sites in each ownership status. Site-specific ownership is indicated in
appendix H.

I~

O v

Public lands

Arizona State lands
New Mexico State lands
Private land 4
Public lands and

mived ownership 12
Other mixed ownership 0
National Park Service (NPS) L

Total 96

Condition and Tmpacts. Site-specific impacts and resulting
ronditions are listed in appendix H. Site coundition is given as a
relative rating of good, fair, or poor. The following list shows the
number ot historical sites in each condition class.

Good 31
Fair 26
Poor 39
Total 96
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NATURAL AREAS

Table 2-15 shows existing range improvements on the proposed natural

areas.
TABLE 2-15
RANGE IMPROVEMENTS ON PROPOSED NATURAL AREAS
EXISTING DEVELOPMENTS
Fence Pipe- Water Developed Reser- Storage
NAME (Miles) (Miles) Troughs Corrals Springs Wells wvoirs Tanks

Fishhook Canyon 1 —_ 2 1 1 1 4 P
Markham Canyon 3 - 3 4 3 — —_ —_—
Johnny Creek 0.5 —-— 2 1 1 1 _— _——
Bonita Creek 6 6.5 6 2 - 1 1 ——
Eagle Creek 4,0 1.5 4 2 -— - 2 -
Gila River 17 3 1 2 — 1 6 1
Little voubtful

Canyon 4 —— - — —_— — 1 —
Dos Cabezas 2 —_— —— _ — —— _— ——
Howell Canyon 1 —-— —_— —_— — _—_— - _—
Government Peak 3 —_— —— _— _— _—— _— ——
San Simon

Valley (State) 3.0 —_— - _— _— 1 4 —
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TABLE 2-16
PROPOSED AND EXISTING RANGE IMPROVEMENTS IN ROADLESS AREAS

Roadless Area

Fence [Pipelines| Wind-|Storage| Earthen Rainfall Spring
No. | Name (Miles)| (Miles) | mills| Tanks | Reservoirs|Catchments| Wells| Developments| Guzzlers
1 |Gila Box
Existing 24 3 1 1
(Proposed) (29) (4)
2 Gila River
(Mescal Mtns.)
Existing 32 4 1 6 6 3
(Proposed) (4) (2) (3) (1) (2)
3 Aravaipa
Canyon
Existing 2 1 1
(Proposed)
4 Turtle
Mountains
Existing 38 12 1 14 7
(Proposed) (6) (2) (1)
5 Jackson
Mtn.
Existing 15 5 1 3 2 1
(Proposed) (6) 1) (4) 1) (1)
6 Fish Hook
Canyon
Existing 8 1 1
(Proposed)
7 |Whitlock
Mountain
Existing 20 16 8 1
(Proposed) (5) (1)
Doubtful
Canyon
Existing 25 1 1 13 3
(Proposed) (4) (1) (1)
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LAND USE

Proposed Designations.
Lower Gila River and Gila Box Wild and Scenic River Study Areas.
In June 1973, BLM submitted requests to have these river segments added
to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Systems 5d list, whereby their
potential would be evaluated. Determination of the requests are still
pending.

The Gila Box study area consists of 20 miles of river, approximately
13 miles (from the San Francisco River to Bonita Creek) of which have
been recommended as a wild or scenic segment. The remaining 7 miles
have been recommended as a scenic river. The entire lower Gila River
has been recommended as a scenic river.

Of f-Road Vehicle Proposals. MFPs have recommended that Public
lands be designated as "open', 'regulated", or "closed" (map 2-22). On
"open' areas and trails ORVs can be operated. On ''regulated" areas and
trails ORVs are subject to restrictions such as types and numbers of
vehicles, time of use, and areas and trails used. The regulated areas
identified in the Safford District MFPs restrict ORVs to existing roads
and trails. On '"closed" areas and trails ORVs are permanently or tempo-
rarily prohibited. Acreages for each ORV proposed designation in the ES
area are as follows:

Proposed Acreage
Open 44,840
Closed 5,084
Regulated 1,295,815

Aravaipa Canyon Primitive Area been closed to ORV use as directed by
Executive Order 11644,

Facilities. Few recreation sites have been developed on public
lands within the ES area, and those established have had minimal facili-
ties (map 2-23).

Recreation Uses, Use Areas, and Amounts. Recreation resources in
the ES area were identified through extensive inventories using BLM
Manual 6111, "Quality Evaluation of Recreation Use Opportunities" (maps
2-24, and 2-25). The kinds of recreation resources found are varied as
are their values, which are rated on a relative scale of Class A--
excellent, Class B--good, and Class C--fair (table 2-17).

Recreation use in the ES area has been low and confined to a few
locations, with the exception of hunting, which is widespread
(maps 2-26 and 2-27).
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DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONM

TABLE 2-17
RECREATION RESOQURCE AREAS AND QUALITY

Map Class
Number Recreation Activity Rating Area/Number Value* Comments
2-24 Fishing Gila River-west of B Catfish, bullheads,
San Francisco River/F-1 sunfish
2-25 Hunting---big game Santa Catalina Moun- B Deer, Javelina

tains—-foothills

Dripping Springs Area C Deer, Javelina
San Pedro Foothills B Deer, Javelina
Aravaipa Valley A Deer, Javelina,

mountain lion

Pinaleno Mountains C Deer, Javelina,
mountain lion

Gila Valley C Deer, Javelina

Gila tMountiins B Deer, Javelina,
mountain lion

Whitloct M untains B Deer, Javelina
Dos Cabezas Mountains A Dceer, Javelira
Peloncilln Mountiins B Deer, Javelina
Summit !lountains B Deer

Saan Simon River C Javelina

FClass A==E:vccllent, (loess B——(ood, (lass (--Fair.

Vilue 0l2-8es wer: deternined using BIM Manual 6111, "Muality Evaluation of
Recreation 'se Opportunitics.”


















TABLE 2-18
RECREATION VISITOR USE WITHIN ES AREA
(VISITOR DAYS)

(Projected) Percent

Activity 1975 1990 Increase
Hunting 12,350 12,940% 5
Watersports~-

floatboating 4,200 6,930%* 65
Collecting- rock

and minerals 700 1,430%%% 52
Sightseeing~-

general 214,455 386,000%%* 80
Sightseeing-

historical 150 290%* 69
Camping 4,900 6,900%* 41
Picnicking 1,300 2,060%* 58
Primitive

values 6,900 13,700% 98
Total 244,955 430,250

Projected visitor use data source:

*Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission, 1972,
*%J,S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 1976.
*%%,,S5, Forest Service, 1976.

Use problems. Livestock operators and recreationists conflict over
the use of land, as evidenced by lack of legal access to public lands,
trespassing, gates being locked, gates being left open, livestock waters
being built near recreation areas, recreationists camping near livestock
waters, and visitors scaring and chasing cattle and shooting livestock
near range improvements.

Visitor Use Data. Visitor use data were collected using BLM Manual

6112, "Visitor Use Analysis," (table 2-18). Visitor use figures
1975 were calculated from reliable primary and secondary sources.
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DESCRIPTTON

are not dependent on agricultural land to soocown cicas aaveocuens
Because of intensive cultivating practices and double cropping :in
estimated 90 percent of the area's crop aftermath is not available for
livestock feed.

Pig and hog raising is a major enterprise along the Gila Valley,
where approximately 17,000 pigs were fed for slaughter during 1975
(Arizona Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, 1976a). The pigs eat
large amounts of grain grown in the area. Although cattle and hogs are
fed locally, an estimated 20 to 30 percent of locally grown alfalfa and
feed grains are exported from the area.

Mineral Resources

The ES area is and has historically been the scene of important
economic mineral development, including some of the largest mining and
metallurgical complexes in the United States. Copper is the most
important mineral produced, with substantial quantities of molybdenum,
silver, and gold as associated byproducts. Copper smelters require
limestone for the treatment of ores, and limestone is mined near the
copper smelters. Other minerals and materials mined in the past or
presently produced in small amounts include lead, zinc, manganese,
zeolites, diatomaceous earth, pumice, marble, building stone, sand, and
gravel.

Water Uses

The largest use of water in the area is for agriculture. During
1975, 109,356 acre-feet of water were diverted from the Gila River to
irrigate approximately 32,512 acres in the Safford Valley. Another
16,419 acre feet were diverted in the Duncan Valley to irrigate 6,300
acres (Gila Water Commissioner, 1975).

Groundwater, as well, is used heavily for agriculture. During
1975, an estimated 25,000 acre-feet of groundwater were pumped for
irrigation in the Duncan Valley, 120,000 acre-feet in the Safford
Valley, and 12,000 acre-feet in the Winkelman area (Arizona Water
Commission, 1975), Use of water for purposes other than irrigation is
insignificant.
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Utilities

Within the ES area hundreds of miles of rights-of-way have been
granted to individuals, municipalities, and large companies for electri-
power transmission lines, telephone and telegraph lines, underground
natural gas pipelines, and communication sites.

An estimated 5,000 acres of public lands in the ES area are under
right-of-way for various utilities. Ninety percent or more of the land
under right-of-way, however, is still accessible and its forage is
available for livestock grazing.

Economic and Social Conditions

The Upper Gila-San Simon ES area delineation was based upon BLM
planning units, which do not correspond to areas (such as counties) tor
which economic and social data are readily available. The closest
approximation of the ES area for which statistics are published was
found to be a combination of census county divisions (CCDs), which,
along with county boundaries, are superimposed by the ES-area boundary
on map 2-28. Statistics for the ES area refer to San Manual CCD,
Pinal County; Winkelman CCD, Gila County; Bowie and Willcox CCDs, Cochise
Countv; all of Greenlee County; all of Graham County except the San
Carlos CCD; north Hidalgo CCD, Hidalgo County, New Mexico; and Tyrone
CCD, fGrant County, New Mexico. Statistics for the ES area thus refer
to these selected CCDs.

Although the area of the CCDs is considerably larger than the ES
area, the CCD boundaries still best meet the three major goals for which
they were selected: (1) to include most if not all of the ES area,

(2) to omit Jarge population centers outside the ES area that would
distort the data, and (3) to make the percentage of a county's area
within the selected CCDs as proportionate as possible to the percentage
of the county in grazing allotments. Table 2-20 presents total county
acreages and the percent of each ES-area county in grazing units. It is
the basis for the third goal.

Where specific data are not available for these selected CCDs, a
surrogate is used, consisting of Creenlee, Graham, and Cochise Counties.
These counties contain a major portion of the grazing units and public
lands in the ES area (table 2-20). These counties also contain over 60
percent of the ES area's population. These statistics suggest that the
highest proportion o[ the economiv impacts would occur within the three
counties. less severe economic impacts would be expected to occur in
the remaining portion of the ES area.

Where available, data are presented for the CCDs because these

areas are most representative of the ES arca. Much of the data required
for analysis, however, arc available onlv on 2 ecentv hacie
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TABLE 2-20
GRAZING UNIT AND PUBLIC LANDS ACREAGE BY COUNTY

Total Grazing % of County Public 7% of County

County Unit in Grazing Lands in Public
County Acres Acres* Unit Acres Acres Lands
Greenlee 1,202,560 422,036 35.09 207,734 17.27
Graham 2,955,520 975,427 33.00 683,113 23.11
Cochise 4,003,840 475,478 11.88 213,907 5.34
Pinal 3,432,960 192,041 5.59 59,513 1.73
Gila 3,038,720 95,701 3.15 61,167 2.01
Grant, NM 2,540,800 59,048 2.32 39,674 1.56
Hidalgo, NM 2,206,080 126,331 5.73 81,601 3.70

*Includes public lands, other Federal, State, private, and uncontrolled
lands.

Economic Conditions

Population. In 1970 the ES area had a population of 50,965, 41.8
percent (21,320) of which was urban, 50.9 percent (25,948) was rural
nonfarm, and 7.3 percent (3,687) was rural farm. Data are not available
to show population growth by CCDs, but they are available for the counties
making up the area. The data in table 2-21 reveal that the relative
stability or decrease in population in these counties during the 1960s
has been reversed. This population increase has largely resulted from
net immigration to the counties, but this growth rate has not been as
great as the rapid population growth of Arizona.

The largest towns near or within the ES area and their populations
in 1970 are as follows:

Gralhiam County Greenlee County Cochise County Pinal County
Safford 5,333 Clifton 5,087 Wilcox 2,568 Mammo th 1,953
Thatcher 2,320 Stargo 1,194%% San Manuel 4,332
Pima 1,184 Plantsite 1,077%%
Bylas 1,115% Duncan 773

*unincorporated

**unincorporated areas commonly known as New Morenci
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 197la

Safford is the county seat of Graham County, and Clifton is the c
seat of Greenlee County.
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The population demsities of the individual counties within the ES
area are much smaller than that of the State of Arizona, which is 16
persons per square mile. The density of Graham County is 4 persons per
square mile; Greenlee County, 5 persons per square mile; and Cochise
County, 10 persons per square mile (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1971a).
The higher population density of Cochise County results from the larger
towns in the southern part of the county but outside the ES area
(map 2-28). 1If the SMSAs in Arizona were excluded from the State
(Phoenix with all of Maricopa County and Tucson with all of Pima County),
Arizona's population density would drop to 5 persons per square mile.

The age distribution for the ES area, as shown in the following
table, reflects a larger percentage of dependent children and a smaller
percentage of residents in the 65 and older category. These differences
can be explained by the lack of retirement communities within the [S
area.

PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION BY AGE CATEGORY

Under 5 5-14 15-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 +

ES Area 10.5 23.8 17.2 12.0 11.3 10.5 8.1 6.6

Arizona 9.0 21.4 18.0 12.2 11.0 10.7 8.6 9.1

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1971b, 1971d.

Employment. Employment statistics available for the FS area are
recorded both by occupation and by industry. By occupation, 1,372
persons in the area are farmers or farm laborers, amounting to only 8.3
percent of the area's total employment. By industry, agricultural
workers are included in the "other industry' categorv, which also includes
mine workers. The ES arca has 6,327 workers in the other industry
catcegoury, amount ing to 38.3 percent of the total employment.

In the three-county area the most important economic sectors are
Wholesale amd Retail Trade, 19.4 percent; Professional and Related
Svrvives, lo.0 percent; Public Administration, l4.4 percent; and Mining,
13,0 perwent of those vmployed. Mining is especiallv significint in
Greenlee founty, where it cemploys 48.1 percent nf the county's workers.
The Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries sector ranks sixth overall and
involves 7.0 percent of the totil employment.

Table 2-22 shows 1976 employment data. Between 1970 and 1976
the labor force has grown in a1l three (ounties. Grabam County has
declined in construction cmployment and increased in services :and









TABLE 2-23
UNEMPLOYMENT RATES
(PERCENT OF LABOR FORCE)

v1itical Division

-aham County
‘eenlee County
rchise County
righted Average

-izona State

Average for March June Sept. Dec.
1970 1974 1974 1974 1974
5.1 8.2 8.6 6.3 9.3

3.7 4.7 5.6 5.0 5.8

3.7 5.7 6.3 5.3 6.7

- 6.0 6.6 5.4 7.1

4.2 5.2 5.8 5.5 7.3

yirce: Arizona Department of Economic Security, 1975a
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TABLE 2-24
INCOME DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES AND UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS

Income Arizona % Graham % Greenlee % Cochise

County County County
Under 1,000 46,513 7.8 162 4.5 28 1.0 532 3.6
1,000- 1,999 47,354 8.0 194 5.4 62 2.3 597 4.0
2,000~ 2,999 40,433 6.8 235 6.5 70 2.6 747 5.0
3,000- 3,999 37,842 6.4 228 6.3 109 4.0 834 5.6
4,000- 4,999 35,984 6.1 313 8.7 57 2.1 930 6.3
5,000- 5,999 36,224 6.1 294 8.1 77 2.9 1,049 7.1
6,000- 6,999 36, 397 6.1 398 8.3 86 3.2 1,189 8.0
7,000~ 7,999 38,127 6.4 303 8.4 180 6.7 1,176 7.9
8,000~ 8,999 36,291 6.1 278 7.7 284 10.5 1,138 7.7
9,000- 9,999 33,151 5.5 216 6.0 381 14.1 1,017 6.8
10,000-11,999 59,212 10.0 423 11.7 685 25.4 1,901 12.8
12,000-14,999 61,535 10.4 356 9.9 355 13.2 1,577 10.6
15,000-24,999 66,598 11.2 268 7.4 282 10.5 1,866 12.5
25,000-49,999 15,285 2.6 39 1.1 33 1.2 305 2.0
50,000 + 3,256 .5 —— -—— 9 .3 8 .1
Total 594,202 100.0 3,607 100.0 2,698 100.0 14,866 100.0

source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1971c
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PROPERTY TAX

County 31 percent of family and unrelated individual incomes was below
$5,000 and 30 percent was above $10,000. Greenlee County had 12 percent
of such incomes below $5,000 and 51 percent above $10,000, and Cochise
County had 24 percent below $5,000 and 38 percent above $10,000.

In 1973, total earnings (wages, salaries, and proprietor's incomes)
in Cochise County amounted to $271,321,000. 1In Graham and Greenlee
Counties total earnings amounted to $36,051,000 and $70,113,000 respec-
tively. The sum of these figures represents 4.9 percent of total State
earnings (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis,

1975).

In 1970 government was a larger source of earnings in the ES area
than was agriculture. Farming was the source of 4 percent of the total
earnings in the State, 8 percent in Cochise county, 15 percent in Graham
County, and 2 percent in Greenlee County. Government, on the other
hand, provided 15 percent of total earnings in the State, 55 percent in
Cochise County (mostly Federal), and 34 percent in Graham County (mostly
State and local).

Property Tax. Arizona counties tax not only real estate but also
farm and ranch machinery, dairy and beef cattle, swine, horses, poultry,
field crops, orchards and vineyards, and utility operating equipment.

In 1975 Graham County's taxable property had a full cash value of
$177,579,376, which was assessed at an average of 24 percent or
$41,749,864. The county's 273 parcels of ranch property had a full cash
value of $2,760,359 and an assessed value of $482,806, 17 percent of
full cash value. Beef cattle had a full cash value of $2,306,380 and an
assessed value of $418,497, 18 percent of full cash value (Arizona
Department of Revenue, 1975). The tax rate per $100 assessed valuation
ranged from $7.08 to $10.44, depending upon the school and fire districts
(Arizona Tax Research Association, 1975).

The full cash value of property in Greenlee County in 1975 amounted
to $336,784,774, which had an assessed value of $174,695,695 or 52
percent of full cash value. The 202 parcels of ranch property in
Greenlee County had a full cash value of $518,808 and an assessed value
of 17 percent of full cash value or $89,150. The county's beef cattle
had a full cash value of $1,327,367 and an assessed value of 18 percent
of full cash value or $238,940 (Arizona Department of Revenue, 1975).
The tax rate per $100 assessed valuation ranged from $2.02 to $9.10
(Arizona Tax Research Association, 1975).

In Cochise County, the full cash value of all taxable property in
1975 amounted to $621,893,236, of which 26 percent or $162,736,306 was
the assessed value. The County's 2,001 parcels of ranch property had a
full cash value of $15,729,978 and an assessed value of $2,738,475 or
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17 percent of full cash valuce. Beef cattle had a full cash value of
S6,454 4,99 and an assessed value of $1,160,592, 18 percent of full cash
vaJue (Arizona Department of Revenue, 1975). The tax rate per $100
assessed valuation in Cochise County ranged from $7.42 to $15.44
(Arizona Tax Research Association, 1975).

Tavlor Grazing Act Apportionments to Counties. The Taylor Grazing
Art requires certain funds recovered thereunder to be reallocated to the
State for the benefit of the counties generating those funds. Arizona
appropriated such funds to Cochise, Graham, and Greenlee Counties as
shown in table 2-25.

Economics vf the Livestock Industry. In Graham, Greenlee, and
Corbise Counties, estimated 1973 agricultural sales amounted to
$84,977,000 (Arizona Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, 1976b).
Fatimated farm earnings (wages, other labor income, and proprietor's
income) for the three counties amounted to $27,594,000. Estimated
total earnings for the counties amounted to $377,485,000. Earnings are
considered a good measure of the income derived from a specific economic
activitv.,

The three counties had a total of 138,000 cattle and calves as of
January 1, 1976 (Arizona Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, 1976a).
The distribution of animal unit months (AUMs) for each county in the ES
#rea is shown in table 2-26. Cochise, Graham, and Greenlee Counties
represent 76 percent of the AUMs on public lands in the ES area and 84
pcereent vf other (State and private land in grazing units) AUMs in the
area.

(Cattle and calves are estimated to be responsible for 2.6 percent
¢f carnings in Cochise County, 1.3 percent in Greenlee County, and 8.5
perrent in Graham County--and $11,148,000 for the three counties.
Farnings from cattle and calves amount to 2.95 percent of total earnings
fuor the three counties. Table 2-27 shows the estimated earnings attrib-
utibl» to public lands and other land within grazing units.

Cochise, Greenlee, and Graham Counties have an income multiplier of
1.226 tor livestock excluding dairy cattle and poultry (Bureau of Land
Mauauement, 1976). The income multiplier for any sector of the economy
measures the total rhange in personal income resulting from a one
dollar «hange in income to that swvctor. One dollar livestock income
Lt us creates $1.226 dollars of income throughout the area as the first
dellar 1s exchauged secondarily. Using this multiplier, one can cal-
“udate that from $613,000 of direct income $752,000 (0.20 percent of

fotal carnines) 1s generated from public lands AUMs, that from $332,000
niodareet income $407,000 (0.11 percent of total ecarnings) is generated
from other AUMs within grazing units, and that from a total of $945,000
of «drrect income $1,157,000 (0.31 percent total earnings) is ¢

Feom yrazine units in the three counties.
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FUTURE ENVIRONMENT

The Future Environment section of chapter 2 describes the environment
of the ES area as resource managers envision it 15 years from the present,
should the proposed action not be adopted and BLM's management of the
public lands in the area remain the same as in the past. This discussion
assumes the following: that the present amount of authorized livestock
use on all grazing units would remain the same with no major adjustments;
that the existing 16 Allotment Management Plans (AMPs) would continue to
be operated without major changes but that no new AMPs would be implemented;
that no additional public lands would be classified and managed as
ephemeral range; and that range improvements would be constructed only
as needed for the orderly use of the range.

This analysis projects 15 vears into the future, principally because
this is the time period used for projections in AMPs and because such a
period of time is used in the chapter 3 analysis of long-term impacts of
the proposed action.

Unlike the Present Environment section of chapter 2, the Future
Environment section discusses only the ES area's resources expected to
be significantly impacted by the proposed action. It excludes environ-
mental elements, such as climate, topography, and geology, which would
be expected to change little in the future.

Soils

Tf the proposed action is not adopted, sediment yield is not
expected to increase significantly. The badly eroded areas mnext to the
San Simon River, where not protected by dikes or detention dams, would
continue tn erode at about the present rate (2,330 acre-feet per year),
destroying potentiallv valuable rangeland. Those areas identified as
problem areas for wind and water erosion, moreover, would not improve.

Water Resources

Lf the proposed action is not adopted, neither water quantity,
quality, nor salinitv is expected to change significantly. Sediment
loads mipht increase slightly but not significantly.

Vegetation

1f livestock numbers are not reduced on public lande in the LS
area, Lthe vegetation resvurce, as a whole, would deteriorate in the next
15 wvears. This prediction is based on the following assumptions:

(1) That the weather pattern will continue much as it has been
in the past 5 vears—-—-1 vear of above-average precipitation
followed by 3 or more vears of below-average precipitation as
shown below.
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Areas where c¢reosotebush constitutes 90-95 percent of the plant
comnunity would remain stable, in a fair range condition but in a poor
livestock forage condition. Very little, if any, forage would be avail-
able for livestock. Ten percent of the creosotebush range would be
estimated to change from fair to poor condition (table 2-28).

Mesquite Type

The mesquite type would remain as it is now, dominated by shrubby
plant species of low palatability. Perennial grasses, which constitute a
small part of the plant community, would survive only under the mesquite
canopy,, where livestock cannot reach them. The mesquite type is generally
in a stable condition, but it might increase slightly in acreage.

Saltbush Type

The saltbush type would expand slightly in acreage in 15 years.
Most of the plant species in this type are of low palatability. The
major exception is four-wing saltbush, which is scattered throughout
most of the saltbush type and is the dominant saltbush species in a few
locations. An increase in the number and size of gullies is the major
change that would be evident. An estimated 4 percent of the saltbush
range would change from fair to poor condition (table 2-28).

Desert Shrub Type

The desert shrub type would not appreciably change in size but
would change in composition. Major grass species (sideoats grama, black
grama, tobosa grass and bush muhly) would decrease in percent composition.
Palatable shrubs (jojoba, four-wing saltbush) would continue to be
overused, and reproduction would be low. Half-shrubs would take advantage
of Towered perennial grass production and vigor and would increase in
composition. The range condition of the desert shrub vegetation type
would change as follows: good, decrease 2 percent; fair, decrease 11
percent; and poor, increase 13 percent (table 2-28).

Halt~Shrub Tvpe

The half-shrub type would increase in acreage at the expense of
palatable perennial grasses. Wildlife is not expected to be a factor in
controlling the increase of this half-shrub type. An estimated 15

percent of half-shrub range in fair condition would change to poor
condition (table 2-28).

Animals

Ihe vontinuation of present livestock grazing with existing stocking
rates would have varying cffects on the fauna. Figures 2-15 through
2-24 portray anticipated projections for important and representative
spevcies of wildlife, Certain species that prefer heavily used and
deteriorated range would increase. QOthers not so adapted would decrease,
whereas others would maintain their present status. Within this framework,
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The Arizona Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan did
not, however, determine outdoor recreation facility and acquisition
needs for the major recreation uses in the ES area, which are hunting,
fishing, rockhounding, floatboating, sightseeing, off-road vehicle use,
and natural or primitive area needs. Those recreation facility and
acquisition needs identified are depicted to illustrate the relative
need for facilities and recreation opportunities in the ES area. Table
2-29 identifies the current 5-year needs, and table 2-30 identifies the
projected needs and deficiencies by 1980 and 1985.

TABLE 2-29
OUTDOOR RECREATION ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT NEEDS
1974-1978

Planning District V

Camp Units 537
Picnic Units 1,466
Boat Ramps 20 lanes
Trail Improvements 50 miles
Swimming Pools 5
Golf Courses 18 holes
Tennis Courts 10
Multiple-Use Courts 25

Planning District VI

Camp Units 390

Picnic Units 110

Boat Ramps 5 lanes
Beach Developments 1,400 linear feet
Swimming Pools 5

Golf Courses 18 holes
Tennis Courts 5
Multiple-Use Courts 20

Source: Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission, 1972.
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TABLE 2-30

OUTDOOR RECREATION FACILITY REQUIREMENTS AND DEFICIENCIES

Planning District V

Net Net
Deficiencies Programmed Deficiencies New Needs Deficiencies Programmed Deficiencies

1980 To 1980 1980 1980-1985 1985 To 1985 1985
Boat Ramp Lanes 42 25 17 1 18 18 -
Swimming Pool 13 6 7 1 8 6 2
Camp Spaces 608 608 -—— 66 66 66 -——
Tennis Courts 16 13 3 2 5 5 -—
Multiple-Use Courts 141 31 110 8 118 12 106
18-Hole Golf Courses 7 1 6 - 6 1 5
Picnic Units 512 512 — 37 37 37 -
Trails/Miles - 50 e - -— 50 -

Planning District VI

Swimming Beach/
Linear Feet -— 1,600 —-—— - - 2,000 —_—
Boat Ramp Lanes 20 6 14 2 16 6 10
Swimming Pools 13 6 7 2 9 6 3
Camp Spaces 675 488 187 81 268 268 -
Tennis Courts —_— 5 - 4 4 4 -
Multiple-Use Courts 160 25 135 16 151 24 127
18-Hole Golf Courses 3 1 2 - 2 1 1
Picnic Units 130 130 - 58 58 58 -———

Source: Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission, 1972.

JANLAOJ

L. hdi0aln....









TABLE 2-3

1

“MPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS BY SECTOR FOR COCHISE, GRAHAM, AND GREENLEE COUNTIES

=
Cochise County Graham County Creenlee Count =
Sector 1480 1485 1990 1980 1985 1990 1980 1985 199 3
o]
ael
Agriculture 1, 58 1,193 1,133 545 Z15 487 94 89 8+ =
.47 4.87 4.2% 9.9% 8.4% 7.0% 1.8% 1.77 1.6 2
e,
Mining 650 650 650 50 50 50 2,625 2,625 ,62> =
2.8 .67 2.47 0.97% 0.8% 0.7% 48.77% 49.77 7 3
=1
Construction 1,130 990 1,178 233 299 376 626 616 604 =
4.97 4.0% 4.4% 4.27 4.8% 5.47% 11.6% 11.77 11 7 5
P
Q
Manufacturing 1,570 1,625 1,625 250 250 250 450 450 450 %
6.7, 6.5% 6.1% 4,57 4.1% 3.6% 8.3% 8.5% 8.7° &
H
T.C.P.U. 1/ 1,372 1,762 1,872 183 222 267 90 85 77
5.9/ 7.1% 7.0% 3.3% 3.6% 3.9% 1.7% 1.67 1.5%
Trade 4,182 4,950 5,087 1,127 1,301 1,505 418 393 359
17.9% 18.44 19.0% 20.5% 21.1% 21.7% 7.8% 7.47 7.0%
F.I.R.E. 2/ 542 645 772 139 183 235 43 36 28
2.3 2.64 2.9% 2.5% 3.0% 3.47 0.8% 0.7% 0.5%
Services 2,521 2,867 3,288 654 802 975 159 137 108
10.87 11.5% 12.37% 11.9% 13.0% 14.17% 2.9% 2.6% 2.1%
Government 7,800 8,147 8,572 1,704 1,853 2,027 533 512 483
33.5% 32.7% 32.0% 30.97 30.17% 29.3% 9.9% 9.7% 9.4%
Other Non- 2,289 2,427 2,596 626 686 755 348 339 328
Agricultural 9.87% 9.8% 9.7% 11.47 11.1% 10.9% 6.5% 6.47 6.4%
Total Adjusted
‘mployment 3/ 23,437 25,021 26,907 6,343 7,190 8,083 4,896 4,801 4,678

L/ Transportation, communication, and other public utilities.

2/ Finance, insurance, and real estate,

{/ Sum of sectors does not equal total adjusted employment because sector figures represent number of
jobs held whereas total adjusted employment represents number of people employed.

Source:

Arizona Office of Economic Planning and Development, Research Division, 1976.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION







action would have the long-term benefit of reducing sediment yield by 838
acre-{fevel per year or 36 percent, or 178 acre-feet per year from grazing
management and 660 acre-feet per year from detention dams. The reduction
in sediment yield would result from both livestock management and the
proposed water control structures.

Changes in sediment yield would reflect the grazing system used.
Reductions in sediment yield are not expected on all grazing units with
the implementation of the proposed action. Generally, sediment yield is
projected to increase on grazing units under custodial management, where
only small acreages of public lands are involved. On the other hand,
sediment yield would be expected to decrease on grazing units managed
for ephemeral grazing.

The construction of the Barrier, Tanque, and Slick Rock detention
dams would highly benefit the San Simon drainage basin, effectively
reducing the amount of sediment lost each year. These structures are
designed to reduce sediment loss by a maximum of 660 acre-feet per
year. An anticipated 30 miles of eroded San Simon River channel would
be filled by sediment at an average rate of 0.85 miles per year. Further
information and specifications on these detentions dams are on file in
the Safford District office.

Specific

The proposed reduction in livestock numbers would benefit soil
resources with or without a livestock management system. The reduction
in livestock would reduce the average grazing of vegetation and allow an
increase in ground cover that would decrease sediment yield.

Sediment yield would decrease on 118 grazing units (1,199,124
acres), increase on 34 grazing units (187.067 acres), and remain the
same on 41 grazing units (159,871 acres). Table 3-1 reveals present and
anticipated sediment yield by range management type. See appendix A for
the methodology for determining sediment yield.
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TABLE 3-1
SEDIMENT YIELD BY RANGE MANAGEMENT TYPE
(IN ACRE-FEET PER YEAR)

Present Projected Change in

1t Acres Percent Sediment Sediment Sediment Percent

e of Area* Yield Yield Yield Change
(15 years)

Intensive 1,684,007 72 1,766 1,608 -158 -9
Custodial 256,022 11 244 248 +4 +2
Ephemeral 371,969 16 297 274 =23 -8
Unallotted 34,064 1 23 22 -1 -5
Total 2,346,062% 100 2,330 2,152 -178 -7.7

*Total number of acres included in BLM grazing units.

Sediment yield on ephemeral grazing units is expected to decrease
as a result of a decrease in grazing. Theoretically, sediment yield
could be reduced the most on ephemeral grazing units, since perennial
plant utilization would be very low. The potential increase in perennial
plant cover on the majority of these ephemeral units, however, would be
low because the soil inherently lacks potential for high vegetation
production.

A 9 percent overall decrease in sediment yield is expected on
intensively managed grazing units. This decrease would be achieved
mainly through an increase in ground cover, which would decrease soil
erosion. Intensive managment systems would cover 72 percent of the ES
area under BLM administration. Sediment yield on custodial grazing
units would generally increase or remain unchanged. The construction of
the three detention dams would highly benefit the San Simon watershed by
reducing the amount of sediments moving into the Gila River from the San
Simon watershed.

The proposed action would also benefit problem—area soils identi-
fied in chapter 2. Approximately 90 percent of the area identified as
in a critical or severe erosion condition class is proposed for either

ment of grazing or ephemeral management. These two management

ms would allow natural revegetation, thus lowering the erosion

tion class.
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Range Improvements

The following table shows the acres that would be temporarily and
permanently disturbed by the construction projects of the proposed
action.

ACRES DISTURBED
PROJECT TYPE TEMPORARY PERMANENT

Range improvements 414 87
(excluding roads,

trails, and

detention dams)

Roads and trails 225 225
Detention dams 100 50
Total 739 362

Construction of the three detention dams would disturb 100 acres,
but part of this impact would be short term, since the recovery of the
ground cover and soil would require approximately 3 to 10 years, depending
upon climatic conditions. The dams would permanently disturb 50 acres.

The other proposed projects would temporarily disturb 639 acres and
would also require a 3 to 10-year period for recovery. All projects
would permanently occupy approximately 362 acres.

During the construction and recovery period, soil erosion would
increase due to compaction and the removal of ground cover. During and
immediately following construction, sediment yield would increase from
0.52 acre-feet per year to approximately 2.5 acre-feet per year. After
construction, however, sediment yield would decline each year as ground
cover increases. The short- and long-term impacts (increased sediment
yield and decreased ground cover), however, would be insignificant when
compared to the total sediment production of the ES area.

WATER

Surface Water

Water Quantity

The construction of the Barrier, Tanque, and Slick Rock detention
dams, the decreased grazing, and the subsequent increase in ground cover
is expected to slightly decrease the volume of water entering th 7'~
River, although no quantitative estimates have been made of the
of reduction.















VEGETATION

winter rest provides carryover forage (ungrazed forage produced during
the previous year) for the spring and reduces wildlife-livestock compe-
tition for shrub species in the winter (see grazing formula in chapter
1). This system has been used experimentally on the U.S. Forest Service
Santa Rita Experimental Range near Tucson, where the climate is similar
to that of the ES area.

Deferred Rotation Grazing

Studies conducted on the Santa Rita Experimental Range have shown
that deferred rotation grazing systems are not generally better than
yearlong grazing as measured by grass density changes or total herbage
production (Martin, 1973). Under deferred rotation grazing, impacts on
vegetation are expected to be similar to those mentioned under yearlong
grazing. Increased herbage production and plant density are expected to
occur but not as rapidly as under the Santa Rita three-pasture rotation
or rest-rotation system.

Yearlong Grazing

Yearlong grazing is the traditional grazing system of semidesert
ranges. Under yearlong grazing conservative stocking rates have been
shown to produce increases in the density of perennial grasses (Martin,
1973). This increase, however, is slower than that occurring under the
Santa Rita three-pasture rotation system.

The major impacts resulting from yearlong grazing are (1) excessive
vegetation utilization in areas of cattle concentration, (2) low or no
utilization of forage in areas where cattle rarely graze, and (3) grazing
too closely of cool-season grasses and palatable shrubs. Under this
system cattle graze green plants too closely in the early spring,
depleting plant carbohydrate supplies (Martin, 1975). Yearlong grazing
almost invariably results in excessive utilization of the most palatable
forage species in a given pasture.

The major advantages of yearlong grazing are not related to the
vegetation resource but to animal husbandry. Under yearlong grazing
livestock do not have to adjust to new areas with different vegetation
and topography. Moreover, yearlong grazing involves less labor in
raising livestock (Martin, 1975).

Seasonal Grazing (Summer)

Under the summer seasonal grazing system, impacts on vegetation
would be minimal, since animals would use the grazing unit only 25
percent of the time while 90 percent of the forage is being produced. A
problem, however, would result from preferred parts of the pasture and
preferred plants being grazed first each summer.

Plants would not be grazed during the critical early spring when
food reserves are low. Cool-season grasses and shrubs should benefit
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from this system, but any improvement in warm-season grasses would
probably be slow. Some impacts would result from livestock trampling
the zreen forage produced.

Scasonal Grazing (Winter)

According to the Arizona Inter—-Agency Range Committee 1972 (1973),
grazing during the winter has little direct effect on warm-season grasses.
Cool-season rrasses and palatable shrubs, however, may suffer if utili-
zation is excessive. Crazing during winter on shrubs can reduce flowering
and seed production and thus reduce reproduction (Stoddart and Smith,
1955). livestock trampling would have little impact except possibly a
minim1l impact on young shrubs and cool-season grasses.

Winter Seasonal Rotation System
The winter seasonal rotation system would benefit warm—-season
grasses and moderately benefit cool-season grasses and shrubs. This
system would allow grazing during the critical early spring period, but would
provide rest for 1 or 2 years out uf 3 (see grazing formula in chapter
1). 1rampling impacts would be limited te those expected on cool-season

grasses and shrubs under the winter seasonal system.

This system would benefit warm-season grasses by providing for seed
covering by livestock trampling. Similar systems have experimentally
improved vegetation nt the Santa Rita Experimental Range.

Custodial tirazing Management

Impacts associated with the custodial management system are similar
to those expected under yearlong srazing. The impacts, however, might
be ureater than those under yearlony prazing. In many instances BLM
would not regulate the total number of livestock on a custodial manage-
ment grdzing units because these small, scattered tracts of public lands
wculd be Intetmingled aud used with privite rangelands. Tn these cases
the rancher would be liceansed Lo w<e the production from the public
Tands.

I'phemeral Crazing Management

Most frequently, livestock rrazing would be allowed on ephemeral
management units during the summ y rrowlng season. Summer rains can
produve an abuondince ol .mnual erasses and forbs, and grazing during
this perive would result 1n few impacts, the greatest of which would
probably he soil compaction.

Pcroennial grass nnd shrub species produce most of their volume
durinyg the summer growing season, but unler ephemeral grazing they would
be lighrly used because of the obundance of annual forbs and grasses.

On graciug units classified s epheweral, four-wing saltbush (Atriplex
caneswens) is commonly the only palatable shrub, which grazing should
not adversely affect because an ephemeral blomom produces an abundance of
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TABLE 3-3
IMPACTS OF PROPOSED GRAZING SYSTEMS ON RANGE CONDITION AND PRODUCTION

PROJECTED

PRESENT CONDITION (ACRES) PROJECTED CONDITION 15 YEARS (ACRES) FROPISED PRESENT PRODULCTION

CRAZING LIVESTOCK WILDLIFE 15 YEARS
SYSTEMS EXCELLENT GOOD FAIR POOR EXCELLENT GOOD FAIR POOR AUMs Al'Ms AJdMs

Rest Rotation 1,600 19, 440 278,357 146,465 17,462 80,490 245,384 102,526 19,198 268 21,864
13 Grazing Units

19° of ES area within

gracing units

Santa Rita System 3,360 22,446 179,147 271,883 14,562 69,624 202,332 190,318 24,923 437 29,174
.5 Grazing Units

207 of ES area within

grazing units

Deferred Rotation 6,720 20,885 95,113 24,530 10,084 32,279 85,016 19,869 30,525 305 33,979
8 Grazing Units
6% of ES area within
grazing units

Yearlong Grazing 26,220 36,772 299,659 64,560 34,787 74,445 265,685 52,294 17,906 698
24 Grazing Units
18% of ES area within
grazing units

I~
—
-
o
N
~I

Seasonal Grazing 8,120 28,315 71,755 67,960 11,537 37,020 72,545 55,048 18,158 420 20,831
17 Grazing Units

8% of ES area within

grazing units

Custodial Management 15,420 17,226 122,469 100,907 15,420 15,326 121,349 103,927 3,989 ——= 3,989
33 Grazing Units
11°% of ES area within
grazing units

Ephemeral Management 200 480 176,914 189,475 200 2,249 194,092 170,528 Ephemeral -——= Ephemeral
65 Grazing Units

16% of ES area within

grazing units

Deferment of Grazing Use 0 0 0 15,600 0 780 3,900 10,920 -— —-—— -——=
1% of ES area within
grazing units

Unallocation of Grazing 0 0 6,920 27,144 346 2,741 11,976 19,001 162 -—— 162
Use, 1% of ES area -
within grazing units

TOTALS 61,640 145,564 1,230,334 908,524 104,398 314,954 1,202,279 724,431 114,861 2,128 131,226






ENVIRONMENTAL. TMPACTS

These roads would remove 225 acres from vegetal production in the ES
Aaraa.

Threatened and Endangered Plant Species

lable 3-4 reveals that of the 10 candidate endangered and threatened
plant species actually observed in the ES area during the study period,
nonc are expected to be affected by the proposed action because they are
not palatable to livestock. The one candidate endangered or threatened
specivs that would be impacted by livestock grazing if it actually
occurs in the area is Cowania subintegra. The probability of its occurring
in the ES area is low, however, because it appears to be specific to the
Retriever Soil Series, which does not occur in the ES area.

Poisonous Plants
The proposed action would have no impact on livestock losses due to
poisonous plants.

Deficiencies in Tmpact Data

The following deficiencies exist in data relating to the impact of
the proposed action on vegetation.

(1) 1In estimates of vegetation production, information on species
composition, diversity, and cover was not inventoried by vegetation type
or range site. As a result, predictions of range production cannot be
substantiated by range site potential. Data needed for the desired
level of analvsis were not available. 1In their place, those predicting
the proposed action's impact on production, cover, and range condition
used comparable protected areas, properly used areas, literature, and
professional judgment.

(2) Resource specialists estimated range conditions for the ES
area. lixisting studies for the District conflict greatly and are obviously
in error when compared with observed range conditions. See appendix A
for the methodology used in determining range condition.
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ANIMALS

Summary
Overall, the proposed action is expected to benefit wildlife habi-

tat (food and cover) and thus benefit wildlife. The action proposes to
reduce grazing pressure, (see appendix B for proposed reductions for
individual grazing units), impose stricter limits on livestock grazing,
increase the vigor and density of range vegetation, and provide a high
degree of protection for important aquatic and riparian habitats.
Thirty-six percent of the grazing units' public lands would be rested
from grazing each year, not including the custodial allotments. When
grazing is allowed moderate use will be enforced.

Range condition is expected to improve gradually over the initial
15-year period. The lower semidesert areas (desert scrub and desert
grassland) are expected to improve rather slowly, depending upon factors
such as present range condition and rainfall.

Schmutz and Smith (1976) and Smith and Schmutz (1975) provide
insight into the slow process of range recovery in desert grassland.
These authors revealed that the density of mesquite trees was greater on
grazed ranges, but that mesquite also continued to invade ungrazed
range. Martin (1975) reported that mesquite-infested ranges can be
restored to full productivity only if mesquite is removed. The proposed
action, however, recommends no such plant removal projects. Conversely,
such invaders as mesquite and prickly pear cactus provide important
habitat requirements for many species of wildlife.

Within these low-elevation areas certain sites that accumulate
water, such as desert washes, are expected to improve at a more rapid
rate. Desert mountain ranges where rainfall and potential to produce
vegetation are greater are also expected to improve at a rapid rate.
Because of permanent water and within the framework of perpetual succes-
sion, protected riparian vegetation and adjacent bottom lands are expected
to greatly improve in 3 years.

Residual impacts inherent with the proposed action would be most
serious during periods of low rainfall when production of range vege-
tation is low.

Many factors other than livestock grazing affect wildlife popula-
tions, although wildlife populations will fluctuate primarily with
fluctuations in rainfall.

Table 3-5 shows expected cverall impacts for representative wild-
life species, including those believed to be most affected by livestock
grazing and table 3-6 shows expected impacts of grazing systems on
























the plant specles composlition and llvestock are expected to heavily usi
these plants heavy when grazing is allowed. Although most shrubs can
sustain use set at 50 percent, 40 percent is the recommended upper limit
fur vearlonyg use of desert ceanothus (Neff, 1970). Plants can absorb
heavy use under grazing systems that provide proper rest (Hormay, 1970),
but competition would occur in the area being grazed.

Deer and livestock would compete to varying degrees for suitable
forage during spring and early summer before summer rainfall. Compe-
tition is likely to be severe when winter rainfall is low, resulting in
poor productivity of needed food plants for the critical dry period--
spring through early summer. During these periods, use of range plants
would approach the upper limit, and impacts are expected to be moderate
to high.

Although impacts previously mentioned would occur, overall deer
numbers are expected to increase (table 3-7) as a result of the proposed
action's livestock reductions, moderate use, forage allocations and
anticipated improvement in range condition.

White~tailed Deer. White-~tailed deer would be more wvulnerable to
adverse impacts than mule deer at the upper levels of use because they
ocrupy small home areas. When these areas are heavily grazed (partic-
ularily during dry periods), white-tailed deer are reluctant to leave
their preferred locations in search of quality food elsewhere. Though
white-tailed decer may periodically sustain heavy impacts in their habitat
arca, the population is expected to increase (table 3-7) with full
implementation of the proposed action.

TABLE 3-7
POPULATION ESTIMATES FOR LARGE MAMMAL SPECIES

Present population based on AG&FD estimates for ES area. TFuture
estimates based on 15 vears of proposed action implementation.

Present Future

1. Mule deer 4,200 4,830 - 5,250
2. Jivelina 4,135 4,550 - 4,750
3. White-tiiled deer 550 630 - 650
4. Llk 35 - 40 1/

5. lighorn Sheep 30 - 35 2/

. Antelope 20 26 - 30

v Mount1in lion 8 - 12 2/

1/ Actions on public lands are expected to have little influence
on the elk.

2 Numbers not expected to change by any appreciable amount as a

result of the proposed action. Bighorn sheep might decline

slichtly, and mountain lion might increase slightly.
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Javelina. Normally the food habits of javelina and livestock do
not closely overlap when livestock grazing is not excessive. During
periods of higher-than-average forage utilization, however, removal of
protective cover (most likely in foothill areas where mid and tall
grasses predominate or occur as cover) could make javelina more vul-
nerable to depredation by predators and man (AG&FD, 1976c¢). Javelina
would likely experience adverse impacts during periods of low rainfall,
but overall impacts from livestock grazing are expected to be light.
Even though javelina and livestock are expected to compete somewhat, the
javelina population is expected to increase (table 3-7) due to improved
range condition and reduced livestock grazing.

Elk. Elk should not be adversely affected during average conditions.
Preferred elk habitat occurs outside areas of BLM jurisdiction. When
present on public lands, elk occupy rugged terrain where allowed use by
livestock has been reduced from that of the past. Reduced use and the
rugged terrain are expected to result in highly adequate elk habitat.
Actions on public lands are expected to little influence the herd.

Antelope. During dry periods, livestock are expected to compete
somewhat with antelope, but under average conditions and utilization,
little competition is expected. As range condition improves, competi-
tion would further decline. Antelope and livestock would then be better
able to select their differing and preferred food plants (Larsen, 1967).

With improved range condition and water availability resulting from
the proposed action, numbers of antelope are expected to increase
(table 3-7).

Bighorn Sheep. Under the proposed livestock use, bighorn shcep and
livestock would continue to compete heavily for forage in the relatively
small but important area of public lands along the rims of Aravaipa
Canyon. The area of greatest impact would include small portions of
grazing units 128, 129, and 136.

Mountain Lion. The proposed action would make more natural food,
primarily deer, available for the mountain lion. Lion numbers, however,
are not expected to change by any appreciable amount. Lions would
probably feed to a greater degree on the more abundant natural prev
species and to a lesser degree on domestic stock.

Other Mammals. The AG&FD makes no population estimates for small
animals, nor is such information available from any other source. This
discussion will thus include those species believed to be most affected
by the proposed action.
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during less favorable periods. Insect numbers are expected to increase
as densitv of vegetation increases with time, resulting in additiomnal
food for a wide variety of wildlife, including birds.

Reptiles and Amphibians

The proposed livestock grazing program would probably disturb
certain herptofauna. Species associated with grass vegetation types and
particularly those associated with unprotected aquatic areas are believed
to be most vulnerable. At the upper levels of use, increased vulner-
ability to predation is expected. The western box turtle would likely
experience a small amount of competition for green feed during dry
periods., Because reptiles and amphibians are sedentary and depend upon
habitat conditions within a highly limited area, a variety of reptiles
and amphibians are expected to be moderately to heavily impacted when
grazing occurs in the heavier use areas such as bed grounds and water.
Such species include: Couch's, plains, and western spadefoot toads;
Great Plains, green, red-spotted, and Woodhouse's true toads; leopard
frog; little striped whiptail, desert grassland whiptail, and Chihuahua
whiptail lizards; and the following snakes: Texas blind, ring-neck,
western hognose, western hook-nosed, black-necked garter, checkered
garter, and massasauga.

Impacts, particularily to small animals, cumulate to a minor degree
with the next impact category.

Impacts Associated with Trampling during High-~Intensity Grazing

In the operation of proposed rotational grazing systems, the carrying
capacity of the area to be grazed is established. Rotational grazing
requires a portion of the area to be grazed at a higher intensity,
usually for a shorter period than normally occurs. High-intensity
grazing in spring increases the chance for disturbing and destroying the
nests of ground-nesting birds.

Birds

Under present conditions, species most likely affected by livestock
trampling under high-intensity grazing include Gambel's quail, scaled
nuail, Montezuma quail, killdeer, mourning dove, poor-will, lesser
nighthawk, horned lark, and meadow lark. Ground doves, whip-poor-wills,
and rufous-crowned sparrows should be less vulnerable to disturbance.

Disturbance to nests would be affected by nest placement. Nests
located near or within obstructions (including rocks, cactus patches,
and unpalatable bushes) would likely remain unharmed, whereas nests in
more open locations might be disturbed. Because of their wide distri-
bution, Gambel's quail and mourning doves would be vulnerable over large
portions of the ES area. Gambel's quail usually nest near or within
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obstructions. Mourning doves electing to nest on the ground near clumps
of grass would be especially vulnerable. Tree nesters would be little
disturbed. Scaled quail usually nest within obstructions, and their
nests would be disturbed only minimally. Montezuma quail nest in grass
and could be greatly disturbed by heavy and widespread grazing. Killdeer
nest in the open near water where livestock activity is especially
concentrated.

The poor-will prefers the slopes of the desert mountains, whereas
the lesser nighthawk prefers the lower deserts. Some evidence suggests
that the lesser nighthawk can move its nest when disturbed (Phillips,
M..shall, and Monson, 1964). Although both species nest on the bare
ground, deaths attributed to trampling are expected to be minimal.

On public lands horned larks and meadow larks occur primarily in
the eastern portion of the ES area. Both species nest in grass. The
frequency of meadow lark nesting in the area is believed to be low.

Ground doves frequent lower drainages but sometimes nest in elevated
sites. The whip-poor-will prefers the limited amount of more densely
wooded area at the higher elevations. The rufous-crowned sparrow seeks
grass on rocky hillsides but is not common in the ES area and should be
disturbed little in its preferred habitat. Overall, outright destruc-
tion of nests from trampling is anticipated to result in only a minor
amount of mortality.

Livestock grazing should little disturb birds that prefer to nest
in bushes and trees. The majority of low shrubs in the ES area are
normally unpalatable to livestock and are available for nesting. Among
the bushes and shrubs present in good numbers, widespread, and desired
by birds are several species of cacti, including cholla, four species of
wolfberry (Lycium), two species of Condalia, and whitethorn acacia.
Scrub oak is common at the higher elevations. Mesquite provides nesting
sites over much of the area. Although livestock sometimes remove mesquite
foliage within their reach, a large percentage of the total canopy is
available to birds. Soutiere and Bolen (1976) found that doves prefer
to nest among the large forks, crotches, and large branches of the main
trunk and not within the foliage of mesquite. As livestock forage
condition improves, less mesquite foliage would be browsed. Other
important arborescent species include net-leaf hackberry, little-leaf
sumac, desert willow, and salt cedar. 1In desert wash areas livestock
graze heavily on some individual hackberry trees, often maintaining them
as low shrubs and eliminating their potential as nesting sites.

Several shrubs, including four-wing saltbush, hairy mountain mahogany,
jojoba, holly-leaf buckthorn, desert ceanothus, and silk tassel, are
usually highly palatable to cattle and deer. Birds selecting these

i, depending on
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more heavily grazed than much of the adjacent open range because live-
stock and wildlife congregate in these areas. Desert washes and canyons
vary in size and quality but occur throughout the rangeland. They
usually represent islands of better habitat within the rangeland and as
such present special problems to management. If implemented, the proposed
action would reduce the area of use in and near washes from that of the
past.

Where grazing occurs, highly palatable plants (usually termed ice
cream species) comprising a small amount of the overall plant composition
would be heavily grazed. The fate of some of these plants, such as
small stands of palatable browse, would depend upon several factors:
the grazing system, the degree to which they are grazed, and livestock
accessibility to them. Where grazing occurs yearlong, highly palatable
plants readily accessible to livestock (such as near water) would decline
in vigor, and some would eventually die. In most cases this phenomenon
has already occurred. Under grazing systems that employ moderate use
and adequate rest, such as the Santa Rita three-wpasture rotation system,
palatable plants, including those near water, are expected eventually to
increase in vigor and productivity.

Impacts Related to the Overall Mosaic of Grazing

When grazing systems are initiated, individual grazing units are
divided into a number of pastures. Certain of these pastures are grazed
on a rotational schedule. 1In the ES area, grazing units and pastures
within grazing units are relatively small, aiding the movement of more
mobile animals between areas of differing habitat conditions and live-
stock use and increasing the chance for some portion of the smaller
preferred area of sedentary species to fall within an area not being
grazed. If, however, adjacent pastures in adjacent grazing units are
grazed simultaneously, undesirably large grazed areas could result,
depending upon the amount of overlap of adjacent pasture boundaries.
This situation would be especially serious during drought. Impacts
associated with this grazing management problem would be modified by the
proposed use,

Grazing systems will be adjusted at the time they are to be initiated.
To the extent possible, adjacent pastures will not be grazed simul-
taneously, which will allow better interspersion of use and nonuse areas
and will reduce the overall size of the use area. Simultaneous grazing
of adjacent pastures in different grazing units, however, could result
in excessively large grazed areas, detrimental to wildlife.

Impacts Associated with Proposed Grazing Management Systems
For grazing systems to improve vegetation condition and ultimately
benefit wildlife, they must address specific problems inherent in the
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being grazed. Depending upon the overall mosalc ol grazing and plant
distribution in the area, larger animals are expected to move to more
desirable areas if the need arises,

Since a portion of each year's forage crop is used, adhering to
moderate use is important for providing adequate food and cover for
wildlife during the rest periods.

Overall, the Santa Rita system, with proposed use, should substanti-
allv improve habitat for most species of wildlife. This statement is
based on research conducted at the Santa Rita Experimental Range (Martin,
1975). The two key features of the proposed Santa Rita system are (1)
the system meets the growth requirements of important forage plants
except during prolonged drought, and (2) under this system these forage
plants would be moderately used.

Rest-Rotation Grazing

Many of the attributes of the Santa Rita system apply to rest
rotation. The rest~rotation systems provide less rest than the Santa
Rita system and therefore promote a larger area of potential disturbance
to wildlife. Livestock grazing under rest rotation, however, would not
be as heavily concentrated, thus reducing potential disturbance.

Rest rotation allows winter use 2 years in 3 or 3 years in 4,
depending upon the number of pastures employed. Livestock and deer
would compete during these grazing periods, but rest-rotation grazing
has not been widely proposed in the better deer habitat. Small amounts
of liighly palatable browse, including mountain mahogany, jojoba, holly-
leaf buckthorn, desert ceanothus, and silk tassel, would sustain heavy
use, primarilv in the upper portions of grazing units 16, 17, 27, 59,
69, 44, and 43. More serious competition is expected in the upper
portion of grazing unit 154, A minor amount of competition would occur
for four-wing saltbush at the lower elevations.

Under rest rotation, rest would be provided during spring or summer
or both, 2 years in 3 or 3 years in 4. This rest is expected to benefit
many species of wildlife during a major portion of the reproductive
period, includint ground-dwelling birds, small mammals, and reptiles.

It should especially benefit scaled quail, since the system would be
used in a major portion of their better habitat.

Yearlone Grazing

Yearlong grazing tends to compartmentalize range use. Livestock
would always heavily oraze arcas near water, which would remain in poor
condition for most wildlife species. Depending vn the availability of
witer, little 1f anv tivestock use might occur in areas of rougher
terrain as vxemplified by portions of the Mescal and Peloncillo Moun-
tains. 1o small and well-watcered grazing units, livestock can _raze
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over the entire unit. On such grazing units where wildlife values are
high, the proposed action calls for a reduction in livestock numbers,
thereby providing more food and cover for wildlife. For ewample,
substantial reductions on grazing units currently heing heavily prazed
in the Dos Cabezas Mountains would benefit many species of wildlife,
including deer and Montezuma quail. For proposed reductions in indi-
vidual grazing units, see appendix B.

This proposed action would reduce the size of the heavilv used
areas by reducing livestock numbers, percent utilization of vegetation,
and the distance utilization studies are placed from witer. More area
would thus be in more satisfactory condition, and conditions for wildlife
would improve. Under yearlong grazing, more mobile animals are espected
to be only lightly impacted during most vears. Moderate to high impacts
could be expected for small sedentary and water—oriented species, including
rodents, shore birds, reptiles, and amphibians and fishes in unprotected
(unfenced) areas. The problem should not be magnified unless livestock
water areas are increased or changed, since most of these areas are
currently grazed yearlong. Where several new waters are proposed,
reduced grazing pressure would be spread over a larger area of the
grazing unit, thereby reducing impacts.

Seasonal Grazing

Grazing units or portions therecf under seasonal grazing management
would employ 12 different grazing systems directed primarilv toward
improving warm-season perennial grasses. With the exception of grazing
unit 15, ample rest is provided for this purpose. Grazing unit 15
contains little public lands and is normally not heavily grazed. The
grazing system in grazing units or portions of grazing units 3, 4, 43,
49, 83, 91, 117, and 145 provide rest during the major portion of the
growing season every year. Rest periods include the major portion of
the spring reproductive period. Conditions for the small grounddwelling
animals and especially species that prefer grass should improve in these
areas.

The remainder of the seasonally grazed grazing units would provide
rest every other year or 2 years in 3. Habitats are expected to improve
in areas rested 2 years in 3 and grazed within the proposed limits.

Three systems allowing grazing everv nther vear, depending upon the

degree of use, might slightly improve cover and food available to wildlife.
Grazing every other year, however, would not provide a buffer for periods
of low plant productivity. Food and cover in areas grazed everv other
year could be in short supply much of the time. Tmpacts are ewpected to
range from moderate to high if grazing pressure is not significantlv
reduced during dry periods.

Grazing units 3, 4, 49, 83, 117, 134, and 145 would allow winter
use 2 vears in 3. everv other vear, or evervy vear. Whenever livestack












ANIMALS

Other Deferred Grazing Systems. The other deferred grazing systems
are much the same as the seasonal systems. With the exception of a
portion of grazing units 3 and 152, the deferred systems provide less
total rest than the seasonal systems. Adverse impacts to vegetation and
wildlife are expected to be greater as use surpasses 40 percent than for
systems that provide more rest. Proposed livestock reductions would
improve the present situations.

The proposed action would allow winter use 2 years out of 3 on
grazing unit 114 and 3 years in 4 on grazing unit 165. This use would
result in deer~livestock competition in grazing unit 114 and in the
upper portion of grazing unit 165. It would not favor the increase of
palatable browse.

Ephemeral Grazing Management

Under ephemeral grazing the number of cattle authorized to graze
would vary as would the length of time grazing would be authorized.
Ephemeral grazing management assumes that as long as annuals are avail-
able and succulent, livestock would concentrate their grazing on them
rather than on remnant stands of perennial grass and browse (primarily
saltbushes). Under these conditions desirable perennial vegetation,
including plants in and near desert washes, would increase in vigor and
to some degree density.

During dry periods many small animals are dependent for food upon
the seeds of annuals produced during wet periods. Therefore, if ephemeral
grazing is heavy it would create food shortages, primarily for the more
sedentary species,

Numerous wildlife species, including a variety of reptiles, rabbits,
rodents, small birds, javelina, and their attendant predators, survive
in these ephemeral areas under difficult enviromnmental conditions.

Other more mobile species, such as migratory birds, hawks, eagles, and
small numbers of deer, use these areas during specific periods or when
conditions are favorable.

Within ephemeral areas certain reptiles, rabbits, rodents, and
small birds, including Gambel's quail, are most vulnerable to adverse
impacts from grazing. Larger more mobile animals are less vulnerable.
Depending upon how grazing is managed, impacts from grazing could vary
from practically none to high. When annuals are abundant and succulent,
light livestock grazing is expected to result in minor impacts. During
periods when no grazing is authorized, wildlife and livestock would not
compete for vegetation produced.

Annual plant production occurs during two periods of the year. One

group of annuals grows in spring as a result of winter-spring moisture
conditions. Summer or warm-season annuals grow in response to summer
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from one scason to the next.

Both periods have inherent problems with livestock use. The use of
spring annuals appears to be potentially more deleterious than summer
usc.  Spring annuals are less dependable, but they can provide nutritious
food during the reproductive period of many wildlife species. Summer
rain and resultant plant production are more dependable, but desirable
perennial plants are green at this time and are more vulnerable to
gracing during their growing season.

Custodial Permits

For approximately 60 sections of public lands scattered in small
tracts throughout 33 grazing units, BLM proposes no positive management.
Grazing of these areas would be left up to the management discretion of
the individual ranch operator in conjuntion with adjacent State and
private land under his control. How some of these areas are managed is
not always known. Most are thought to be grazed yearlong, whereas
others are used in conjunction with adjacent Forest Service land.
Present habitat condition is also not known for many of these small
tracts. The handling of these areas in this proposed action, however,
would not result in any appreciable change over the present situation.

Impacts Associated with Proposed Range Improvements

Range improvement projects consisting of fences, water develop-
ments, and water delivery systems would slightly disturb wildlife
during construction and for a short period after completion. Work crews
would frighten the larger animals from work sites, but these animals
would return shortly after work ceases. Small-animal habitat would be
disrupted and in some cases altered in the small areas of soil surface
disturbance and wminor vegetation clearing. Installation, operation, and
maintenance of two pumps along the Gila River would disrupt wildlife in
these local areas. The pumps would be needed to supply livestock water
to the adjacent upland, thus enabling the fencing of the river. Pumps
would be located at existing access points. Fences constructed in and
near the antelope range would meet BLM specifications established for
antelupe and should not greatly impede antelope movement.

Several new waters proposed for grazing units would alter present
grazing of these areas. Reductions in livestock numbers would reduce
overall grazing pressure in these units. Overall construction of new
waters is expected to both beneficially and adversely impact wildlife.
Wildlite would benefit from having additional water available to them
both in the use and rested pastures. On the other hand, wildlife
would be adversely affected by the presence of lifestock in areas
previously not grazed because of the lack of water. Policy now requires
that all water tacilities BLM constructs or permits be made available to
wildlifc whether or not livestock are grazing in an area. Additional
water and improved accessibility to water should especially benefif
decr, antelope, doves, and numerous nongame birds.
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Paleontological Resources

Overall, the proposed action would have a low beneficial impact on
paleontological resources. It would reduce livestock numbers (appendix
B), classify nine of the grazing units containing paleontological sites
as ephemeral range, and intensively manage three grazing units containing
such sites. Such management would benefit paleontological resources by
increasing plant cover and reducing erosion. Table 3-8 shows percentage
reduction in sediment yield expected under the proposed action. Natural
geological forces, however, would continue to erode the sites, because
the potential of the ephemeral range to produce plant cover to reduce
erosion would remain low.

All of the paleontological sites would be grazed. Cattle would
trample and break exposed fossils and contribute to bank sluffing by
walking along and climbing up and down the banks, displacing fossils and
resulting in the loss of their contextual value. The amount of trampling
and bank sluffing would be low as would the adverse impact.

The expected loss of paleontological resources attributed to live-
stock grazing would be low and insufficient to change the scientific,
educational, or recreation value of any sites, including the natural
area eligibility of sites P-1, P-5, P-9, and P-15. Some scientific,
educational, and recreational information would be lost on all sites.

Geological Resources

Easilv eroded sediments creating a badlands effect are the notoriety
of geologic sites G-1, G-2, and G-3, where overgrazing has accelerated
natural geologic erosion. The proposed action would reduce livestock
numbers, classify grazing units 190 and 184 as ephemeral ranges, and
revise the AMP for grazing unit 48, which would increase ground cover
and eliminate the escalated rate of erosion caused by overgrazing
(table 3-8). The proposed action would have a low beneficial impact on
geological resources, although their sighseeing values would not change.
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TABLE 3-8
MANAGEMENT TYPE AND SEDIMENT YIELD REDUCTION
ON PALEONTOLOGICAL AND GEOLOGICAL SITES

Site Grazing Sediment Yield Management Type and
No.* Unit No. Reductions (%) Grazing System
P-1, P-15,
P-16, P-17,
P-18 190 5 Ephemeral
P-3, P-13,
P-23 53 19 Ephemeral
P-5 147 0 Ephemeral
pP-7 58 5 Intensive--Seasonal
P-9 48 8 Intensive~-Santa Rita
P-12 46 4 Ephemeral
P-21 184 3 Ephemeral
P-22 174 0 Ephemeral
175 2 Ephemeral
G-1 48 8 Intensive-~-Santa Rita
G-2 190 5 Ephemeral
G-3 184 3 Ephemeral

*P -~ Paleontological, G ~ Geological

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Summary

The proposed action could disturb or destroy 26 cultural resource
sites qualified for nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places and 74 sites unqualified for nomination to the Natiomal Register.
No National Register sites would be adversely impacted. The proposed
livestock grazing management systems would benefit cultural resource
sites by decreasing disturbance from trampling and erosion. Some of the
anticipated impacts from the construction of range improvements will be
mitigated by construction stipulations in the proposed action (chap. 1),
but mitigation itself will create adverse impacts. The indirect impact
of vandalism is not expected to increase measureably.

Damage is expected to be greater in the early stage of implementa-
tion of the proposed grazing program but decrease after completion of
range improvements and improvement of watershed. Adverse impacts are
expected to be minor compared to the anticipated impact of vandalism
unrelated to the proposed action. The combined c¢ffect of all actions
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cultural resources.

he methods used in analyzing expected impacts are discussed in
appendix A,

General

The relationship between the proposed action and its impact on
cultural resources has three components: (1) the cause of the impact,
(2) the impact on the physical remains and environment, and (3) the
impact on the cultural and scientific data and on the recreational and
other values present in these remains., This section discusses the
possible causes, types, and degree of impact in terms of these three
components,

Causes of Impact

Environmental impacts may be direct or indirect. A direct impact
is defined as "the effect an action will have on environmental resources
as a direct and immediate result of construction or development" (Scovill,
Gordon, and Anderson, 1972). 1Indirect impacts are '"'the effects on the
environment which are not an immediate or direct result of an action,
but which would probably not occur without it" (Scovill, Gordon, and
Anderson, 1972).

Three components of the proposed action have the potential of
directlv 1impacting cultural resources:

° Livestock grazing
° Range improvements
° Mitigative measures

Ten trpes of range improvements are proposed:

(1) fence construction

(2) pipeline construction

(3) road construction

(4) water trough construction

(5) water storage tank construction
f6) earthen reservoir construction

(7) rainfall catchment construction
(8) spring development

(9) well construction

(10) dctention dam construction
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The prescuce of cattle, range improvements, and eroded terrain
would introduce to the cultural resource sites visual, audible, and
atmospheric vlements out of character with the property. Large, highly
visible improvements, such as water storage tanks, rainfall catchments,
and edarthen reservoirs, would introduce the most of such elements.
These elements could also adversely affect the property's recreational
values and use.

The fourth adverse impact--neglect of a property resulting in its
deterioration or destruction--could result from any of the measures in
the proposed action. Such neglect might include the failure to recognize
the need for preserving a cultural resource site in planning projects;
the construction of improvements near a site, resulting in its increased
use by cattle or visitors; and the failure to consider all possible
impacts on the cultural resources during the planning of projects and
the estahlishing of grazing systems.

Neglect could also take the form of exposing a site to future
(indirect) impacts by the removal of the vegetation and soil covering a
site or its watershed. Such vegetation and soil removal could result
from construction or overgrazing and would result in increased erosion,
increased damage from trampling, and increased visibility of the site to
vandals. New or improved access into an area could increase visitor use
and vandalism and the numerous adverse impacts that accompany them.

The proposed action has a built-in flexibility that allows for
minor changes in the grazing plans. This flexibility, however, could
have adverse impacts in the future. Any unforeseen changes in the
intensityv or pattern of grazing or in the range improvements required to
implement these changes would directly and indirectly impact any cultural
resources present. The location, nature, and degree of these impacts
cannol be estimated, but the possibility of their occurrence must be
considered us Lhe proposed action is implemented and modified in any
way.

Not all of the possible impacts discussed above are equally appli-
cable to all sites. For example, a visual intrusion nedar a site might
have A highly adverse impact il the site is significant for its recrea-
tional value. On the other hand, the intrusion might have a low or
neglinible adverse impact if the site is significant only for its data-
yieldiug potential.

Degrec f Impart
The « 'eree or intensity of impact {rom direct and indirect causes
i atfer ted by three taclors: the resovurce; the type of disturbance;
and the sice and deptly of 1rea disturbed and the duration of disturbance.
Tte possible degree of mmpact to the primarv types of sites from each
component of the proposcd action Is shown in table 3-9.
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Each type of impact has been assigned a relative rating indicating
the expected degree of impact.

Low-~The impact would not significantly alter the property's
research, recreational, or other values,

Moderate--The impact would alter or destroy a significant por-
tion of the property's research, recreational, or other
values,

High--The impact would alter or destroy most of the propertv's
research, recreational, or other values.

The degree of impact from any particular activity depends greatly
on the spatial extent of the disturbance. A trough or fence would
therefore have a lower impact than a catchment, even though the depth of
disturbance might be the same.

As shown in table 3-9, earthen reservoirs, vandalism, and erosion
would heavily impact all four classes of sites. Roads would heavily
impact surface and architectual sites. Water storage tanks and rainfall
catchments would heavily impact architectural sites. Trampling would
heavily impact surface sites and nonarchitectural remains, and mitigative
data recovery would have a high adverse impact on surface, subsurface,
and nonarchitectural sites.

TABLE 3-9
POSSIBLE DEGREE OF ADVERSE IMPACT TO CULTURAL SITES

TYPE OF SITE

IMPACTING Sub- Non-

ACTIVITIES Surface Surface Architectural Architectural
Fences L L L L
Pipelines L M M M
Roads H M H M
Water troughs L L M L
Water storage tanks M L H M
Earthen Reservoirs H H H H
Rainfall catchments H M H M
Spring developments M M M L
Wells M M M L
Data recovery H H M H
Trampling H L M H
Vandalism H H H H
Erosion H H H H

-moderate impact, L--low impact
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Livestock Graziug. The primary adverse impact of livestock grazing
iz trampling of vcultural remains. The principal determinants of the
depgree of impact from trampling are the numbers and distribution of
Jivestock being grazed.

Livestock distribution would be affected by the type of grazing
system implemented and by the location of range improvements. The
nature of this distribution does not affect the cultural resources
exvept where grazing is increased in an area as a result of range improve-
ments, Refer to the discussion on indirect impacts of range improvements
for a description of these impacts.

The vritical determinant of the degree of impact from trampling is
livestock numbers. The proposed action calls for deferment of livestock
grazing on 15,600 acres of land and maintenance of an additional 34,064
acres of land (8 grazing units) unallocated for grazing. This reduction
in acres grazed would highly benefit the cultural resources present.

The remaining 185 grazing units (2,311,998 acres) would be managed

intensivelyv, custodially, or as ephemeral range. Livestock numbers
would be reduced on a majority of these units. The overall average
reduction would be 33 percent,

An averdage livestock reduction of approximately 50 percent would
occur vn grazing units having cultural resource sites now being adversely
impacted by grizing. The proposed reductions would be highly beneficial
in reducing from moderate to low the adverse impact of trampling.

Direct Impacts of Range Improvement Construction. All possible
tvpes of direct impacts are expected to result from range improvement
construction: destruction, alternation, isolation, visual intrusion,
and negluct. The direct impact of destruction and alteration will be
mitigated by avoidance and mitigative data recovery as stipulated in the
pr posed action, The slight residual impacts expected on cultural
resources would be adverse but negligible.

Table 3-11 shows that 11 sites are expected to be impacted by fence
construction, 5 by water pipelines and associated storage and trough
facilities, 1 by a well, and 1 by a concrete dam and storage tank. The
list of sites involved may .hange dramatically if previously unknown
sites 1re discovered during clearance surveys, if sites listed are found
to be outside of the impact zone, or if project locations are modified
during final project plannipng, Sites that could be directly impacted by
rowds buile for range improvement access cannot be identified, since the
lovation of these rvads has not vet been determined.

Cunstruction Stipulations. If range improvements cannot be relo-
rated Lo avoid cultural resource sites, the proposed action's stipulation
requiring archaeological data recvovery will be followed. Such measures,
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however, would have highly adverse long-term impacts on individual

sites, since removing dara from a site is a permanent irretrievable
commitment of the resourves. Moreover, not all data ran be recovered in o
salvage operation. Data uo longer in its original context would be lnst
to future research, and the region's data base would thus decrease. The
trade-offs resulting from this construction stipulation are as follows:
direct disturbance from construction would be traded for visual intrusion,
isolation, neglect, or data recovery impacts, and long-term preservation
of the resource (avoidance) would be traded for a short-term gain in
knowledge. The overall adverse impact of mitigative Jdata recovery in

the ES area is expected to be negligible. Little mitigative data
recovery is expected, and what occurs would result in some data gains.

General Erosion. Erosion as an indirect impact of grazing results
from poor watershed condition. The proposed action is expected to
improve watershed condition and thereby reduce general erosion on
grazing units. The indirect impacts of erosion on cultural resources
are expected to decrease [rom the current level of moderatelv adverse
to a level of low adverse. The expected improvement in watershed vondi-
tion would thus have a low heneficial impact on the cultural resnurces.
Table 3-11 lists the 82 sites expected to be impacted by erosion.

Indirect Impacts of Range Improvement Construction. The construc-
tion of range improvements is expected to impact cultural resources
indirectly by increasing livestock trampling, erosion, visitor use, and
vandalism. Increased trampling would occur around water improvements,
such as troughs and earthen reservoirs, where livestock tend to congre-
gate. The clearing of vegetation and removal of topsoil, where necessiarv
to construct improvements, would increase erosion and expose cultural
remains to trampling and vandalism. The construction or increased use
of roads and trails for access to improvments mav result in increa=cd
public travel to the project area. This increased accessibility to
sites may increase vandalism at the sites, but this intrei=e is expected
to be negligible. The impact cycle is endless: each disturbarre or
impact increases the intensity of other impacts.

The indirect impacts of the construction of range improvements arc
expected to be long term and highly adverse at specific sites. Construction
however, should have a negligible adverse impact overall on cultural
resources because of the few cultural sites expected to be 1involved.
Indirect impacts of range improvement construction would thus be
only negligibly greater than present impacts. These impacts cannot be
predicted on a site-specific basis and are therefore not included in
table 3-11.
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National R
No adverse impacts are expected to occur at historic sites listed
on the National Register of Historic Places.

The proposed action would have only beneficial impacts on the
Kearny Campsite and Trail (Site HS-004), as a result of the proposed
Cila fence, which would exclude grazing from the campsite and the known
portion of the Kearny Trail. No range improvements are proposed nearby,
and no indirect impacts are expected.

The proposed action would also have no adverse impacts on Fort
Bowie National Historic Site (Site HS-015), administered by the National
Park Service (NPS). BLM proposes no range improvements for the site.
Grazing would continue under restrictions requested by NPS. Most of the
cultural features have been fenced to exclude cattle, and the present
grazing program has had no significant impact on the remaining features.

National Register Quality Sites

A total of 26 sites (15 archaeological and 11 historical) determined
to be of National Register quality are expected to be adversely affected
by the proposed action. Table 3-11 displays the sources of impact
expected at each site.

Three proposed fences and three water pipelines are expected to
affect National Register quality sites. The expected impact will be
adverse but negligible overall as a result of mitigative measures stipu-
lated in chapter 1.

Other impacts to National Register quality sites are expected to be
of the same degree as those discussed under Expected Impacts and will be
mitigated in the same manner.

The Foote Wash-No-Name Wash Archaeological District (sites Ar-320-
332), which has been determined to be eligible for inclusion in the
National Register, has been disturbed by non-BLM flood control construc-
tion, but no impacts are expected from the proposed grazing program.

Sites Unqualified for Nomination to the National Register

A total of 58 archaeological sites and 16 historical sites not of
National Register quality are expected to be adversely impacted by the
proposed action, Table 3-1l1 indicates the types of direct and indirect
impavts cxpected to occur at each site.

The proposed action would highly benefit these sites by reducing
livestock trampling. Present adverse impacts at the 37 affected sites
range from low to high but tend to be high. The proposed reduction in
livestock numbers should lessen this overall impact to a low adverse
status.
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Twelve unqualified sites are in the impact zone of proposed range
improvement projects. The impact is expected to be adverse but negligible
because stipulated mitigative measures will be followed. Erosion would
continue to disturb 58 sites, but the anticipated improvement in the
watershed should reduce the present impact of moderately adverse to the
level of low adverse, having a low beneficial impact. Increased visitor
use and vandalism resulting from improved access and exposing of sites
should have no measurable impact over the present level impacts on
these cultural resources due to the small number of proposed range
improvements and additional roads.

Other Cultural Sites

Impacts to unrecorded and unknown resources should be of the same
kinds and have the same effects as those expected to occur at known
sites. Possible disturbances to either unrecorded or unknown sites from
range improvement construction should greatly decrease as a result
of project clearance surveys and the mitigative measures included in the
proposed action.

The degree of impact from trampling and indirect impacts cannot be
predicted, but, on the basis of past and expected future impacts to
known sites, these impacts are not expected to be great. Sites con-
taining fragile surface remains would be the most vulnerable to distur-
bance from trampling, whereas sites containing great cultural depth
would be damaged more from indirect impacts, such as erosion.

Buried sites with no visible surface remains could be disturbed by
any construction or indirect impact that extends below the surface.
Possible disturbances would be similar to those occurring at nonburied
sites. Stipulations providing for halting construction, salvage, and
other mitigative measures will be followed, and the resultant adverse
impacts should be negligible as they are at present.

AESTHETICS

After the visual resource management (VRM) procedures are followed
and the VRM contrast rating process (described in construction stipulation
8 in chapter 1) is employed, no long-term impacts would result in
excess of the allowable objectives for the established VRM classes. A
typical project of each type would have its greatest impact at the time
of construction. The construction impact would be short term and would
gradually diminish as the site is rehabilitated. The impact of the
structures, however, would continue throughout their lives (table 3-12).
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TABLE 3-12
PROPOSED RANGE IMPROVEMENTS HAVING VISUAL IMPACTS

PROJECTS
Pipe- Stor- Earthen Rainfall Spring
GRAZING UNIT Fence line age Reser- Catch- Develop- Water
No. Name (Miles) (Miles) Tanks voirs ments Wells ments Troughs
VRM CLASS T

44 Horseshoe 1.7 3 2
117 Dripping Spring 2
118 Limestone Canyon 0.6 1 1 1 2
119 Mescal Mountain 5.3 1
180 Black Rock 0.1 2 2
181 Spenazuma 2.8 0.4 1 4
182 Holdup Canyon 0.1 1 1 1 1

VRM CLASS II, III, AND IV

5 Limestone Canyon 1

12 Hoverrocker 1 1

6 Tollg-*+-= 1

6 Carlisie 1

-3 Lazy "B" 2

3 Apache Springs 1

i0 Aravaipa 1 2

4 Klondyke 1

7 Bullgap Community 1

'8 Turtle Mountain 1




PRIMITIVE VALUES

Primitive Areas

Aravaipa Canyon Primitive Area would not be impacted by the proposed
action since livestock grazing has already been eliminated from the
area,

Natural Areas

The proposed grazing systems would benefit 22,480 acres of prnpnsed
outstanding natural areas and the proposed State natural area but would
be detrimental to 7,720 acres of proposed outstanding natural areas.
Reduction of livestock numbers would have a low beneficial impact on the
four proposed research natural areas (4,720 acres).

The 41 existing range improvements identified in table 2-13 would
result in from 6,560 to 13,120 acres remaining in poor range condition
and not being representative of the scientific, educational, and recrea-
tional values for which the natural areas are to be established. The
range improvements would have moderately negative impacts on from 9 to
19 percent of the total acreage proposed for natural area status.

The varying degrees of impact are defined using the following
criteria,

Low Impact--The beneficial or adverse impacts of the action weould
be insufficient to change the quality of the natural
values for which the area is to be established.

Moderate Impact—--The action would beneficially or adversely change
the qualitv of the natural values for which the area is
to be established.

High Impact--The action would have an adverse impact sufficient
to eliminate those natural values for which the aren
is to be established or a beneficial impact sufficicut to
restore or preserve the natural values for which the 1rea
is to be established.

Grazing Management System

Grazing systems were evaluated to determine whether they would
preserve in a natural condition the research, educational, and
recreational use values for which the areas arc to be established
(table 3-13).
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TABLE 3-13
IMPACTS OF GRAZING SYSTEMS ON NATURAL AREAS

GRAZING TYPE OF MANAGEMENT ACRES OF DEGREE OF
NATURAL AREA UNIT NO. AND GRAZING SYSTEM PUBLIC LANDS IMPACT
Fishhook Canyon 151 Intensive--Seasonal 3,800 M-
Markham Canyon 154 Intensive--Seasonal 2,080 M-
158 Intensive—-Santa Rita 160 L+
Johnny Creek 165 Intensive--Deferred 1,840 M-
Rotation
Bonita Creek 165 Intensive--Deferred 360 H+
Rotation
166 Intensive--Deferred 7,720 H+
Rotation
167 Intensive--Santa Rita 680 H+
Eagle Creek 3 Intensive--Seasonal 3,360 L+
and Deferred Rotation
168 Intensive--Yearlong 2,160 L+
Gila Box 3 Intensive~--Deferred 360 H+
Rotation
7 Intensive--Deferred 5,950 H+
Rotation
16 Intensive--Rest 840 H+
Rotation
17 Intensive~-Rest 50 H+
Rotation
167 Intensive--Santa Rita 840 H+
Little Doubtful 45 Intensive--Santa Rita 1,200 L+
Dos Cabezas 72 Intensive--Yearlong 400 L+
Howell Canyon 73 Intensive~-Yearlong 600 L+
74 Intensive--Yearlong 1,040 L+
Government Peak 73 Intensive--Yearlong 1,480 L+
San Simon 90 Intensive--Santa Rita 160 H+
91 Intensive--Seasonal —-— H+

H- High Impact, M - Moderate Impact, L - Low Impact, (+) Beneficial Impact,
(-) Negative Impact.
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PRIMITIVE VALUES

Research Natural Areas. The proposed action will allow grazing to
continue on the four proposed research natural areas. The proposal
would reduce livestock numbers to improve the vegetation. The areas and
their livestock reductions are:

. Little Doubtful, grazing unit 45, reduce 60 percent;

. Dos Cabezas, grazing unit 72, reduce 60 percent;

. Howell Canyon, grazing unit 73, reduce 73 percent; and
. Government Peak, grazing unit 73, reduce 73 percent.

0N

If grazing continues, even at the reduced numbers, a climax condition
would not be attained to allow comparison with grazed areas. The future
value of these areas as RNA's would thus be lost.

Outstanding Natural Areas. The MFP recommendation for the out-
standing natural areas (ONA) is to preserve their riparian habitat and
their associated birdlife, fish, and animals.

Livestock grazing in the Gila Box (grazing units 3, 7, 16, 17, and
167) and Bonita Creek (grazing units 165, 166, and 167) would be deferred
for 3 to 5 years to allow for the propogation and improvement in condi-
tion of the riparian habitat. Afterwards livestock grazing would be
allowed. The AMPs have provided for adequate range rest and established
stocking rates and levels of forage use (20-60 percent) in balance with
the ONA's management objectives. Deferment of grazing for 3 to 5 years
and AMP implementation would highly benefit the Gila Box and Bonita
Creek ONAs.

The public lands in Eagle Creek ONA (grazing unit 3 and 168) are
steep, poorly accessible to livestock, and contain little riparian
habitat. Since the public lands are located in the uplands that would
be grazed in conjunction with bottom lands, grazing on the public lands
would be low. The public lands are presently in good range condition
and would remain the same or improve to an excellent condition with
implementation of the AMPs. The proposed action would have a low
beneficial impact on Eagle Creek ONA.

The riparian habitat of the canyon bottoms of Fishhook Canyon
(grazing unit 151), Markham Canyon (grazing units 154 and 158), and
Johnny Creek (grazing unit 165) would be grazed in conjunction with the
uplands. As in the past, grazing in the canyon bottoms would exceed the
20-60 percent utilization of the proposed action and would prevent the
understory vegetation or new tree saplings from becoming established or
from maintaining good plant vigor. Such grazing would thus have a
moderate negative impact on these ONAs.

The seasonal and deferred rotation grazing systems proposed for
Fishhook Canyon (grazing unit 151), part of Markham Canyon (graz®--~ --—*
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ENVIRONMENTATL IMPACTS

154), and Johnny Creek (grazing unit 165), would not provide adequate

raage rest for the propagation and establishment of the riparian vege-
tation, These syvstems would thus have a moderately negative impact on
these prasing units, In Aravaipa Canyon Primitive Area, eliminating
grazing for 2 to 3 years was necessary before riparian vegetation increased
stgnificantly, Without adequate rest the riparian habitat would remain

the same or improve only slightly.,

The Santa Rita three-pasture rotation system proposed for a portion
of Markham Canvon (grazing unit 158) in 2 to 3 years would provide
adequate range rest to improve the condition of the existing riparian
vegetation. In & to 10 years this system would substantially increase
the amount of vegetation. The Santa Rita system would moderately benefit
the natural areas, The system's grazing of bottom lands in conjunction
with the uplands, however, would distribute forage utilization unequally
and result in the canyon bottom being grazed in excess of 60 percent.
Surh overgrazing would thus offset the moderately beneficial impact of
adequate range rest and result in only low beneficial impacts.

State Natural Area

The San Simon Natural Area (grazing units 90, and 91) was recommended
as a sclentific study area. Numerous studies have been conducted on
this creosotebush area because of its representativeness of the Chihua-
huin Desert shrub type in Arizona. The natural area proposal concluded
that livestock grazing would be a compatible use as long as stocking
rates were based upon forage production and climatic changes. The
proposed action would implement an AMP that would establish stocking
rates in balunce with grazing capacity, provide adequate rest of the
range, and establish utilization of forage at 20 to 60 percent. Implemen-
tation of the AMP would thus preserve the scientific study values of the
site and have a high beneficial impact.

ange Luprovements

Kange improvements were evaluated to determine whether their location
and function would affect the natural condition of the proposed natural
arvas.  The evaluation determined that only those range improvements
dircetly supplying water to livestock, such as troughs, springs and
rescrvnirs, would atfect their natural condition.

As (n the past, an area of approximately 160 to 320 acres around
cacli of the 18 water troughs, 5 developed springs, and 18 stock reservoirs
(tuble 2-15) would remain in poor range condition. Poor range condition
is vauscd by livestock staving close to water until all available forage
i, wone, vausing o difference in plant types and densities. This change
ot plant compectition would constitute an undesirable condition lessening
tue stlentilie and educational values of the UNAs and RNAs and having a

moderatelv negative impact,
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LAND USE

Recreation

Recreation designations, facilities and uses were evaluated to
determine whether the proposed action would enhance or be detrimental to
their present management objectives, recreation quality, and level of
visitor use.

Designations

Gila Box Wild and Scenic River Study Area. The proposed action
would highly benefit this study area. The immediate river area would be
allowed to recover from heavy grazing, which would substantially improve
the riparian habitat, increase the amount of wildlife--especially
birdlife, improve scenic values, and return the Gila Box to a more
primitive condition. Each of these benefits would enhance the area's
value as a potential wild and scenic river.

Of f-Road Vehicle Designations. For the construction and mainte-
nance of range improvements an estimated 45 miles of "roads'" would be
established within areas proposed for off-road vehicle regulation. In
view of the size of the ES area, this number of miles of established
"roads" is small and would have a low negative impact on watershed and
wildlife values, the protection of which is the purpose of the "regulated"
designation. No new range improvement projects would be located in
proposed "closed" areas.

Facilities

Visitor use at the recreation sites identified on map 2-25 is not
expected to change appreciably due to proposed action. The aesthetic
appeal of Bonita Creek 1, 2, 3, and 4, and the Gila Box access sites
would be enhanced, but the aesthetic quantities of Aravaipa Canyon East
Entrance, Spring Canyon and 0ld Clifton Bridge Recreation Sites would
continue to deteriorate or remain the same.

Each existing and proposed recreation site was evaluated to deter-
mine whether livestock grazing would affect the site's vegetation cover,
cause unpleasant and unsanitary conditions for visitors, or reduce
visitor use. Loss of vegetation cover is a sign of site deterioration,
whether caused by livestock or recreation use. Changes in vegetation
cover affect the site's aesthetic appeal because bare ground, soil
erosion, and an overgrowth of weeds are not visually appealing. The
proposed action would not change recreation site condition.

Bonita Creek 1, 2, 3, and 4, Spring Canyon, and 0ld Clifton Brid
Recreation Sites. Livestock grazing on these sites has substantially
redured the understory vegetation and increased the amount of bare













LIVESTOCKE GRAZINC

Additional ORV use throughout the ES area, although presentlv low,
would be restricted with the addition of 153 miles of fences. Moreover,
fences designed to have low visibility would be hazardous to ORV usere
in this area.

The additional miles of fence would not change the present Class B
recreation quality rating for ORVs or the present amount of visitcr usc.

Use Problems. Conflicts between livestock operators 4ana recre-
ationists would continue and be evidenced by open gates, cut fences,
trespassing, scaring and chasing cattle, and shooting of livestocl and
range facilities. The proposed increase in fences, gates, and other
facilities would result in increased vandalism, particularly as revegza-
tation occurs.

Livestock Grazing

A review of past grazing use illustrates how overstocking the range
occurred in the Safford District. During the late 1800s and until the
passage of the Taylor Grazing Act (1934), there was little control over
livestock grazing on public lands within the Safford District., Most of
the ranges in the District were severely overstocked, and livestock
grazed all available land. Many ranchers held the attitude that if
their livestock did not graze the land, someone else's would. No govern-
ment agencies controlled grazing, and ranchers paid no fees for the usc
of the land.

In 1936 the first adjudication (processing of applications and
claims for livestock use of public lands) attempts were made. Tirst
consideration was given to livestock operators who could show coutrel nr
prior use of water necessary to support livestock grazing on public
lands. In most areas, the applications for livestock grazing excceded
the land's actual carrying capacity.

In 1935 and 1936 the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) ionducted a
range survey of the public lands. This survey was presented to the
Safford District Advisory Board in February 1937. The Bouard recommended
that the carrying capacity of the ranges in the District be set somewhat
highter than the range survey indicated was proper. The Advisory Bourd's
recommendations that correspond to SCS carrying capacities are shown in
the following table.



EMVIRONMFNTAT, IMPACTS

SCS Survey VULLEDPULIULLIE NAUVADULY
CYL* per Board Recommendation
Section (AC/AUM) CYL per Section (AC/AUM)
0 -2 0 - 27 7 8
2 -6 27 - 9 10 5
6 ~-12 9 - 4 12 4
13's or more 4 Same as above -——

*(Cattle yearlong: amount of forage needed to sustain a cow for 1 year.

On the vast majority of grazing units (see appendix B) the Advisory
Board's recommendations were accepted, and overstocking has continued up
to the present.

The proposed action would significantly affect livestock grazing in
the ES area. Its implementation would reduce licensed grazing by 57,209
AUMs or an average of 33 percent on the grazing units within the ES
arcva. These figures, however, exclude grazing units proposed for ephemeral
mandgement and units on which licensed grazing has been based on the
public lands portion of the units only. The amount of grazing use that
might be licensed on units proposed for ephemeral management cannot be
predicted, nor can the amount of reduction in licensed grazing use in
these areas. Table 3-15 presents an analysis of livestock grazing by
proposed management system,

Grazing licenses on some units with small percentages of public
11nds have been based on the public lands portions only, and the amount
of prazing occurring on the non-public lands in these units is not
knuwa. The present estimated grazing capacities, however, are based on
all the lands within a grazing unit, and the change in livestock grazing
that would result from the proposed action's implementation is not known
for these units.

The proposed 57,209 AUM reduction in licensed livestock use would
result in o short-term decrease in range livestock production for the
arazing units within the ES area. Refer to appendix B for specifics by
graring units, Over the short term, stocking rates too heavy for the
goad of the range can produce greater livestock gains per acre and more
jocome (Martin, 1975). Over time, however, such heavy stocking rates
di crease the rangeland's productivity and decrease the range's ability
too su. tailn grazing.

Within 1% vears following the initial reduction in grazing, the ES
arei’s ¢arvving capacities are expected to increase by 14,237 AUMs or 12
poreent as the rangelands improve toward their potentials (see appendix
By, The units proposed for ephemeral management are excluded from this
pireentage for the reasons described above. Livestock production would
al-o 1ncrease during the period.
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Rest Rotation
13 grazing units
19% of ES area within
grazing units

Santa Rita System

25 grazing units

20% of ES area within
grazing units

Deferred Rotation

8 grazing units

6% of ES area within
grazing units

Yearlong Grazing
24 grazing units
18/ of ES area within
grazing units

Seasonal Grazing

17 grazing units

87 of ES area wtihin
grazing units

Custodial Management
33 grazing units
11% of ES area within
grazing units

Ephemeral Management
65 grazing units

16% of ES area within
grazing units

Deferment of Grazing Use
17 of ES area within
grazing units

Unallocation of
Grazing Use
1% of ES area within
grazing units

TOTAL

32,690

50,873

37,027

26,599

19,856

5,025

172,070

GRAZING

ESTIMATED AVAILABLE

‘D USE LIVESTOCK AUMs IN

WUMs 2/ 15 YEARS 3/
19,198 21,439
24,923 28,749
30,525 33,554
17,906 20,799
18,158 20,406

3,989 3,989
Ephemeral Ephemeral

162 .

114,861 129

1/ Average of past 5 years licensed use including State and private

use oc~vrred in ~~nmjunction with use of the public lands.

2/ Adjustment to cariying capacity, including State and private land
would couiinue in coniunction with public lands.

ove, BLM w



The proposed stocking rates would generally allow more forage for
cach grazing animal. Tn addition, as range conditions improve, livestock
would have access to a larger proportion of desirable forage species.
These factors would provide a greater opportunity for increased weight
grains, increased calf crop percentages, and reduced death losses from
nutrition problems. The proposed action would thus provide more opportu-
nities for improved livestock performance, which could increase live-
stock production.

Intensive management calls for grazing systems requiring livestock
to be moved regularly, compelling livestock to acclimate to new terrain
and water sources. The acclimation process could have a short-term
effect on livestock performance, causing a decrease in weight gain.
Rotation grazing systems, however, have been shown to improve livestock
performance (Waldrip, Parker, and Marion, 1967; and Merrill, 1954).
Over the long term, livestock performance can be expected to improve as
range conditions improve and livestock become accustomed to being moved
regularly. Under the proposed grazing program the following average
benefits are expected: calf crop + 10.8 percent, calf weened weights +
48 pounds, cull cow weights + 40 pounds, and death loss -3.7 percent
(table 3-16).

Operating the proposed intensively managed grazing systems would
require more time and effort than would yearlong grazing. Many of the
licensees that manage their units on a part-time basis would probably
not have the additional labor. Obtaining more labor would represent an
additional expense., Furthermore, laborers with the necessary experience
are relatively scarce. On the other hand, by having to spend more time
supervising livestock operations, licensees could better observe and
care for their livestock.

Under rotational grazing systems, the resting of portions of a
gra-ing unit would concentrate cattle on the grazed portions. Water
sources would be more heavily used, and cattle would have a greater
tendency to attempt escaping through fences, requiring more maintenance
of fences and water sources. Furthermore, the construction of range
improvements needed to implement these grazing systems would require
additional maintenance effort from the licensees.

Thirteen of the proposed grazing systems would be operated on
rrazine units formed by combining several existing allotments. Combining
cisting allotments would significantly alter the present pattern of use,
having both beneficial and adverse impacts.

On the beneficial side, small allotments often do not lend themselves
to mulciple pastures, and an effective grazing system could well bhe
operated by combining several allotments into a unit- Mareawver. in mnat
rases fewer range improvements would be required on
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allotments. On the other hand, separating cattle belonging to several
licensees while gathering or branding would be diffi:ult and time consuming.
licensees would have to agree on dates for gathering and branding and

would have to share vperating and maintenance expenses.

Implementation of ephemeral management would significantly affect
the livestuck operations on the grazing units involved. Under ephemeral
management, livestock grazing would be licensed fur unpredictable amounts
of time only during periods of favorable climate. Purchasing cattle on
short notice, holding them for a short time, and then selling them would
generally not be feasible. The licensee, rather, would have to maintain
a continuous livestock operation on lands located elsewhere, such as
irrigated lands or other ranching units. Where other grazing lands are
not available, the licensee would have difficulty maintaining an econ-
omically feasible livestock operation on a unit proposed for ephemeral
management.

Deferment of livestock use in the critical watershed areas along
the San Simon River would have little effect on livestock production,
since these lands presently support little grazing. Deferment of live-
stock grazing in the 5,250 acres of proposed riparian habitats, however,
would alter the existing pattern of grazing un the units involved.

These riparian areas would be fenced, eliminating their continuous use
for grazing and as water sources. They then could not be grazed for a
few years, which would result in a loss of 292 AUMs and 3 short-term
decrease in livestock production. Cattle grazing on upland areas near
these water courses would be strongly attracted by the area's lush
forage, shade, and water. They could drift against the fences, requiring
the licensee¢ to drive the cattle away to other water sources.

Toplementation of custodial management would have little impact on
livestock grazing except for the effects of the proposed reduction in
licensed grazing use.

tonstruction of the three proposed detention dams would benefit
livestocl. production. Restoration of the forage production potential of
the areas upstream from the propused structures would increase livestock
forage frrom 4,000 to 8,000 AUMs.
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could be expected through increased percentage calf crop, weaning weights,
and cull cow weights, reduced death loss, and decreased fixed and vari-
able costs.

According Lo cost-return evaluation of proper range use in the
Chino Winds s50il Conservation District (Arizona Inter-Agency Range
Committee 1972, 1973) net vreturns per AUM could be increased 115 percent
with comparable cuts in grazing and increases in production. 1If this
relationship were applied across the board for the ES area, the proposed
action over a 50-yeatr period has the potential for increasing average
annual income bv approximately $407,000 above present income, including
direct and indirect income. This application does not consider economies
of scale, which may vary with ranch size. The stated increase was based
on a 400-head breeding herd. This figure does not reflect an analysis
of the individual rancher's situation but is an overall estimate meant
to show that the impacts might be less severe than those perceived.

Recreation

Improvements in recreation opportunities accompanying implemen-
tation of the proposed AMPs are expected to generate an average annual
income of about $2,300 per vear. This income is expected to flow into
ES area's local economies.

Construction

The construction industry would be beneficially impacted by the
implementation of the proposed action. During the initial period of
range iwprovement construction, BLM wuuld invest $784,100 (1976 dollars),
and range users would invest %185,200 for a total of $969,300 The
income muitiplier for the construction industry is 1.040. The construc-
tion multiplicr is taken *‘rom tlie three-county area but is considered
applicable to the entire ES area. Total income impact from construction
during the period of construction would therefore be about $1,008,100.

Tocal Gouvernment

Redurtions in livestock yrazing would lower the incomes of local
governments by reducing the countv tax bases and reducing Federal
Government pavments under the Taylor Crazing Act. 1Initially the reduc-
tion ot 57,209 AUMs woul:dl reduce revenue by an estimated $10,300 as

provided tor in the Loy lor taaging Act. A subsequent increase of

lh 63 AEMs over a LS5-veor period, howeve., would ameliorate the loss.
vev a0 =vear pericd the annual loss would average $8,600, $4,600 for
schonl funds, and 54,000 for rane improvements.

Mroperey tases paid by ranchers for cattle would also decrease if
rainche.s are unable to compensate fur the reduction in AUMs on public
Tands. The crunties would initaillv lose about $11,100, but this loss
would ded rease as grazingy capacities Increase over 15 years. Over a
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[OMIC AND SOCIAL CONDITTIONS

50-year period the estimated annual loss would amount to $9,300. These
losses reflect 1978 tax values per head, which have increased hy about
21 percent over 1975 values. Estimated values were derived from three-
county averages, assumed to approximate those of the entire ES area.

The initial reduction to carrying capacityv is expected to decrease
ranch values by about $6,674,000. The increase in the range's grazing
capacity would partially restore values. The average value lost over a
50-year period would be an estimated 55,580,000. This loss in value
could potentially reduce the borrowing capacity of the ranch holding or
sale value of the ranch or both. Although these reductions are concep-
tualized as paper value, their effects might be very real.

Employment
Completion of the proposed range improvements would require

approximately 277 man-months of construction labor. TIf this const:
were to occur in 1 year, 23 jobs would be created, which would amot
to less than 2 percent of the the construction industrv emplovment
ES area. Employment in the construction of range improvements woul
likely occur over an extended period as AMPs are funded by congress
appropriations. Such construction could reduce unemployment in the
local area, although specialized skills might be obtained from out-
the ES area.

Reduction of grazing could result in ranchers having to elimir
part of their seasonal or full-time hired help. How much help woul
have to be released, however, is not known. Some ranchers might w.
supplement their ranch income with part-time jobs. Both situations
could result in more competition for available jobs.

Livestock Industry

The initial reduction of grazing to carrying capacitv would h.
adverse financial impact on many of the allottees. ‘The extent of t
impact on the individual allottee would depend on the «conomies nf
ranch, alternative options, and his financial condition. Ap estim.
the impacts can be discerned from appendix B, showing the percent t
tion by grazing unit. Initially the average licensed use from 197.
1976 would decline by 33 percent. This percentage, however, omits
grazing units under ephemeral management and units on which license
is based only on public lands and on which total grazing capacity i
unknown. Within 15 years after implementation of the proposed acti
and reduction to carrying capacity, carrying capacity would increas
within 25 percent of the initial average licensed use. TIn additior
69 grazing units under intensive management would accrue advantages
weight gains, reductions in death loss, and percentage increases ir
crop.









tion, and table 3-19 shows these changes 15 years thereafter. The
broken lince through the tables divides the 300 animal unit economic size
from smaller herds. All grazing units having more than 300 head are
cxpected to suffer adverse financial impacts from their proposed reduc-
tions in AUMs. Additionally those full-time ranchers that have herds of
I¢su than 300 head would also suffer adverse impacts with a reduction

in AUMs.

Initally, 21 grazing units would be adversely impacted under the
above criteria. After 15 years, 19 grazing units would be adversely
impacted. These figures, however, can only be estimates because full
financial data on grazing units are not known nor are other sources of
family income.

Thirteen full-time ranchers would initially be impacted. Twelve of
these would lose AUMs under the proposed action, and one would gain
AUMs. After 15 years 10 ranchers would continue to lose AUMs and 3
would gain AUMs.

Fourteen additional grazing units proposed for intensive management
have their average licensed use based on the grazing of public lands
portions of the grazing unit rather than all the land within it, Because
of the lack of data on the non-public lands portions, the percent reduc-
tion in AUMs cannot be calculated. Fight full-time ranchers are in this
category.

The severity of the financial impacts on these intensive management
grazing units would be lessened by improved calf-crop percentages, calf
weights, cull cow weights, and reduced animal death rates expected to
result from AMP legislation (table 3-16). Tn some cases their financial
position miv even be improved. Undexr AMPs, calf crops are expected to
increase by an average of 0.8 percent, and calf weights by an average
nt 43 pounds, Cull cow welphts are expected to increase by an average
of 40 pounds, and animal Jdeath losses are expected to decrease by 3.7
pureent.  The ranch in-ome that would accrue cannot be calculated for a
lack of specific data, but such henefiits are expected to be substantial.

Certain individuals in the ES nrea licvense more than one grazing
unit (table 3-20%. Others hold 'razing units in association with other
individuils, often family members, There are 15 additional grazing
nntts in various comeinatious. Impacts on individuals from the reduction
ot 1t rease of AMs on multiholdings (ould thus be greater than those
for s n:le holdings.

A taching operation's return Lo operater, to labor, to management,

and to capital depends, amone other factors, upon the market price for
rattle when sold, the size of the herd, and the manager's skill. The
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TABLE 3-19
GRAZING UNITS FACING FUTURE (15-YEAR) REDUCTIONS AND INCREASES IN AUMS

Grazing Unit

Size by Animal Unit Months Lost or Gained
Animal Units
1-  200- 400- 600- 800- 1000- 1200- 1400~ 1600- 1800- 3400~ 3600- 3800-
199 399 599 799 999 1199 1399 1599 1799 1999 3599 3799 3999
1-99 15{ t,6% 3 2,1* 1 :
100-199 2% 4, 1% 5 1 3 3t ]
200-299 1,3*# 1# 2,1% 2 1 1#
}-399 1, 1*%# 24 1 1
)-499 1 1
}-599 1# 1 1#
)-699 1
)-999 1
)0-2199 1*#
tal 16,11% 8,2% 10,1*% 4,1% 5,1* 5 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 .

razing units expected to have future increases in AUMs. Other numbers represent grazing units whos
11d be decreased over initial AUMs but would remain the same or increase after initial reduction.

1e grazing unit operated by full-time rancher.






price rereived by ranchers for livestock varies greatly from year to
vear or even more frequently. According to the U.S. Department of
Acriculture, Lconomic Research Service (1974) (table 3-21), in 1964 the
average southwest cattle ranch suffered a loss, whereas 1972 was a
particularly profitable year. Operating under pure competition, the
cattle rancher has little or no control over beef prices. He can hold
cattle from the market to await a more favorable price, but he risks an
even lower price. Or the rancher may be forced to sell because of an
immediate need for cash. Although the proposed action would not affect
the price of beef, the price of beef is discussed because of its effect
on return.

A second factor influencing return to ranchers—--herd size--would be
impacted by the proposed action (Martin and Goss, 1962). A ranch twice
the size of another will often earn more than twice the smaller's return
because of economies of scale. Economies of scale allow the larger
operator to achieve certain efficiencies that the small operator cannot,
thus giving the larger operator smaller operating costs per unit.

Bv making many operators smaller, the proposed action would also
tend to make them less cost efficient. 1In southeastern Arizona, the
opetating costs per unit of livestock for a 100- and 200-head herd of
rattle are 1.35 and 1.05 times respectively the cost of operating a 300-
he.ad herd (computed from Dickerman and Martin, 1967).

Closelv related to these economies of scale is the density of
cattle on the range. As grazing capacity is achieved under the proposed
action and the number of cattle per unit area decreases, costs per unit
area would increase.

The proposed action would not directly affect the skill of the
ranrh manageyr, but it might hinder a poor manager in making any return.

Attitudes and Values

How the proposed nction would influence rancher values and attitudes
would depend to some estent upon the degree of financial hardship imposed.
The ranchers' choice of occupation or adherence to ranch fundamentalism
is not expucted to change, a contention reinforced by the estimate that
more than 50 percent of the ranchers are over 45 years old. People of
thi- ase vroup could not change occupations without great difficulty.

the proposed action is espected to reinforce income satisficing,
cspecially among ranchers forcved to live on less income but reluctant
tn quit ranching because of community ties, lack of occupational alter-
natives, or personal choice. Some ranchers might wish to supplement
their ranch dincomes on the outside, creating greater competition in the
labor market.
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Increased
ranchers being
ranchers might
extent of this

Community

speculation or conspicuous consumption might result from
forced out of business. Individual ranchers or groups of
buy the ranches of those forced to quit ranching. The
impact, however, is not known.

ties would not be expected to change. The impact of

having to leave the area might be particularly traumatic on ranchers
having strong community ties.

The proposed action is expected to increase rancher stress, especially
where the ramifications of the action are unknown.

Ranchers are expected

to perceive changes in income and status with alarm. A combination of
all the factors discussed previously is expected to increase ranching
cohesiveness, which may be manifest in organizing to resist reductions.
Such action might come through formal organizations, such as the Cattle
Growers Association or the Farm Bureau.

The community can be expected to strongly support the ranchers.
This support would emanate from the well informed as well as from the
less well informed with strong emotional ties. In general, the proposed
action is expected to increase negative attitudes toward government.
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CHAPTER 5

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Unavoidable adverse impacts are those impacts discussed in chapter
3 that would not be mitigated by the measures listed in chapter 4.
Such impacts are often referred to as "residual" impacts. They are
unavoidable mainly because either (1) the proposed action directly
conflicts with another value or values or (2) the cost of mitigation
would be prohibitively high.

SOILS AND VEGETATION

The proposed action would have both long- and short-term unavoidable
impacts on soils. The short-term impacts would include soil compaction
and erosion. In the short term, projects would disturb 739 acres and
increase sediment yield from 0.52 to 2.5 acre~feet per year. Long-term
impacts would involve 362 acres occupied and disturbed by proposed
projects: 225 acres from roads and trails, 50 acres from detention dams,
and 87 acres from other range improvements.

The proposed action would also have long- and short-term unavoidable
adverse impacts on vegetation. For example, the grazing of green growing
plants would interrupt plant development for a short time. Over the
long term, the proposed action would remove 362 acres from production.

ANTMALS

Some impacts associated with proposed livestock grazing management would
remain, although certain wildlife species would be affected more than
others. Impacts would be magnified when grazing occurs during the
drought and other periods of low range productivity and as use of
vegetation exceeds 40 percent. Because of their locations and the time
and amount of rest provided, certain deferred and seasonal grazing
systems appear to impact wildlife more than others.

Livestock trampling would result in minor wildlife losses, partic-
ularly under high-intensity grazing. Most losses would occur near
livestock concentration areas, such as watering facilities, and during
the spring and summer reproductive period when young animals are present.
Overall deaths from trampling, however, are expected to be low.

Although adverse impacts inherent with the proposed livestock
grazing program would remain, conditions for most wildlife would be
improved over those of the past. All adverse impacts associated with
livestock grazing could be eliminated by the termination of grazing.
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JIDABLE ADVERSE IMPAuLS

Minor unavoidable short-term impacts would result from the construc-
tion of proposed projects, which include fences and water developments.
Construction operations would kill a small number of animals and alter
or disturb small amounts of habitat. Long-term benefits to wildlife
resulting from the construction of proposed projects, however, are
expected to more than offset short-term losses.

Table 5-1 summarizes unavoidable adverse impacts of the proposed
action. Impact categories are explained in the following section.

Category 1
Category 1 deals with impacts on wildlife habitat, primarily as a

result of livestock grazing during continuing drought and periods of low
productivity. Severity under proposed management would depend upon the
length of the drought. With use of vegetation continually high, resource
management objectives would not be met. TIf further adjustments and
special considerations are not invoked during these periods the impacts
indicated in table 5-1 would result.

Category 2
Category 2 impacts are those associated with moderate grazing (as

intended by the proposed action), forming the basis for anticipated
improvement in range and wildlife habitat condition. Moderate livestock
grazing is the key to the success of practically the entire proposed
action.

Category 3
As a result of past actions and the proposed action, the majority

of riverine habitat would be protected by fencing, creating highly
desirable habitat conditions in these areas (map 3-1) and benefiting
many wildlife species. Riverine areas not proposed for fencing would
maintain the present poor condition or improve only slightly as a result
of overall reductions in grazing pressure.

Categories 4, 5, and 6

Impacts associated with these categories are expected to be adverse
to small numbers of individual animals but are not expected to affect
significantly the populations of the ES area. Cumulative effects linked
to these impacts are considered in overall impacts (category 7).

Category 7
Category 7 includes overall residual impacts. Categories 1 and 3,

however, are omitted. Impacts associated with category 1 are not
acceptable and would not allow or would severely curtail the reaching of
resource objectives. Category 1 impacts would require the application
of specific mitigation, such as temporary reductions in livestock numbers
during the impact period or further reductions in base herds.


















UNAVOIDABLY ADVERSIT IMPACTS

Delavs in implementing the monitoring of known sites and the inven-
tory of areas not previously intensively surveyed would result in contin~
ued adverse impacts for the short term. Although the monitoring and
survevs would be conducted as frequently as possible, delays in identi-
fving and mitigating continuing or new impacts (proposed action and
nonproposed action caused) are anticipated.

Indirect impacts of range improvement construction (increased
tramplinyg, crosion, vandalism, and visitor use near the improvements),
though partially mitigated through fencing sites and other measures,
would remain as negligible adverse impacts.

All anticipated unavoidable adverse impacts would result in data
loss and the resultant depletion of the resource base. These impacts
constitute the most significant loss expected to occur to the cultural
resources as a result of the proposed action. Those most affected
would he future researchers whose source of data has already been greatly
reduced by vandalism and construction in the ES area.

All unavoidable adverse impacts could also lower the recreational
values of the individual sites having recreational values and might
decrease the recreational use of these resources. Opportunities for
enjoyment of scenic, historical, architectural, cultural, and other
qualities would be decreased in quality and quantity. The degree and
frequency of this impact, however, is not expected to be great.

PRIMITIVE VALUES

The fencing and exclusion of the four proposed research natural
arcas would eliminate a maximum of 492 AUMs annually from livestock
grazing in the grazing units identified in table 5-2. Additionally,
determent of grazing in the proposed outstanding natural areas would
eliminate from livestock grazing a maximum of 2,705 AUMs annually during
the deferred period. The associated 43 miles of fencing would temporarily
disturb the site, create a visual intrusion, and restrict vehicular
access, Removal of existing management facilities in the research
natural areas would temporarily disturb the site.

RECREATION

Residual impacts on recreation land use would be low and would not
change the present recreation resource value classes or reduce visitor
use.

The 153 miles of fence proposed in the ES area would have the long-
term effect of restricting ORV access. Use of more visible colors of
fenceposts on 3 miles of fence in the known ORV use area near Jackson
Mountain would have an additional long-term negative impact on wvisual
resources.
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CNAVOTDABLL ADVERSE IMPACTS

Vandalism of range improvements would continue and could even
increase because of the substantial number of new facilities proposed.

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONDITIONS
The adverse cconomic and social impacts identified in chapter 3

cannot be mitigated and are therefore carried into this chapter as
unmitigated adverse impacts.,
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wnuld reduce opportunities for future prescrvation, research, or recre-—
ation use, and this reduction would be an irreversible and irretrievahle
commilment of the resource. Mitigation studies would not lessen this
commitment, since study itself constitutes a commitment of the resourii,
Although rthe deteriorating trend in site condition would improve under
the proposed action, the trend would be irreversible. The only trend
expected to stabilize is erosion, but site condition would not improve
as a result,

AESTHETICS

Any disturbance to surface soil or rock colors, erosion patterns,
or geologic features that would leave a permanent scar on the landscapc
would be irreversible. Range improvement projects that would intrude
on the naturalistic landscape would be irretrievable for the life
of the facility.

RECREATION

Actions that would displace terrestrial or aquatic wildlife would
rcduce the quality of consumptive and nonconsumptive recreation opportun-
ities. Such actions would be irretrievable during their occurrence
but thoy are not considered significant for the proposed action.

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONDITIONS

The proposed action would involve the commitment of material assoc-
iated with the proposed improvements listed in appendix D. Once
installed, these materials would basically be irretrievably committed,
althoush the materials might have some salvage value,

The majur irreversible and irretrievable commitment would involve
ttie costs associated with installation, maintenance, or administration
of (omponents of the proposed action. Unce the expenditures are made,
those particular funds would not be available for alternative public
proucrans.  An Additional irretrievable rommitment would involve the
labor associated with the proposed action. Labor, once expended, vannot
he retricved. Moreover, irretrievable losses of prouperty tax revenue
would vecur with reductions in livestock use.






CHAPTER 8

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

Chapter 8 describes four alternatives to the proposed action and
discusses the anticipated impacts of each alternative. The four alter-
natives are (1) no action, (2) elimination of grazing on public lands,
(3) limited management, and (4) reduction to 50 percent of grazing
capacity.

Between the no-action alternative and the elimination of grazing
are an infinite number of alternatives. The alternatives selected
that are intermediate to the two extremes reflect significant variation
in degree of impacts, thus providing a wide basis for decisionmaking.

Table 8-1 compares the estimated long-term impacts on major environ-
mental elements of the proposed action and of the four alternatives.
This table also ranks the magnitude of impact in ascending order. The
least adverse or most beneficial impact is shown as 1, and the highest
adverse or least beneficial impact is shown as 5.

NO ACTION

Description

Under the no-action alternative the existing level of management
would continue without change, and the level of management that would be
attained by the proposed action would not be reached. The present
amount of authorized livestock use on all grazing units would remain the
same with no major adjustments. The existing 16 allotments managed
under Allotment Management Plans (AMPs) would continue to be operated
without major changes, but no new AMPs would be implemented. No addi-
tional areas would be deferred from livestock use, and no additional
public lands would be classified and managed as ephemeral range. The
Tanque, Barrier, and Slick Rock detention dams would not be constructed.
Range improvements would be constructed only as needed for the orderly
use of the range. Other management programs, such as wildlife habitat,
minerals, and recreation, would continue.

Impact Analysis

Soil and Water Resources

If the no-action alternative is adopted, sediment yiel
expected to increase significantly (see table 8-1), remaini
same or slightly higher than the present 2,330 acre-feet pe
Areas presently in critical or severe erosion condition cle
increase to 270,000 acres. Acres identified as soil proble
not improve. No new soil disturbance, however, would be as
this alternative.









ALTERNATTVLS

of lowered perennial grass production and vigor and would increase in
compusition.

The half-shrub type would increase in acreage at the expense of
palatable perennial grasses.

In all vegetation types as the plant density decreases, the amount
of bare ground would increase, and gullying would become more evident.

Threatened or endangered plant species would not be affected by
this alternative.

Animals

The no-action alternative would have varying effects on the fauna
of the ES area. Figures 2-15 through 2-24 and table 8-1 portray popu-
lation projections for important and representative species. Species
that prefer heavily used and deteriorating ranges would increase. Balda
(1975) found that a well-managed grassland at the base of the Chiricahua
Mountains, next to the southeastern boundary of the ES area, supported 4
species of breeding birds, whereas a highly overgrazed grassland that
had been invaded by shrubs and succulents supported 20 species. Balda
did not endorse overgrazing as a habitat management practice but called
for the miintenance of a more "natural' plant and animal species compo-—
sition and density. Other species would continue to decrease or remain
static. Wildlife species associated with the grassland complex and
riparian areas would be the most adversely affected. Benefits to wildlife
provided by permanent water development would be lost.

Many insect species densities are currently low compared to the
potential of the ES area. Whether these insect species densities would
increase or decrease under existing management is not known, but an
increase in these densities would probably be correlated with an improve-—
ment in range conditions. Under the no-action alternative, insect
species densities are cxpected to decline slightly.

Natural History Resources

Paleontological Resources. The no-action alternative would have a
low negative impact on palecontological resovurces. The condition of the
vegetation would continue to decline, allowing erosion of the paleon-
tological sites to increase slightly. All of the sites would be grazed
at the present stocking rates, and livestock would continue to trample
and break expused fossils and contribute to bank sluffing, which would
displace fossils and result in loss of their rontextual value.

An insignificant amount of scientific, educational, and recrea-
tional information would be lost from erosion due to overgrazing, and
the loss would be insufficient to change the scientific educational or
recreational values of any sites, including the natural area eligibility
of sites P-1, P-5, and P-15.



NO-ACTION

> in the condition of the
in erosion on geologic

The no-action alternative would have a low negative impact upon the
scientific, educational, and recreation value of these sites, which
would be insufficient to change their present quality.

Cultural Resource

Under the no-action alternative, livestock numbers and distribution
would remain as at present. The moderately adverse impact of grazing on
cultural resources would continue, but the limited number of range
improvements built would have a negligible adverse impact.

Under this alternative the three detention dams would not be
constructed, and watershed condition would continue to deteriorate in
some areas.

Erosion would increase, but its impacts on cultural resources would
not exceed the present level of moderate adverse. In the long run, the
impact of erosion under the proposed action would decline to a low
adverse status. Vandalism and visitor use resulting from this alternative
would not increase above the present negligible level.

The no-action alternative's adverse impacts on cultural resources
could be lessened by following the mitigation listed in chapters 1 and 4.
Grazing impacts would be slightly reduced; range improvement impacts
would be slightly reduced; and the indirect impacts of erosion and
increased vandalism and visitor use would decrease by a negligible
amount.

The unavoidable adverse impacts would remain from all sources,
including the following:

livestock grazing moderate, adverse

range improvements negligible, adverse

mitigative data recovery low, adverse

erosion moderate, adverse

vandalism and visitor use negligible, adverse
Aesthetics

Under the no—action alternative the range improvements of the
proposed action would not be constructed. As a result, the visual
resources would be affected by fewer new facilities--only those improve-
ments deemed necessary for the orderly use of the range.

Soil erosion rates would increase slightly, and the condition of

vegetation would continue to deteriorate. Livestock in riparian areas
would continue to strip vegetation and trample streambanks, vontributing
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could not be mitigated,

kxcess forage depletion would change the color and texture of
vegetation and impact the naturalistic landscape. In addition, trampling
and vegetation removal in areas of concentrated livestock use would
deprade the area's visual quality.

The no-action alternative would cause regression from natural
conditions in the proposed natural areas. Soil erosion would increase
slightly, and the condition of the vegetation would continue to decline
or remain stable (table 8-2). Moreover, excessive grazing would inhibit
reproduction of the riparian vegetation in the proposed outstanding
natural areas, having a moderately negative impact. Continued grazing
of the research natural areas would continue to deteriorate their scien-
tific and educational value for comparison with areas grazed. Such
grazing would thus have adverse impacts.

TABLE 8-2
IMPACTS OF NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE ON NATURAL AREAS

ACRES OF PUBLIC LANDS

Declining Static
Vegetation Vegetation
NAME Condition Condition
Fishhook Canyon 2,850 950
Markham Canyon 2,240 -—
Johnny Creek 1,840 —-—
Bonita Creek 7,884 876
Fagle treck —-— 5,520
ila Bo. 5.145 2,895
Littlc Doubtful Canven 1,200 -
Dos € aibczas 400 ——
Howell Canyon 1,640 —_—
Covernment Peak 1,480 -
San Simon state - - —
ITOTAL 4,679 10,241

8-






‘lJJ‘V.t '5L‘”_L'_K l»[_{L:Z_Lll‘E_- 11 1IVOESLOCE Jumbers ruiidlin Lile sdine Oon punilc
Tands i the LS area, the carrying capacitv of the range would continue

to deercase ot the rate of 1.2 percent per year. 1In 15 years this
dirergase would amount to 20,675 AUMs. A decrease in forage production
vould result in an estimated 10 percent decrease in percent calf crop,
h-pound decrease in calfl weaning weights, and a 30-pound decrease in

cinll cow werghts. The percent death loss is expected to increase by 5
perceut.

Agriculturce, Vegetation Products, and Mineral Resources. The no-
action alternative would not affect agriculture, vegetation products, or
mincral resources.

Economic Conditions

As range conditions in the ES area deteriorate under the no-action
alternative, so would income to ranchers and counties. The decrease in
carryine capacity would also be reflected in the decline of ranch values.
Over a S0-year period, direct and indirect income from livestock would
decrease by $104,000 annually, and counties would lose $2,300 annually
in Tavslor Grazing Act fees and $2,500 annually in property taxes. Ranch
values are evpected to decline by about $1,480,000. Employment is not
cxpuected to change significantly.



C LANDS

would be eliminated on
[ st mmiv e mavme vaveang wswopwww COuld be controlled onlw
by extensive fenc1ng to separate the large amount of State and private
land intermingled with public lands. Approximately 2,100 miles of
boundaries would have to be surveved and fenced. Existing range improve-
ments on public lands serving no useful purpose would be removed. With
the large amount of new boundary fencing, many private landowners could
be expected to close their lands to the public, thereby limiting ‘¢ ess
to public lands.

The proposed Tanque, Barrier, and Slick Rock de¢tention dams would
be constructed as scon as possible to control erosion in the San Simon
drainage. Other management programs, such as wildlife, minerals, and
recreation, would continue as well as the maintenance of some range
improvements.

Impact Analysis

Soil and Water Resources

The Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Committee (1968) method of
calculating sediment yield indicates that eliminating grazing on public
land would reduce sediment vield in the ES area from the present 2,330
acre-feet per year to approximately 1,925 acre-feet per year. The
construction of the detention dams would reduce snil loss by another 660
acre-feet per year.

Problem areas outlined in chapter 2 would improve with the e¢limi-
nation of livestock grazing. Blowing dust, however, would continue to
be a problem in the San Simon and Bowie dareas, since much of it is
generated on private farmland.

Vegetation

Plant cover would increase from 40 to 60 percent ovn almost all
areas except the barren vegetation type. Land with a plant cover ot 1Q
percent might increase to 15 percent and hence show a 50 nercent irereasc
Plant cover in riparian areas would increase most rapidly because of the
moisture available to and resilience of the plant communities.

Grasses would increase in density and cover due tn improved vipnr
and reproduction. Litter accumulation would improve mivrosite conditions
for seedling establishment and plant growth. Litter uccumulation woultd
also increase the occurrence and size of wildfires. ‘'‘ildrires would
help restore grasslands invaded by shrubs.
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Cultural Resources

Eliminating grasing on public lands would highly benefit cultural
propertivs by eliminating the adverse impacts of livestock trampling.
I'eacing livestock off public lands, however, would have a moderately
adverse impacl on cultural resources. Other types of range improvements
would not be constructed, which would highly benefit the cultural resources.
The removal of some existing improvements would have a negligible adverse
impact on cultural properties. Any sites located in the impact zone of
the Tanque, Barrier, or Slick Rock detention dams would be highly impacted.
The indirect impacts of erosion would be reduced. Such impacts would be
slightlv less than under the proposed action and would result in a
change from the present moderate to a low impact state.

Vandalism and visitor uses would be slightly lessened as a result
of the blocking of vehicular access with boundary fences, but the antici-
pated level of impact would remain negligible.

The adverse impacts of fence construction could not be avoided by
relocation, but the impacts would be reduced slightly by implementing
other mitigative measures as described in chapter 1. Site-specific
mitigative measures would reduce the adverse impact of erosion, vandalism,
and visitor use to the same degree as under the proposed action, since
the same level of inventory, monitoring, site patrols, and protective
measures would be maintained.

The unavoidable adverse impacts and degree remaining after mitiga-
tion include the following:

livestouck grazing none

range improvements negligible, adverse
detention dams¥* high, adverse
mitigative data recovery low, adverse
erosion low, adverse
vandalism and visitor use negligible, adverse

*Pussible degree ot impacvt. The cxpected degree cannot be estimated
belare ¢learani e survevs,

Aesthetics

Climinating livestock grazing on publiv lands would prevent poten-
tial moditications ot the naturalistic landscape, such as establishing
pastures or developing range improvements. Improvements needed to keep
livestook ot f public lands, such aus fences, however, could conflict with
VEM objuectives.

The removal of livestock from riparian areas would eliminate trampling
At streambanks and enable vegetation to become reestablished, thus
Imporoving visual quality,



RAZING ON PUBLIC L.ANDS

ALl exisiiug Lauge tuprovewences coulw ve removed and their sites
rehabilitated, but the land surface scars and the present state of
vegetation would never be totally restored to natural conditions existing
before project development.

This alternative would reduce the potential for soil movement, and
less visual disturbance would be associated with erosion than is antici-
pated under the proposed action.

VRM objectives could be used to keep boundary fences from conflicting
with acceptable standards, and no longer needed range improvements could
be removed and their sites rehabilitated. Nevertheless, boundary fences
would remain as structures on the landscape and would modify the basic
elements of line, color, and texture. Even with rehabilitation, abandoned
range improvement sites would be noticeable.

The elimination of grazing on public lands would highly benefit the
proposed research natural areas (RNAs). 1In part, the value of RNAs is
as a base of comparison to grazed lands. With the removal of livestock,
the need for these scientific study areas might diminish.

Eliminating grazing on the public lands would also highly benefit
the proposed outstanding natural areas (ONAs). The riparian habitat
would improve rapidly toward a climax vegetation with subsequent increases
in wildlife., Specific impacts would initially (3-5 years) be the same
as under the proposed action in the Gila Box and Bonita Creek. After 3
to 5 years, however, when the proposed action would resume grazing, the
elimination of grazing alternative would be more beneficial than the
proposed action. The elimination of grazing alternative would alse be
highly beneficial to Fishhook Canyon, Markham Canyon, and Johnny Creek.
The benefits would be the same as those identified in the proposed
action for Bonita Creek and Gila Box during the first 3 to 5 years.

Wilderness Values
This alternative would have minimal impact on the roadless areas
identified in chapter 2.

Land Uses

Recreation.

Designations. Eliminating grazing on public lands would highly
benefit the potential designation of the Gila Box Wild and Sceni. River
area. The riparian habitat would improve rapidly. Wildlife, especially
birdlife, would increase., And scenic values would improve. The bene-
ficial impacts of this alternative would be the same as those of the
proposed action. Increased riparian vegetation cover would slightlv
restrict recreation access to the river.

Facilities. Eliminating grazing on public lands would eliminuate
all of the adverse impacts identified for the proposed action. The









ALTTRNATIVES

Mincral Resources. Limited access might hamper prospecting on
public lands,

Vegetation Products. With the exception of forage not harvested,
the c¢limination of livestock grazing on public lands would not affect
veogetation products.

Econemic Conditions

The e¢limination of livestock grazing on public lands is expected to
reduce the total income in the ES area by about $1,413,000. Payments
made to the counties under the Taylor Grazing Act would be eliminated,
amounting to about $31,000 annually. Declining property tax revenues on
livestock would reduce annual income to the counties by about $34,000.
Ranch values would decline by an estimated $20,070,000. Eliminating
grazing on public lands would also adversely affect ranch employment.
Many ranchers and hired help would probably seek employment to offset
lost income, and they would thus depress the labor market.
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Under the limited management alternative, authorized livestork
grazing would be adjusted to balance with the grazing capacitv on all
grazing units (see appendix B). Ephemeral management and deferment of
grazing would be implemented as proposed. This alternative differs from
the proposed action in that intensive livestock management would not be
implemented, and only the range improvements necessary to implement
deferment of grazing on the propused areas would be initially con-
structed. Authorized livestock use would be adjusted, and e¢phemeral
management and deferment of grazing would be accomplished as discussed
in chapter 1. Five years would be required to implement this alternative.
The following range improvements would be required:

fences--37 miles
pipelines--17 miles
water troughs--15
storage tanks--11

The proposed detention dams for erosion control and sediment retention
on the San Simon River would be constructed as soon as possible.

After implementation of this alternative action, range improvements
would be constructed as needed for the orderly use of the range, for the
protection of major investments, and for the protection of rapidly
deteriorating resources. Impacts of such improvements are not considered
here because specific projects that might be needed cannot be anti-
cipated. Impacts of various range improvements would be similar to
those discussed for the proposed action.

Impact Analysis
Impacts on areas under custodial, ephemeral, and deferred manage-
ment would be the same as those described for the proposed action.

Soil and Water Resources

The reductions in livestock grazing would reduce the sediment vield
from the present estimated 2,330 acre-feet per year to 2,220 acre-feet
per year. The construction of the proposed detention dams would reduce
sediment yield by another 660 acre-feet per vear, making the total
sediment yield 1,560 acre-feet per year. Project construction would
disturb approximately 140 acres of soil.

Soil problem areas identified in chapter 2 would improve slightly
with the livestock reductions and the construction of the detention
dams. Areas in a critical or severe erosion condition class would
decline from the present estimated 264,787 acres to 250,000 acres.
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LIMITED MANAGEME™NT

| have the same bencficial
proposed action.

» of the Fishhool Canyen,

unction with the uplands.,
LUCLLE PLTCLITLLTU Uy LIVEDOLWUAy LU Liparian adseds would be OVcrgr’l.&tﬂd.
Range condition would remain fair to poor. Limited management would have
a moderately adverse impact upon the natural values of thce ONAs.

Land Uses

Recreation.

Designations. Deferment of livestock grazing for 3 tn 5 vears
would have the same beneficial impacts on the Gila Box Wild and Scenic
River Study Area as would the proposed action. Then, livestock use
would be adjusted to carrying capacity. Range condition would remain
the same or improve from the condition achieved after deferment. lhe
wildlife, especially birdlife, and scenic values would improve. This
alternative would enchance the value of the study area as a wild and
scenic river and would have a moderately beneficial impact.

Facilities. The impacts of the limited management alternative on
facilities would be the same as those under the proposed action.

Recreation Uses, Use Areas, and Amounts.
Fishing. The impacts of the limited management alterndative on
fishing would be the same as of the proposed action.

Hunting. The limited management alternative would slightly
improve or maintain the present condition of the wildlife habitat for
deer, javelina, mountain lion, dove, quail, and cottontalil rabbits.
Population increases, which would improve hunting qualitv, are vxpected
to be in the lower half of the range identified in the proposed ictien
for deer (710-1,150) and javelina (415-615). TIhe increases, however,
would be insufficient to change the hunting qualitv of any areas. Thu
present population of mountain lion would not change dappreciablyv.

Slight population increases in dove, quail, and cottontail tabbits
would occur.

Larger deer and javelina populations would increasc visitor us - in
the lower half of the range identified in the proposed action (379-.,91
visitor days). The amount of visitor use for mountain lion, dowve,
quail, and cottontail rabbits would not change.

Water Sports—-Floatboating. The impact of the limited mini_c¢-
ment alternative on floatboating would be the same as under the proposcl
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FIFTY PERCENT GRAZING CAPACITY WITH ADJUSTABLE STOCKING RATES

Description

) This alternative would establish a permanent low base herd figure
at 50 puercent current estimated grazing capacity on all grazing units.
Initial stocking would be set at the low base herd figure of 57,430
AUMs. This livestock level could be carried in the early years of
implementing the AMPs, even during the poorest years of forage produc-
tion. Using standard BLM procedures and techniques, BLM personnel would
annually evaluate the range to determine the number and season of addi-
tional temporary livestock use above the base herd figure. BLM would
make no upward adjustment in numbers, however, until one grazing cycle
is completed.

The additional temporary livestock numbers would be based on avail-
able forage, condition of the range, and the condition of other resources.
The upward adjustment in stocking would never exceed the stocking rate
at the pasture level capacity. The stocking level could fluctuate from
50 percent of the grazing unit capacity to 100 percent of pasture capacity.
Livestock and wildlife would never utilize more than 50 percent of key
management species.

This alternative's implementation period, grazing systems, ephemeral
grazing, deferred grazing, and range improvements would be the same as
the proposed action's.,

Impacts

Soil and Water Resources

The adoption of the 50 percent grazing capacity alternative would
benefit soil and water resources. The reduced livestock stocking rates
would allow an increased vegetation recovery rate, which would aid in
reducing sediment yield. The implementation of the livestock grazing
portion of this alternative would reduce sediment yield from the present
2,330 acre-feet per yedar to an estimated 2,040 acre-feet per year. The
construction of the three detention dams would reduce sediment yield by
another 0660 icre-feet per vear for a total sediment yield of 1,380 acre-
feet per vear.,

The =ame amount of soil disturbance (739 acres) would occur under
thie alternative as under the proposed action, but recovery could be
evpocted somewhat faster with lower stocking rates.

Vege tat ron

The veduced stocking levels would aid in the initial implementation
of the AMPs. Since most allottees' livestock use the entire grazing
unit, torciny cattle into pastures that have already been grazed to
implewent o rotation graszing system would place extra stress on the



50 PERCENT GRAZING CAPACTTY

:ation during the first grazing cycle. This alternative would
riate this initial problem. Use of forage plant species would be
(estimated to average 25 percent rather than the proposed action's
1ige of 40 percent).

In 15 years the estimated range condition would be as follows:

JO0 acres in excellent condition, 315,000 acres in good condition,

',000 acres in fair condition, and 711,062 acres in poor condition.

:ation production would increase to 131,226 AUMs annually, but

stock would use only 57,430 AUMs. After AMP implementation, addi-

11 temporary AUMs of livestock use would be allowed up to the 129,098

expected to accrue through improved range conditions. Utilization
or key forage species would not exceed 50 percent of the current year's
growth, and authorized livestock use above 57,430 AUMs would be temporary
and based on availability of forage.

Increase in ground cover of 55 percent would be reflected by the
expected improvement in range condition.

Threatened or endangered plant species would not be affected by
this alternative.

Animals

The initial stocking rate of 50 percent of estimated carrying
capacity would be especially beneficial during the early implementation
stages of AMPs and during years of poor plant productivity. By the
initiation of AMPs at the lower level of stocking, grazing schedules
would not have to be broken. The combination of scheduled rest and low
utilization should allow the range to recover initially at a more rapid
rate than would occur under the proposed action. Having smaller base
herds would facilitate making adjustments during drought to provide
additional protection for stressed range plants.

This alternative, provides that use would fall below 50 percent; it
would average an estimated 25 percent. The impacts of this alternative
would thus be similar to, but slightly more beneficial than the proposed
action, under which utilization would average 40 percent (see table 8-1).

Natural History Resources
The impacts of this alternative on natural history resources would
be the same as for the proposed action.

Cultural Resources.

The reduction of livestock grazing to a low base of 50 percent
grazing capacity would significantly reduce the impact of livestock
trampling. This reduction would be slightly greater than that expected
under the proposed action.



ALTERNATTVFS

The direct and inditect impacts of range improvement construction
(increased erosion and vandalism) and measures needed to mitigate these
impacts would be the same as under the proposed action. The adverse
effects of general erosion would decrease an insignificant amount over
that ol the proposed action.

Impacts under this alternative would be mitigated in the same
manner as for the proposed action and the unavoidable adverse impacts
would be of the same degree:

livestock grazing low, adverse

range improvements negligible, adverse
mitigation negligible, adverse
detention dams* negligible, adverse
erosion low, adverse
vandalism and

visitor use negligible, adverse

*Possible degree of impacts

Aesthetics

The 50 percent stocking rate alternative would have the same impact
on visual resources as the proposed action, providing that visual re-
source management procedures are followed.

Primitive Values
The impact of this alternative on natural and primitive areas would
be the same as under the proposed action.

Land (se
Recreation. This alternative would have the same impacts on recrea-
tion as would the proposed action.

Livestock Grazing. The 50 percent grazing capacity alternative
differs from the proposed action in that, under it, the base herd of
livestock on each grazing unit be half the size allowed under the
proposed action. Supplemental grarzing would be authorized when BLM
personnel determine that additional torage is available and that utili-
zation of the kev species would not exceed 50 percent in the grazed pas-
ture. Inder the proposed action, utilization of kev species during a
dtv vear might reach 60 percent. Inder this alternative, the period for
implementation of intensive grazing svstems and cphemeral and custodial
ordazing would be the same ns under the proposed action.

This alternative would result in a1bout the same increase in carr ng
capacity 1s that expected under the proposced action. (See table 3-15,
Analysis ol Livestock Grazing,) With an increase in lorage production,
percent call vrops would increase bv 13 percent; call weaning welights

8-26
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CHAPTER 9

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

TEAM ORGANIZATION

A team consisting of diverse resource specialists from BLM's
Arizona State Office and Safford District office was assembled on
October 4, 1976, in Safford, Arizona. BLM's Washington Office and
Arizona State Office provided periodic review throughout the writing
of the draft Environmental Statement (DES). The same team prepared
this final Fnvironmental Statement (FES).

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION IN PREPARATION OF THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

In preparing the DES, the Safford District office has carried out
the following consultation and coordination measures:

(1) Safford District representatives contacted livestock operators
personally during the preparation of Allotment Management Plans (AMPs)
to obtain the operators' recommendations and to familiarize the oper-
ators with the contents of the AMPs.

(2) The New Mexico and Arizona State Historic Preservation Officers
were informed by letter dated May 17, 1976, of the writing of the ES and
were asked for comments.

(3) The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has been contacted
and has reviewed and commented on the ES.

(4) 1In compliance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the
Safford District advised the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (by letter
dated April 27, 1976) of the writing of this ES and requested comments
on endangered and threatened wildlife species. Formal consultation in
accordance with the Endangered Species Act was accomplished.

(5) A news release was issued on October 21, 1976 to local and
intrastate newspapers, notifying the public of the availability of an
information packet explaining the purpose of the ES and requesting
written comments. The information packet was sent to the following
individuals and organizations during the period [rom October 28, 1976
to November 2, 1976:
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Number of
Recipivnt of Packet Packets Sent

All livestock operators in the ES area 288
BLM Arizona State Multiple-Use Advisory Board 12
BLM Safford District Multiple-Use Advisory Board 10
Other Federal Agencies 7
New Mexico State and Local Government Agencies 4
Arizona State and Local Government Agencies 12
County Boards of Supervisors 7
U.S. Congressional Delegates 6
Regional Planning Organizations 6
Conservation Organizations 15
Arizona Cattle Growers' Association 1
Arizona Wool Growers' Association 1
Energy Croups 55
Recreation Organizations 58
Wildlife Organizations 7
News Media 25
Cultural Organizations 5
Universities 10
Civic Clubs 2
Water Utilization Organizations 4
Individuals 18

Total 553

The Safford District office received 19 written comments in response
to the information packets.

In addition, the public has been kept informed of the ES's prepara-
tion and purpose through news releases issued for the BLM Arizona State
Multiple-Use Advisory Board Meeting held November 9 and 10, 1976, in
Safford and news releases for tours conducted by the BLM Safford District
office of the San Simon Restorative Project.

Two representatives of the Environmental Protection Agency toured
the San Simon Valley on November 18, 1976.

During preparation, BLM Safford District personnel discussed the ES
at these meetings:

Arizona Cattle Growers Association; tour of the San Simon; March 30
and 31, 1976; 20 attendeus,

Plioenix Gazette Reporter, DeWayne Smith and District staff; tour of
San Simon; April 8, 1976; 5 attendees.

BLM Safford District Multiple-Use Advisory Board; tour of San
Simons April 28 and 29, 1976; 15 attendees.

Graham County Wildlife Federation meeting; May 19, 1976; 25 attendees.

Safford Rotary Club meeting; June 1, 1976; 60 attendees.
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Dos Cabezas Ranchers meeting; June 10, 1976; 25 attendees.

Safford Lions Club meeting; August 4, 1976; !5 attendecs.

Coronado Resource Conservation and Development Groupj; tour of San
Simon; August 13, 19763 35 attendees.

BLM Arizona State Multiple-Use Advisory Board meeting; November 9
and 10, 1976; 37 attendees.

Safford Kiwanis Club meeting; November 10, 1976; 20 attendwcs.

Coronado Resource Conservation and Development (roup meeting;
November 18, 1976; 30 attendees.

Safford Women's Club meeting; January 21, 1977; 30 attendves.

Tucson Rod and Gun Club meeting; February 22, 1977; 100 attendees.

Southern Arizona Environmental Council, San Simon Tour; March 5,

1977; 35 attendees.

COORDINATION IN THE REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

Comments on the draft ES were requested from the following
agencies and interest groups:

Environmental Protection Agency

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Department of the Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service

Bureau of Reclamation

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Services
Geological Survey

Bureau of Mines

National Park Service

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Department of Agriculture

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service
Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service

Department of Commerce

Army Corps of Engineers

w Mexico
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Educational Institutions

Arizona Archaeological Center
Arizona College of Technology
Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum
Arizona State University
Central Arizona College
Colorado State University
Eastern Arizona College

New Mexico State University
Northern Arizona University
Northwestern University

Iowa State University
University of Arizona
University of Pittsburgh
University of Wisconsin

U.S. Air Force Academy

Conservation Organizations

Amerind Foundation

Arizona Conservation Council

Arizona Wilderness Coalition

Arizona Wilderness Study Committee
Arizonans in Defense of the Environment
The American Scenic and Historic Preservation Society
Environmental Consciense, Inc.
Environmental Clearinghouse

Friends of the Earth

Isaac Walton League of America
National Association of Conservation
National Council of Public Land Users
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
The Nature Conservancy

New Mexico Wilderness Study Committee
Pacific Legal Foundation

San Simon Restoration Committee

Sierra Club

Soil Conservation Society of America
Southern Arizona Environmental Council
Wilderness Society

Wildlife Organizations

Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society
Arizona Wildlife Federation

Arizona Wildlife Society

Audubon Society
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WildJife Organizations (cont.)

Defenders of Wildlife

Friends of Animals, Inc.

Craham County Wildlife Federation
New Mexico Ornithological Society
New Mexico Wildlife Federation
New Mexico Wildlife Society
Wildlife Management Institute

Recreation Organizations

Arizona State Four-Wheel Drive Association
National Campers and Hikers Association
ORV Monitor

Road and Trail Association, Inc.

Southern Arizona Biking Club

Tucson Four-Wheelers

Livestock Organizations

Arizona Cattle Growers' Association

Arizona Wool Growers' Association

Cochise-Graham County Cattle Growers' Association
New Mexico Cattle Growers' Association

New Mexico Farm and Livestock Bureau

New Mexico Farm and Ranch

Rio Puerco Livestock Association

Southern New Mexico Grazing Association

West Central Grazing Association

Other Economic Entities

Caldwell Banker Company

Energy Impact Associates

David D. Smith and Associates
Southwestern Environmental Consultants
Don Thacker and Associates

Wildan Associates

Others

Icague of Arizona Cities and Towns

New Mexico Coordinating Council

Public Land Council

San Carlos Trrigation and Drainage District
Society for Range Management

State Conservation Commission

Copies ot the LS were furnished to all livestock

ES area; nvwspapers, radio and television stations; re
as well as local libraries; and individuals who reques

9-6
























The ES does not mention the total numbers of hunting
licenses sold in the ES area. The 12,300 plus figure, apparently
came [rom Table 2-18, which listed a "visitor use'" figure of
12,350 for hunting. The table was confusing because it did not
specify units, which are "visitor days". The table has been
corrected to properly reflect units.

The interpretation that the proposed action would require
game numbers to reach some maximum before any increase in live-
stock would be allowed is incorrect. Page 1-6 states the
following: "For increases in AUMs expected to result from imple-
mentation of the proposed action forage would be allocated to
wildlife up to the AG&FD optimum levels before increases ir
livestock usv are allowed. Meeting anticipated neads of the
optimum number of wildlife expected under the propused action
would require approximately doubling the present wildlife forage
allocations."

10, Comment: "Also, you listed some areas were excellent for small
game. And T was wondering why these areas were so
excellent when there was grazing in this area when
many places you state that the grazing was so detri-
mental to the small-game areas.”

Regponse:

Normally only excessive grazing is detrimental to most
smill-game species, Scaled quail and Montezuma quail depend
heavilvy upon perennial grass cover but can tolerate light to
moderate grazing {up to 40 percent use) and still maintain
healthy populations. Other species, including Gambel's quail
and mourning dove can tolerate somewhat heavier livestock use
and mav actually benefit from shrub invasiomn, which may result.
E.cussive grizing has occurred over much of the ES area in the
past, and excellent small-game habitat occurs mostly along the
major drainages, where vover is most concentrated.

1. Comment: "Along the sightseeing, we wondered, do people really
bjeet to seeing cows on this range because you have
lesignated two areas of strictly no livestock grazing
whitsoever."

Rraponses

We nssume this comment refers to the statement in
chapter 3, page $-b2, Sightseeing. Which states that: "Defer-
ment ot livestock grazing for 3 to 5 years in the Gila Box...
and Bonita Creek...




































Page

Bob, I think you know how concerned we are with these Environmental State-
ments, To allow the little time you have for these stockmen to comment on
their futures is really disasterous to this industry's interests. I hope you
can do something to rectify the situation,

Sincerely,

CATTLE Q@ERS' ASSOCIATION

M. Olson,
wécutive Vice President

JMO:emo

CC: Fred Boice
Jim Coughlin
Herb Metzger
Alan Day

Response:

. e
2-1 See¢ responsc to hearines comment #2326,
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June 2, 1978 _
ALY

Mr., Robert 0. Buffington _: °
Arizona State Director R —
Bureau of Land Management e
2400 Valley Bank Center LA ——
Pho¢nix, Arizona 85073 - PYSITeR
INFO.

Dear Mr. Buffingtons ‘ s

I hav( ceveral comments and many questions T would
like to direct to you in regards to the Draft Environmental
Statement for the San Simon - Gila Valley.

Having reveiwed the draft I question your sourr¢ of
statistics. Were the formula's used a creditable ...thod
of determing various needs for this area? What is a
"Cost Benefit Ratio" as used in the draft? What are the
credentials of a "Resource Specialist Professional?

It is evident that much of the public lands will not
justify additional costs and improvements. The soil types
and the kinds of forage available will never allow for an
Eden that you seem to be trying to achieve., However, I feel
that if you will allow the permittee an opportunity to prove
his management program instead of assuming that he is not
capable of sound management practices then something in
between Eden and what we have now can be accomplished. But
it will take much hard work and cooperation between BLM
Officials and permittees.,

I question the current methods of determining the
carrying capacity of our ranges. The manner in which trans-
secs are located is one such problem. Much of our desert
country is rough and has to be approached either horseback
or on foot to get back into the areas that should have the
testing sites. They should not be located near roads, water-
ing holes, etc. This is another area that the permittee can
assist the BLM.

The management plans are presently based on the assumption

that all years ure drought years. Many permittees have been
cut on thelr allotment this year, one of the best rainfall
years this country has seen in a long time.

9=l












GOVERNOR
JERRY APODACA

DIRECTQR AND SECRETARY
TO THE COMMISSION

HAROLD F OLSON w
J W JuncSs

ALBUQUERQUE
DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND FISH ROBERT P GRIEFIN
L
STATE CAPITOL
SANTA FE DR FRANKLINB ZECCA
87503 GALLUP
. ‘;ui@{'\ June 5, 1978
\xl\u ‘Y:;,mzmh'“ \
SR D
‘ﬂ“’(m
:r: Robe;t 0. ggffingto?gl]) ;fﬂiqggzzzzi‘
rizona State Director T, i
Bureau of Land Management ":f::::::::;\
2400 Valley Bank Center L REE_
Phoenix, Arizona 85073 e RO

o AT RO
e T L WE
Dear Mr. ngton: o _EEe

The New Mexico Department of Game and Fish has reviewed the Draft Environ-
mental Statement for the proposed Upper Gila-San Simon Grazing management
program and wish to make the following comments:

Impacts upon wildlife and wildlife habitat are adequately addressed and

the summary on Page 3-16 anticipates that benefits to wildlife will improve
as a result of the proposed management program. We are particularly pleased
with the emphasis being placed upon riparian habitat. In the State of New

Mexico that portion of the Gila River in the Environmental Statement area
provides habitat for a large diversity of wildlife species.

We suggest the following additions to the Endangered and Threatened Animal
6—- 1] Species List: osprey, Pandion haliaetus carolinensis; Gila woodpecker,
Melanerpes uropygialis uropyqialis; and Bell's vireo, Vireo bellii sspp.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment upon the draft statement.
Sincerely,

s

Hdrold F. Olson
Director

Responsce:

f-1 Appropriate text chanees have b
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. UNMASTATE CHFICE
;1 ES A PMAGEMENT |

Bureau of Land Management

Arizona State Director - A
2400 Valley Bank Center S
Phoenix, Arizona 85073 =
Ai\r)r e
. =10
—'--—“':___ _lr:m)ﬁ
Dear Sirs; e TS

After reviewing the proposed allotment plan for my ranch, I would
like to offer these comments.

It is understandable that with all the environmental groups pressuring
our government agencies some sort of response is expected and warranted.
We all deéserve an answer and we expect to be heard.

The preservation of our resources as well the utilization of them
is of equal importance. However, enough of that I must deal with my
situation alone.

I have lived in this area, Klondyke, Oracle, Mammoth, Hayden, Tucson,
Globe and San Manuel for 51 of my 54 years. The other 3 years were spent
in the navy during 1943 to 1946. During these 51 years I or my family have
been connected with mining and ranching. We owned ranches at Klondyke,
Copper Creek and now at Mammoth. I have seen range conditions at their
worst, 1935 and at their best, 1941 and 1977. The other years have been as
you know, from poor to good. It is my opinion that the range gererally, in
this area, has gradually improved since 1935 when allotments were starting
to be fenced and wildlife such as deer and javalina graduall replaced wild
burros which numbered in the thousands. It was not until the late 1940 s
that the mule deer in this area were plentiful enough to allow for a
hunting season. By then the burras were gone. Naturally urrros deserve
a place on the land but they totally dominated the waters, even to the
point of keeping cattle and deer away. They (the burros) ran through
barbed wire fences as though they didn"t exist. They also pulled grass
up by the roots or snipped it off so low that other animals could not
reach it.

Generally in this area, range conditions in my opinion are
improving. Some 9f the cactus, cholla and sahuaro, have declined
considerably. The most evident cause in my memory was about 15 years igo
during a severe freeze of prolonged duration. The low cactus prickly
pear and small sahuro and cholla, survived the freeze but the larger .Lnes,
unless they were in protected spots, fell victim to the treeze and wind.
On my ranch right now chollas are increasing.

9=39
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8-1  Shoult Mewican wolf predation on livestock become a problem, the
Iigh aud Wildlife Service will be consulted before any action is
Lihen that might affect this species.

The impavts of the proposed action on predatory species of
wildlite are discussed in chapter 3. The subject of predator
control has not been addressed directly in the ES. The need

for control mneasures is not expected to change significantly.
Those species that do occasionally prey on livestock are expected
to increase slightly, and natural prey species populations are
likewise expected to increase, thereby making more natural food
available,

8-2 Table 3-5 has been changed to show that the Gila Topminnow is
present in Aravaipa Creek.

We agree that other perennial portions of the Gila and San Pedro

Rivers and spring system may contain existing Gila Topminnow populations
or potential habitat for reintroduction of the species. Through

prusent studies such as the Gila River complex biological inventory

or in-house baseline wildlife inventories, we will identify present

and potential Gila Topminnow areas.

8-3 On page 3-14 the ES states that of the 10 proposed threatened
and endangered plant species known to occur in the ES area,
none are espected to be affected bv livestock grazing.

When cuundidate endangered and threatened plants are formally listed,
and if the proposed action may affect the listed species, BLM will
initiate consultation under Sec. 7 of the Endangered Species Act.












Mr. Robert O, Buffington

State Director, Bureau of Land Manag
June 9, 1978

Page four

action are 2,346,062 acres, giving a reduction in soil loss of .0000758 acre feet/
9-6] year per acre through proper management. This computes to .366 cu. yds./acre per
year, which is not a significant number relative to erosion classifications,

In the discussions on vegetation, omissions appear evident. On p. 2-23 Palo Verde
was omitted from the desert shrub type list of major plant species, On p. 2-18
9-7| plains bristlegrass (Setaria microphylla) and bush muhly (Muhlenbergia porteri)
would appear to be in order on the list of grassland types, as would plains
lovegrass (Eragrostis intermedia) to a list of mountain grassland types.

On p. 2-118, the assumption that unless livestock numbers are reduced as a whole
in the ES area, the vegetation will deteriorate, does not appear to be valid.

9-8]| On p. 2-120, the authors state that fourwing saltbush, tobosa grass, black grama
and bush muhly would virtually disappear in fifteen years from the creosote bush
type. This appears to be an unreasonable assumption since these plants presently
occur after many more than fifteen years of heavy use,

In general, the section on grazing systems appears to be fairly complete and
comprehensive, A few general comments may be in order.

In all intensive management systems flexibility based on phenology, rather than
calendar dates, is needed.

The Santa Rita system has been shown to be beneficial to Santa Rita threeawn and
similar species. These plants do most of their growing in the spring. An adjust-
9-9fment of dates for resting and grazing would be needed if warm season grasses are
the key species. The Santa Rita has not been widely used for long periods. Extra
monitoring of the units using this system appears desirable.

Ephemeral and Custodial management have been included in the discussion of
Intensive Management Systems. They are not generally considered intensive manage-
ment systems,

9—10 . . .
The assumption that custodial management by the agency will have negative impact

on all grazing units may be incorrect, The unit may be in intensive management
programs by the user and may be properly used. The fact that an allotment containms
4 low percentage of federal acreage does not indicate a lack of management.

It appears that a great deal of emphasis has been placed on the variability of

production on ephemeral ranges. It should be remembered that in desert ranges

9-Ill]alL production is dependent on significant rainfall; therefore, the perennial
ranges are also variable. Forage production over a period of time on ephemeral
_ranges may be as predictable as production on perenmial ranges.




























9-18 The evaluation of economic impacts was based on areawide
statistics and averages rather than on the accumulated total
of the individuals. Development of individual evaluations would
require a considerable amount of unavailable persconal information
about income, investment, and production costs.

Personal income generation per AUM was developed from County
statistics (Cochise, Graham, and Greenlee) and applied to tLhe
changes in AUMs of production. We recognize that these averages
will not apply to all ranches due to economics of size, manage-
ment differences, and unique individual situations. Some ranches
might exceed this level, whereas others would receive significantly
less. Market fluctuations would also influence the level of income
derived per AUM from year to year.

The Chino Winds study (Arizona Inter-Agencv Range Committee 1972,
1973) was introduced and used to index net returns per AUM, even
though it does not accurately reflect ranch size or the specific
area. The main purpose in using this study as an index was to
approximate the benefits to be gained from reducing grazing pressures
through increased ranch efficiencies and reduced variable costs.
These increases were considered in the appropriate alternatives to
better reflect the differences among the alternatives. An income
multiplier was applied to the direct income to cobtain an estimate
of total income flows in the area (direct and indirect). TIndirect
income is a measure of the personal income generated as a result of
the direct income being spent and respent in the area.

Average values per AUM for tax assessment and payments made to
the counties under the Taylor Grazing Act were developed for the
three county area (Cochise, Graham, and Greenlee) and ipplied to
the ES area. Changes in ranch values were computed on the basis
of a cow unit value. The value ($1,400) used was taken from a
study of southwest cattle ranches by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Economic Research Service (1974).

Income flows and costs were analyzed over a 50-year period to
account for time differentials of money flow. The interest rate
used for this discounting procedure was 6-3/8 percent. The
accumulated total for the 50-year period is brought back to

an average annual equivalent. This is an economic average

that weighs each year's value according to its discounted present
worth value.

In the interest of brevity, all the calculations for the economic
statement wcre omitted. They are available for review by interested
parties.
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SIERRA CLUB

Grand Canyon Chapter - Arizona

Bureau of Land Managment
June 15, 197»
page three

the do rument indicate that much of the data used in determining
tange vonditions was rontradictory and inadequate. (i.e., 3-14,
"Range conditions for the ES were estimated. Existing studies for
the district conflict greatly and are obviously in error when com-
pared with observed range condition." More consistent and up-to-
date data based on current, objective, observation techniques
should be incorporated wherever possible.

2-39 Further explanation of the complex relationship between
wildlife and livestock grazing would be helpful. For instance, the
statement that "competition between elk and livestock on public
lands appears to be relatively low" (2-47) does not coincide with
studies (i.e. Arizona Game and Fish) which indicate just the oppo-
site. Again, to say with regard to bighorn sheep that "rugged
terrain reduces ~ompetition by limiting livestock access" fails to
recognize that sheep are excluded from all areas except those which
the livestock cannot get to. Furthermore, breeding birds (game

and nongame), a very important resource in southeastern Arizona,
are impacted by overgrazing, and it would be very good to include
more detail on this.

In general, the approach taken in the ES is to look at the present
wildlife situation. Although it is admittedly more difficult to

do otherwise, it would be excellent to see discussion of these
areas in terms of what wildlife communities once existed and would
exist under optimal conditions. For example, "antelope presently
o~cur at one location in the ES area" (2-47). But there was a time
when this was not the case, and this does not necessarily have to
be the case in the future.

2-92 M"one can assume that licensed active livestock use closely
appro¥imates a-tual livestock use within the ES area..." A strong
cbjection must be registered agalnst this statement. To state this
is to ignore the very important question of overstocking and its
very serious wonsequerices for range condition. This statement is
wasthout foundation.

5-2%  "Impacts (to wildlife) would be especially adverse when use
approaches the upper value (60%) in consecutive years." 1) What
wi:l happen if use appears to exceed this limit; will the livestock
bPe removed and if so, what will be done with them? 2) 1In these
years, the interests of livestock will be placed before wildlife.
In other words, wildlife will be considered only when it 1s conven-
iert to do so. This is not in keeping with the multiple use ¢
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protection and/or enhancement of the basic soil/vegetal resource is the
overriding consideration in determining the need for, and extent of, the use
of flexibility. No action will be taken which is contrary to the stated
AMP objectives. Examples have been provided as to situations in which
allowance of flexibility may be considered (DES, page I-20). Conversels
flexibility cannot be authorized when resource values such as watershed,
threatened and endangered species, or wildlife habitat may be significancly
impacted.

The intent of maintaining a degree of flexibility is to recognize the
reality of land use management. The framework within which flexibili y

can be authorized is well established as stated above. While specifi ations
cannot be so ridgid that all eventualities are addressed, safeguards have
been established which will assure that AMP objectives are not jeopardized
through indiscriminate use of flexibility. It is not a "loophole', on the
contrary, it is a tool which when used within established guidelines will
result in efficient and effective resource management.

Following implementation of the AMP's, the degree of improvement will be
monitored through use of techniques described in Chapters 1 and 4 If in

this review and evaluation process, it is determined that certain

provisions of the AMP are are unappropriate and excessive use of flexibiliry
is necessary to overcome potentially adverse impacts, appropriate modificacion
to the AMP will be made. If changes are necessary, the environmental impa. »
of the modification will be analyzed in accordance with NEPA,

In summary, the ability to adjust a livestock management plan, AMP, to
changing natural resource conditions, is provided within certain limite
at two levels - "flexibility" within an AMP, and "modification" to a
viable revised AMP. At whatever level, or period of time a change in
methods 1s deemed necessary, the ultimate resource objective of improving
the public lands in the ES area will not be compromised.

Under FLPMA both wildlife and livestock are basic allowable multiple
uses. The manager will consider the impacts to wildlife and other
resources before deciding whether to remove the livestock entirely
from the range cr allow them to graze the rested pasture. Sixty
percent utilization is considered the upper limit for moderate
grazing.

12-15 Chapter 4 mitigation was changed to provide protection of the
desert bighorn in the area of Aravaipa Canyon.

12-16 Under defermer* of grazing (chapter 1) the riparian habitat along
Eagle Creek, Buuita Creek, and the Gila Box would be fenced out, and
livestock use eliminated. These areas correspond tc over 80 percent
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13-8

13-9

13-11

15-14

The District wildlife staff determines critical habitat, using
the best available information, including that supplied by the
ACSED and other sources.

See responses 5-2, 9-14, and 12-8.
wee response 1.2-9.

Tigure 2-6 shows a dramatic fluctuation in shrub cancpy. Certainly
the possibility exists that reading error occurred. The infor-
mation presented, however, is the best available.

Regression analysis might clarify the relationship between grass
production and rainfall, but such an analysis was not made.
Moreover, rainfall data from the weather station closest to the
transects were plotted, not the actual rainfall at the site.

From Jdata presented in the ES on pages 2-34 and 2-35 one can see
a cotrelation between precipitation and vegetation cover.

Hastings and Turner (1965) discuss the influence of livestock
grarzing and climate on vegetation in southern Arizona and Sonora,
Mevwica. They state that, "The probability that large-scale grazing
in Sunora between 1700 and 1880 had no marked effects seems to
indicate that grazing, in itself, was not enough to initiate the
changes. The evidence from sites like MacDougal Crater and the
Mulissa lslands indicates, furthermore, that some of the changes
have occurred where cattle have never been, and are, therefore,
probably the result of climatic variation alone. On the basis of
this reasoning climate has to be accorded the more important role
of the two."

"Ahout cause, then, the best answer seems to be that the new
vecetation--1f one may call it that--has not arisen from c¢limatic
variation alone, but in response to the unique combination of
climatic and cultural stress imposed by the events of the past
eighty yverrs: that climate and cattle have united teo produce 1t."

See response LUI-11.
Chapter 2 ol the ES has been changed to reflect the competition
between lLivestoch and bighorns.

[iwble 2-17 lists areas impicted by livestock graring and
identities the tecreation resource gualities of each area. Public
lauds in Aravaipa Canvon are nnt subjert to grazing, and Araivaipa
was thus not Included. Public lands in the San Pedro Vallev aic
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Response:

15-1 Continued grazing is propesed for the Van Gausig grazing unit
#54 with a reduction in allowable use to the carrying capacity (See appendix B).
Carrving capacity by definition is "the maximum stocking rate
possible without inducing damage to vegetation or related resources.”

The grazing unit is in a poor range condition, but range condition

is based on the potential kinds and amounts of vegetation present

in a climax conditibn. The grazing unit may produce as many pounds

of vegetation as present under climax conditions, but the plant
species may be diiferent from the climax. The Van Gausig unit has
suffered from the invesion end increase of mesquite, burroweed, and
snakeweed and a decline in the percent composition of grasses. This
unit can be grazed by livestock within the proposed utilization limits
and meet the resource gosls identified. The erosion condition class
will improve with improvement in the vegetation cover.

The grazing svstems proposed in the ES were selected on the basis
of the professional judgement of the writers of the AMPs. One
grazing system will not work in all situations. The criteria
listed on pege l-11 were applied tc determine the svstem to be
used. Each specizlist ‘had to weigh these criteria for each given
situation and decide which svstem would work best tc meet resource

goals. As noted in response 12-3 and DES chapter 1 the seasonal grazing
systems will be studied after implementation and needed changes will be
made.

15-2 Erosion is a natural process of a wearing away of the land surface by wind,
water, and other geological agents. Erosion will continue in the ES area
whether or nut livestock grazing is continued. The proposed action would
aid in reducing erosion. Given the characteristics of the soils in the
ES area (See taihle 2-1) no management method would significantly change
the amount of erosion within the 15-vear goal of the proposed action. The
fragile desert rcosvstem is alow to heal.

The MFP ~ummary (table 1-5) does not reveal all resource conflicts.
This table is 4 summary of a lTengthly and complex planning process
involving fonr planning units. The MFPs were developed on the basis
of contributivns from numernus public committee meetings and several
general public meetings.

Chapter 4, Mitigation, was changed to provide for the protection of
the desert bhishorn sheep in the area of Aravaipa Canyon.
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June 15,1978,

kr Fobert buffaington, o meen e
Arizona State Director

bureau of lLand Mznagement

2400 valley rank Center

Fhoenix, Arizona 85073

Dear Sir:

This has reference to the request for comments
on the use and past use of p.L.M. lands:

I came to Arizona by wagon in 1914 at the age
of fourteen years. We passed thru the San Simon Valley
and it was otvious that there was very little forage
and many cattle and is very much the same today only
that there are very few cattle.

It should be remembered up until the passage
of the Taylor Grazing act these Public Domain lands
were used by everyone and in many instances these lands,
y pafticularily around watering places, were 80 over
used that they have not recovered and neyer will, It also
should be remembered that these lands %&g those lefy
over after everyone got what they wanted, the Homesteader,
the Indians, the Forest Service and on and on and the
impression is teday that these were very fine grazing
lands that were deatroyed by overgrazing which in most
instances is not true.

V'hen the Trylor Grazing Act was passed, supported
ty the Ranchers, it was thought and stated in the Act
that these lands would be administered by the Bureau
of Land Management until final digposal . The Ranchers
fenced and watered thase lands alloted to them at their
own expense gnd with the thought that sometime they would
have an opportunity to acquire, instead they are being
administered by a very expensive RBureau with very little
revenue to the local tax base. The present user is being
accused of over grazing in areas that never were productive
and some areas that were ruineg before the passage of
the .aylor Grazing Act.

As & matter of Information I worked as a Cowboy
for the Monk Bros Ranch and rode most of the 5IhW grea of
Cochise Couty. I was recently sent g Certifjeate of

Pecognition having served on the first Committee in Ariz.
under the Agriculture Adjustment Act of 1933. Have

served as President of the arizona Cattle Growers and

& life time intereat ir the range use of Arizona.

Respgctfully oubmitted.

7
f z’Z AP




16-1 The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 has changed
the law regarding management pending final disposal of public
lands. Some lands will no doubt be disposed of, but the bulk of
them will be retained in public ownership.

In some cases ranchers did fence and provide water to public
lands. In many cases the Civilian Conservation Corps provided
fencing and water development during the 1930s .and 1940s.

Many areas are not productive livestock forage lands and have
not been productive in the past. Nevertheless, much of the LS urea

is producing below its potential and can be improved.

"In lieu" funds are distributed to counties to offset the loss of
tax base. Also see response 5-6.
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June 20, 1978 TEChsER -—-_.___]

State Director

Bureau of Land Management
Arizona State Office

2400 Valley Bank Center
Phoenix, Arizona 85073

——
Mr. Robert Buffington f:;::::::zérfij

Dear Mr. Buffington:

Our Chapter has reviewed your draft Upper Gila-San Simon Grazing Environ-
mental Statement.

We are pleased at the effort made addressing the impacts to game and
nongame wildlife that would result from the proposed action.

We believe this statement is of particular importance because it is the
first in a series of environmental statements concerning grazing on
natural resource lands and thereby setting the stage for discussion of
the various actions and alternatives with their resulting impacts.

We provide the following specific comments using chapter and page number
designations.

1-9 last paragraph

We are confused over the phrase, "...utilization of key forage species
in the key areas would average about 40% over a period of years." If
this pertains to the entire allotment, some individual pastures may
receive heavy, deteriorating use. We prefer using the definition of
proper stocking found in the last paragraph of 1-5 which would average
the number of livestock required to consume 40% of the perennial forage
production rather than to average the forage.

1-11 Rest-rotation

This sytem will benefit wildlife if the species are able to move to an
unused pasture. For sedentary species, however, sufficient forage,
cover and water will be required in the use pasture. Thus it appears
important to insure that utilization will be based on the carrying
capacity of each pasture and not an average of the entire allotment.

9-100
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we feel that under yearlong grazing even the 60 to 78 percent reduction
will not allow for the stated wildlife use. Another high density deer
use area is in the Dripping Springs-Mescal Mountain area (numbers 117-
121 and 123). This area is allocated 479 AUM's of mule deer use (1,900
deer) but 1t too 1s proposed for yearlong grazing. Another type of
grazing management should be recommended for wildlife areas such as
these.

1-23 Ephemeral Grazing Management

We are in complete agreement with your definition of euphemeral range
management which is based on inspection after the rain and favorable
growth and not before forage is available.

1-24 Deferment of Grazing

We support this type of management that would protect this most valuable
but dwindling habitat - the riparian and aquatic wildlife habitats.
Fencing and exclusion of livestock will most certainly improve these
areas, even if it is only temporary. We believe this habitat's value to
wildlife should prevent even occasional grazing by livestock.

1-26 through 39 {Range improvements)

Additional livestock watering facilities may only permit extension of
cattle into areas heretofore not extensively grazed. Although there is
some benefit to wildlife, the overall impact may very well be a loss to
wildlife. Before any new areas are opened to grazing by providing
water, it may be well to improve management of existing areas.

1-29 Pipeline

At existing and necessary new pipelines we support the plan to provide
water at ground level in desirable wildlife habitat.

1-30 Water Troughs

We support the installation of escape devices for wildlife at existing
and proposed troughs.

1-32 Water Storage Tanks

We would opt for the fixed rather than the floating cover design since
the chance of an animal being trapped would be almost nonexistent.

1-34 Rainfall Catchments

We support providing yearlong water at ground level for wildlife. The
butyl rubber bag mentioned has not stood up well to the high temperatures
in the southwest and, therefore, galvanized sheet metal or concrete
storage tanks would be preferable.
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18-6

The diagram on page 1-15 is incorrect: i.e. treatments B and C
should be interchanged. The diagram on page 1-16 is 0.K,

3. Two-Pasture Deferred Rotation: This system may well
be mure destructive than continuous yearlong grazing unless
stocking is cut in half. 1f diagrammed on the basis of a
year running December-November the system turns out to be
alternate year rest. One problem is that, if stocking is the
same as 1f both pastures were grazed yearlong, forage is
removed twice as rapidly as under yearlong grazing. This
means that twice as much old forage is removed during the
dormant season (November-February) thereby exposing more of
the perennial grass plants to repeated close grazing during
the brief period of spring growth (March-May) when cattle are
especially hungry for fresh green forage. Plants weakened
by close grazing during the spring will not respond vigorously
to summer rainfall. Frankly, I doubt if there is any
two-pasture rotation that is superior to continuous yearlong
grazing at an appropriate level of use,

4, Three~Pasture Deferred Rotation: This system rests the
range 1/3 of the time and rests during both spring and summer
growth periods on one year out of three. It also defers grazing
until March 1 year out of three. These are good features but
I question whether rest 1 year in three is enough to overcome
the effects of the increased grazing pressure in the other two
years. Again this assumes that total stocking is the same as if
each pasture was stocked properly under yearlong use.

Note: the diagrams on page 1-17 omit the month of May

5. Summer Seasonal Grazing: A good system if utilization
is not excessive,

. 6. Winter Seasonal Grazing: If this system is intended to
increase production of perennial grasses care should be taken

to remove cattle in the spring before regrazing of favorite
plants becomes destructive,

7. Winter Seasonal Rotations: Again, watch what happens
in the spring and avoid excessive use of favored perennials
at this time.

8. Ephemeral Grazing Management: 0.,K.

9. Deferment of Grazing: My only thought is that some
units may improve faster with intermittent grazing to aid in the
spread and trampling of seed and prevention of plant decadence,

Miscellaneous Comments

1. Page 3-7, paragraph 4. The problem of a possible forage
shortage in the first year of a rotation system can be easied
if the plan is initiated in the fall following a summer of high
forage production.

9-112












Mr. Robert €. Buffington -2 - June 22, 1978

1-6 Para.
We are pleased to see considerations are to be made
for the potential future growth of wildlife populations
and their needs.

1-9, Par3a. 5.

It is not clear as to how an "average" of 40% utilization
would be obtained by grazing at a level of 20% utilization in
'favorable" years and 607 in "poor" years. As was well stated
(2-118, para. 6; 3-11, para. 3), the poor years generally out
19-2| number the favorable years by more than 3 to 1. In view of
this. it would seem that if the 207 minimum utilization level
was incurred in good years, then the maximum utilization level
for poor years would need to be approximately 45% in order to
obtain the desired 40% "average".

1-11

Are the estimated carrying capacities (AUMs) for individual
allotments to be used as the initial licensed use (stocking
rate)? If so, it would seem, under both the three-pasture and
four-pasture rotation systems, that these "total allotment AUMs"
would be taken from only a portion of the allotment (2 or 3
pastures). This would result in overstocking and overutilization.
Please explain how this is to be avoided.

o
i
o

The recognition that much of the public grazing lands in
Arizona are "ephemeral ranges" is highly commendable.

1-74

Under the "Deferment of Grazing" discussion, it is stated
that "critical" riparian and aquatic habitats are to be fenced.
However, the criteria for determination of "critical habitat"
19-4 | are not given. In view of the extremely limited quantity of
this type of habitat in Arizona, the rate at which it is being
lost, and its importance to wildlife, all riparian and aquatic
areas are probably of "critical" importance.

The proposed action requires 121 new earthen reservoirs,

65 water storage tanks, and 17 other water developments such as
wells, catchments, and spring developments (Table 1-3). Potential
wildl1fe 1mpacts discussed in association with these water develop-
ments are principally limited to consideration of only surface
disturbance (3-4, 3-13, 3-40, 5-2, and Table 5-1). The criteria

for determining the need for most of these new water developments
presumably include the fact that the specific areas are not being

9-116
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e degree. It there-
r constitute some of
‘e habitat (e.g. 2-43,
‘tion of concentrated
I use areas through
nificantly impact the
' species in the area
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rated livestock over-
11S phenomenon was

). While it is true
' these new waters, the
ntrated livestock use
' addressed.

1-28, Para. 1.

The text states that the bottom strand of an antelope
19-6] fence is to be 16 inches from the ground whereas fiqure 1-1
shows this measurement to be 18 inches.

1-34, Para. 1.
Why are only "yearlong waters" to be fenced? It seems
19—-7] that the same benefits from fencing could be obtained on
waters which are not "yearlong".

1-34, Para. 5.
We are pleased to see that efforts will be made to
maintain water supplies on pastures when livestock are not
present.

1-46, Para. 1.

The pilot "study" for Wildlife Management Unit 37B
was completed almost two years ago. Similar management
plans are presently being formulated which will ultimately
effect all of the ES area.

2-50

In the discussion of impacts to small mammals, the
statement is made that "certain species increase whereas
others decrease” under heavy range use. This is true,
however, it should be clarified that the species decreasing
are grassland species and the increasing species are scrub
species. The net result is a change in species compositiun,.
This is most important when one considers that our south-
western grasslands and grassland species have been diminishing
for the past century due to overgrazing, fire suppression, and
a variety of other factors. The importance of remaining

19-9
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19-9
2-50, Para. 2.
19-10
2-53, Para. 4
19 - 11
2-55, Item 6.
19~-12
3-1, Item 4.
19-13
3-29, Para. 1.
I9-14
3-36, Para. 2.
19-15

Buffington -4 - June 22, 1978

populations of grassland species increases as the
sapporting grasslands continue to diminish. Similar
statements could be made regarding all grassland species
including birds, mammals, and herptiles.

The assertion that rugged terrain reduces compe-
tition between livestock and bighorn sheep ignores the
fact that livestock may be excluding bighorn sheep from
otherwise inhabitable areas.

The discussion regarding reptiles and amphibians
is somewhat misleading in that the reader tends to
believe that only a few grassland species of the 73
herptile species will be impacted and these only in the
eastern parts of the ES area.

Under the Black-bellied tree duck discussion, it
is not clear what is meant by "no other occurrence
not known",

If Tivestock and wildlife combined will utilize
no more than 60, of the available forage in a given
pasture, what method is to be used to estimate the
additional wildlife utilization after livestock are
removed? Removal of Tivestock when the 607 level is
attained would result in a "total" utilization of
greater than 60% since wildlife would remain to con-
tinue use after the livestock are removed.

The statement that "Montezuma quail------ could
be greatly disturbed" should be changed to "would be
greatly disturbed".

It is stated that the "majority of riparian or
riverine areas would be protected by fencing. Two ex-
amples of areas to be excluded from protective fencing
are given (3-37, para. 4). Are these the only riparian
or riverine habitats in the ES area which will be excludec
If not, why are the other areas excluded in view of the
dismal future expectations for these areas without pro-
tective fencing (5-2, para. 5). Furthermore, in consider:
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19-15
3-64

19-16
4-1

19-17
8-3

19-18
8-9

1a-19

Buffington -5~ June 22, 1978

of the Timited quantity of this habitat (0.1 percent
of the ES area), the efforts which will be needed to
assure that utilization will not exceed 40 percent,
and its extreme aesthetic, recreational, and wildlife
value, it is highly questionable that these areas
should be grazed even under deferred management (3-36).

The proposal to reduce current licensed grazing
by 57,209 AUMs (33%) is highly commendable and, we be-
lieve, a significant step toward saving our natural
resource range lands. However, in consideration of
the fact that 90% of the area is presently in either
poor or only fair condition (2-28) and that the trend
in condition generally appears to be downward (2-36,
2-37), it is questionable that this reduction is
adequate to result in the projected range improvement
of 12% in 15 years (3-5, para. 4). This is exemplified
by the fact that the trend in range conditions has con-
tinued to be downward on allotments on which AMPs have
been implemented for the past 7 to 9 years (2-32, para.2).

Chapter 4 describes some of the potential and de-
sired mitigating measures which should be incorporated
in the proposed plan. The measures described, however,
seem incomplete. Appendix K contains excellent additional
measures which "could" be used. We firmly believe that
the mitigating measures presented in Appendix K "should"
be used and should be entirely incorporated in chapter 4
as proposed mitigation.

Wildlife population levels presented in Tables 8-1,
3-7, and 2-9 appear to be lower than one would expect by
comparison of Appendix E with respective acreages of vege-
tative types presented in Table 2-6. Furthermore, the
potential increases in population levels presented in
Table 8-1 under alternative 2 do not appear to reflect
estimated increases presented in Appendix E. Please
explain these apparent discrepancies and the manner in

which the numbers in Tables 2-9, 3-7 and 8-1 were generated.

The paragraphs dealing with fishing and hunting
recreation uses state that there would be no change in
use under the no-action alternative. Table 8-1, however,

19



Mr. Robert 0. Buffington -6 - June 22, 1978

shows that wildlife populations would continue to
19-19 | decline under this alternative. This would ultimately
result in losses to recreation.

8-22

It is not clear why the proposed action has been
selected over the "50 Percent Grazing Capacity" alter-
native. This latter alternative appears to have greater
potential benefit to almost all resources than the pro-
posed action except for the economic benefits relating
to the Tivestock industry.

19-20

8-24, Last Para.

Contrary to what is stated, increases in carrying
capacity of the range could presumably occur at a more
rapid rate under the "50 Percent Grazing Capacity" alter-
native than under the proposed plan.

19-21

A-1

It is stated in item 2 under Methodology Used (A-1)
that reductions were made in carrying capacity estimates
because of terrain, rockiness, lack of water, or other
physical limitations to grazing an area. This is an
excellent point since this factor in estimating carrying
capacities is often overlooked in range survey work.
However, no other reference to this could be found in
the draft ES. It is also stated (A-2, para. 6), that 72%
of the area has had either no recent forage survey or no
survey at all. The methods and criteria used to determine
the non-grazable acreage of an allotment due to excessive
slope, rockiness, etc. need to be explained. The acreage
estimates for non-grazable terrain and the respective
reductions in allotment carrying capacities should be
included in the ES. With over 10 mountain ranges in the
ES area, it would seem that these reductions would be
considerable.

19-22

We hope that the above comments will be useful to you in the preparation
of the Final ES and that the questions raised can be accommodated.
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HI1STORICPRESERVATION PR(
Department of Educational Finance & Cul
c) ¢ New irlexico State Library

o F P.le. Box 1629
anta Fe, New Mexico 87503 | ARIZ0MA STRTE orrace ]
(505) 827-2108 OU- LD e

June 19, 1978 | s

Mr. Robert Buffington, State Director TECH SR | ~————
Arizona State Office NISNTT S

Bureau of Land Management o ——
2400 valley Bank Center e

Phoenix, Arizona 85073 ——— ey

Dear Mr. Buffington:

The Draft Environmental Statement for the Upper Gila-San Simon
Grazing Management Program has been reviewed by this office. As

you indicated in the Draft, consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer regarding the eligibility of known cultural
resources for nomination to the National Register is to be initiated
with this review (page 2-68).

In order for this office to comment on your determination, it will be
necessary for us to obtain more detailed information on cultural re-
sources located on BLM and other lands affected by the Management Pro-
gram in New Mexico. Information should include detailed locational
data, any survey forms completed by archaeologists, and site maps
and photographs that may be available., Information on identified
effects on these sites should also be included in order that we may
gomment on this aspect as required by procedures outlined in 36-CFR-
00.

Should you have any questions regarding this request do not hesitate
to contact this office. We will be looking forward to receiving this
information and if there is anything you may wish to have returned
after our review, we will be glad to do so.

Sincerely.

Mo 0 e

Thomas W. Merlan
State Historic Preservation Officer

TWM:dg
cc: Michael H, Bureman

Reaponse:

20-1 We will provide the requested information as soon as possible.
Additional information on seven sites will be request~? fem~ =bh~
Las Cruces strict, BLM, and New Mexico State Univer
received, it will be forwarded to the New Mexica Stat
Preservation Ot ficer.













Response:

21-1

21-2

21-4

21-5

21-6

21-8

21-10

21-11

See¢ response Lo hearings comment #3.

Many years of research in conjunction with the University of
Arizona have led to the conclusion that the added range
improvement practices mentioned in your comment are not feasible
in the ES arca. The soil and climatic limitations diminish any
expected success with such practices. The Safford District has
many seedlings and study areas in the San Simon Valley, and no
practices attempted to date have been successful.

The text has been changed.
The text has been changed.
The abbreviations are explained on page 2-7.

Rather than change the table and inject rounding errors into
it, the table will be left as it is.

We believe the information as depicted is easy to follow and
understandable.

Permanent transect data were not correlated to range sites,
because so0il survey information was not available at the time.
This information will be used as it becomes available during
future monitoring.

The high point should be 44.3, not 144,3, The figure has been
changed.

Custodial units will not be monitored as closely as will the
intensive grazing systems.

See appendix A for the methodology used. The proposed action
would be implemented on the basis of the carrying capacities
stated in the ES. Future adjustments would be made on the
basis of range study results. See response 21-8 above.
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22-2

Page 2
Letter re Upper Gila-San Simon EIS Draft
Junc 23, 1978

In the Addendum to the Final ORV EIS, it is stated
that:

“The status of the public lands prior to
designation in conformance with Executive
Crder 11644, under the terms of the District
Court Order of May 5, 1975, is simply
undesignated."

The Bureau does not have any authority to make
ORV designations pursuant to Executive Order 11644, and it did
not have it when this Draft EIS was being compiled. Assuming it
did, we submit that the absence of public consultation renders
the proposed designations invalid, or at best, of tenuous and
dubious merit, raising the possibility of legal challenge.

We recommend that the "proposed ORV designations"”
established in the Draft be deleted; that all such designations
be made with public consultation; and, that all such designations
be made as soon as the final regulations are implemented.

Second, the recreational class rating of ORV use
within the ES area should be Class A and not Class B. The natural
history, cultural, historical and aesthetic values of the area
attract recreational ORV users in a significant manner. The Draft
describes the depth of these values. It indicates that ORV use
is increasing, an obvious fact given the natural attraction of
the area. Since the majority of ORV users are sightseers, the
appeal of the Upper Gila Basin and the San Simon Valley justify
a Class A recreational quality rating for ORV use.

We recommend that ORV use be given a Class A recrea-
tiocnal quality rating.

Third, we object to the classification of ORV use as
a "specialized activity". This characterization implies a unique
status, with a certain pejorative connotation, which is not
justified. The other identified recreational uses within the ES
area - hunting, rockhounding, floatboating - are more specialized
than ORV use. We deduce that the only fact that makes ORV use a
specialized activity is the presence of a motor vehicle. This is
a poor excuse, since all the recreational uses within the area

require a motor vehicle. The term "specialized activity" is, fur.uer-

more, not defined anywhere in the Draft.
We recommend that ORV use not be classified as

"specialized activity", and that this meaningless and super!
term be discarded.
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APPENDIX B
GRAZING UNIT SUMMARY

Legend for those columns that are not self-explanatory

Type of Management:

HDOOwp

@

Intensive Management Implemented AMP

Intensive Management Proposed AMP

Intensive Management Implemented Coordinated AMP
Ephemeral Management Classified Ephemeral Range
Ephemeral Management Proposed for Ephemeral Range

Classification
Custodial Management
Intensive Management - Proposed Revision of Implemented AMP
Grazing Use Unallocated

Grazing System:

DR
E

RR
S -
SR
YL

I

Footnotes:

1.

Deferred Rotation
Ephemeral

Rest Rotation
Seasonal

Santa Rita
Yearlong

These AUMs are based on the licensed use of only the public
lands within the grazing unit boundary.

These AUMs are based on the estimated grazing capacity of
only the public lands within the grazing unit.

The 5-year average licensed use is based on the grazing
capacity of the public lands only. The estimated grazing
cadpacity is for the entire grazing unit; therefore, the
percent reduction in livestock AUMs cannot be calculated.































































This table represents the present (1976) and optimum population

WHITE-TAILED DEER

densities (expressed as animals per square mile) for white-tailed deer.
The estimates are for the average of all habitats within each vegetation
type. These density estimates were made by the field and staff biol-

ogist for the Arizona Game and Fish Department.

estimates were made appear on the attached map.

Areas for which

AREA VEGETATION TYPES 1/
Chaparral Desert Pinyon- Chihuahuan Sonoran Madrean
Grassland Juniper Desertscrub Desertscrub Evergreen
Woodland
pP* O** P 0 P 0 P 0 P 0 P 0
1 2-3 6-7 1-3  4-5 —— === - 2[/==- 0-1 2-3 —— -
2 1-2 8-12 1 1-2 1-2 8-12 ——- - 0-1 1-2 -— -
3 —— e —_—— e —— e e _— —— —_— e —_—
4 —_—— - 0 0.5 —_—— == -— -— -—— - 0 1
5 — e —— o e e — —_— _— — — _—
6 _—— o e e o —— _—— — _— — —
7 — == 0.4 1 —_—— - —_— —— - - 0.4 7-10

Brown and Lowe (1974a and 1974b).

1/
g/ The occurrence of white-tailed deer
limited to very minor seasonal use.

in Chihuahuan desertscrub is

p* Present population presented as deer/square mile.
0**% Optimum pupulation presented as deer/square mile.


























































































GLOSSARY




GLOSSARY

Abbreviations

The following abbreviations are used frequentlv in this statement.
Those representing terms will be defined under respective entries in
the glossary.

AG&FD Arizona Game & Fish Department
AMP Allotment Management Plan

AU animal unit

AUM animal unit month

BLM Bureau of Land Management

CCD Census County Division

CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CYL cattle yearlong

EAR Environmental Assessment Report
ES Environmental Statement

FLPMA Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
MFP Management Framework Plan

ORV off-road vehicle

SCS Soil Conservation Service

SSF soil surface factor

URA Unit Resource Analysis

VRM visual resource management









Buteo: any of a geMUns (LULCU; UL LawnRd UdVLIE ULudu LfUULUEU wilgd

and soaring flight.

Calcareous soil: soil containing sufficient calcium carvonate
(often with magnesium carbonate) to effervesce visibly when
treated with cold, dilute hydrochloric acid.

#Calf crop: the number of calves weaned from a given number of --ws
bred, usually expressed in percent (Range Term Glossary (~mu.ttee,
1974).

Canopy: the vertical projection downward of the aerial portion of
shrubs and trees, usually expressed as percent of ground so
occupied.

*Carrying capacity (grazing capacity): the maximum stocking rate
possible without inducing damage to vegetation or related
resources. It may vary from year to year in the same area
because of fluctuating forage production (Range Term Glossary
Committee, 1974).

Carry-over forage: ungrazed forage produced during the previous ye«ar,

Cattle yearlong (CYL): the amount of forage necessary to sustain one
cow for a l-year period. One CYL equals 12 AUMs.

Census County Division (CCD): county division used by the U.S. Bureau
of the Census for enumerating some census data.

Characteristic: a distinguishing trait, feature, or quality.

Characteristic landscape: the established landscape within an area
being viewed, not necessarily naturalistic but also referring to
a farming or urban landscape.

Cienega: swamp or marsh, especially one formed by hillside springs.

Climax: the highest ecological development of a plant community
capable of perpetuation under the prevailing climate and soil
conditions.

Cobble: rock fragments, generally rounded, between 3 and 10 inches
in diameter.

Contrast: the effect of a striking difference in the form, line,
color, or texture of an area beine viewed.

Cool-season plant: a plant whose |
the winter and early spring.
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Group B-~soils having moderate infiltration rates when
thoroughly wetted, consisting chiefly of moderately deep
to deep, moderately well to well-drained soils with
moderately fine to moderately coarse textures. These
soils have a moderate rate of water transmission.

Group C--soils having slow infiltration rates when
thoroughly wetted, consisting chiefly of (1) soils with
a layer that impedes the downward movement of water,

or (2) soils with moderately fine to fine texture and

a slow infiltration rate. These soils have a slow rate
of water transmission.

Group D--soils having very slow infiltration rates when
thoroughly wetted, consisting chiefly of (1) clay soils
with a high swelling potential, (2) soils with a high
permanent water table, (3) soils with a clay pan or clay
layer at or near the surface, and (4) shallow soils over
nearly impervious material. These soils have a very slow
rate of water transmission.

Influent species: an animal species that changes the balance of an
ecological community.

Intensive livestock grazing management: a livestock management
program based on the multiple~use resource management concept,
providing for the orderly use of rangeland resources for
livestock production along with other uses such as wildlife
habitat and outdoor recreation.

Intrusion: a feature (land, vegetation, or structure) that is
generally considered out of context with the characteristic
landscape.

*Key area: A portion of range, which, because of its location, grazing
or browsing value, and/or use, serves as an indicative sample of
range conditions, trend or degree of use seasonally (Range Term
Glossary Committee, 1974).

*Key species: forage species whose use serves as an indicator to th~
degree of use of associated species (Range Term Glossary Commi..ee,

1974).

Lacustrine: pertaining to, living, growing, or formed in, or belonei..g
to lakes.

Landscape modifying activities: any Aaction that chances the veoetati...
or landforms or places structure













*Primary production: the conversion of solar energy to chemical energy
through the process of photosynthesis., 1t is represented by the
total quantity of organic material produced within a given period
by vegetation (Range Term Glossary Committee, 1974).

Primitive area: mnatural, wild, and undeveloped areas, essentially
removed from the effects of civilization.

Profile, soil: a vertical section of the soil from the surface through
all its layers, including the parent material. Unless otherwise
stated in this statement, soil profile refers to the section from
the surface to 60 inches or bedrock.

Proper stocking: the number of animals grazed on a given area that
will result in proper use at the end of the planned grazing
period.

Public lands: formal name for lands administered by the Bureau of
Land Management.

Pure competition: economic situation in which the production of
any one firm is so small when compared to the total production
of an industry that the firm's actions do not influence market
prices.

Range condition: the present state of vegetation of a range site
in relation to the climax (natural potential) plant community
for the site,

Range improvement: a structure, development, or treatment used in
concert with management to rehabilitate, protect, and improve
public land and its resources: to arrest range deterioration; and
to improve forage condition, fish and wildlife habitat, watershed
protection, and livestock production, all consistent with land
use plans.

Range site: a distinctive kind of rangeland that differs from
other kinds in its ability to produce a characteristic natural
plant community.

Range trend: change in vegetation and soil characteristics resulting
directly from environmental factors, primarily climate and grazing.

Raptor: a bird of prey.

Records search inventory: as used in this ES, an inventory of cultural
resources through a search of all known existing records.
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