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For the reader's convenience, terms in bold italics are defined in Appendix 1. 

1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

1.1 Purpose for Project 

Based on the preliminary concerns identified in this 49,000 acre ecosystem, management changes are 
needed in livestock grazing management, roads and trails, and recreation facilities. The Forest Service 
proposes changes to improve conditions of certain streams, while providing recreation opportunities and 
livestock production consistent with resource considerations. The alternatives described and analyzed 
here present management options for livestock grazing, road and trail management, and recreational 
facilities. 

1.2 Project Location 

Figure l, on the inside front cover, outlines the Crooks Canyon/Maverick project area. The general legal 
description is Townships 11-13 North, Ranges 1-3 West, Gila&Salt River Base and Meridian. The area 
is bounded on the northwest by Forest Road 97 (Groom Creek cutoff road), on the west by Highway 
89A and the Hassayampa River, on the south by the Forest boundary and Crooks Canyon, on the east by 
Longfellow Ridge, and on the northeast by Forest Roads 261 (Mt. Union) and 52 (Senator Highway). 
The project area includes the general area of the west facing slope of the Bradshaw Mountains 
administered by the Bradshaw Ranger District, Prescott National Forest. 

1.3 Existing Conditions 

The project area includes two grazing allotments, where livestock are under permit to graze yearlong, 
rotating between fenced units. Livestock concentrate in the riparian areas and near waters. Forage 
utilization in these areas is heavy while the uplands receive lighter use. Data indicate that roughly 27% 
of the project area is not capable of sustaining livestock grazing because of steep slopes, unstable soils, 
and dense vegetation that limits forage production. Proper management and control of livestock is 
hampered when gates are left open by forest visitors. 

Riparian areas include part of the Hassayampa River, Wolf Creek, Indian Creek, Groom Creek, Copper 
Creek, Milk Creek, and Crooks Canyon, and all of Slate Creek and Ash Creek. Riparian conditions are 
generally poor to fair compared to site potentials. Some areas exhibit low plant" vigor, low structural and 
species diversity of plant life, extensive bare soil, and unstable stream banks. 

Unsatisfactory watershed condition, where soil loss exceeds acceptable levels, occurs on about 5% of 
the project area. Such areas are associated with juniper and pinyon pine vegetation on steep slopes of 
the Pole Canyon drainage, on the southwest slopes of Maverick Mountain, and on portions of the 
"Sparks" wildfire area south of Ponderosa Park. 

Threatened, endangered, and sensitive species ( TE&S) such as the Mexican spotted owl and northern 
goshawk occur in the project area. The overall lack of vegetative diversity due to past fire suppression 
and historic timber harvest activities has reduced the quality of wildlife habitat for some birds, animals, 
and amphibians. 
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Day use at the confluence of the Hassayampa River and Indian Creek is popular with a few local 
residents. Those who play in the river currently park their vehicles along Road 66, sometimes blocking 
access for administrative and emergency traffic and the private land owner at the south end of the road. 

The Senator Highway is a popular road for scenic drives and picnics. In the past few years, an average 
of 250 interpretive brochures about Palace Station, a historic stage stop, have been removed each month 
(May - September average; October - March average was 50) from a self-service distribution box on 
Road 52 at Palace. If each of these brochures represented a tour of Palace Station by a family group, the 
result would be approximately 3,360 visitors ( 420 Recreation Visitor Days) per year. 

The current trail system is disjunct and lacks clear direction, signing, and information regarding 
appropriate trail use. The lack of adequate management has led to violations and unauthorized 
motorized use on designated non-motorized trails. 

More than 70 miles of roads and more than 50 miles of trails exist in the project area. Most roads 
require high clearance or 4-wheel drive vehicles. The location of some roads and trails and the general 
lack of maintenance contribute to increased runoff and erosion, decreased water quality, and has affected 
key wildlife habitat, such as riparian areas. In places, roads and trails do not provide the kinds of 
opportunities and experiences desired by some forest visitors. Parking for the E+L Trail and Yankee 
Doodle Trail is inadequate for equestrians, the primary users of these trails. 

1.4 Desired Condition 

Riparian areas are productive and approach the potential natural community expected in various stream 
segments. Human uses are managed to be compatible with the natural resources. Dispersed recreation is 
featured in the area, and it is managed to reduce impacts on the land. The transportation system meets 
the expectations of users and the needs of the agency while maintaining ecosystem health. Semi
primitive and motorized recreation opportunities and experiences for a variety of users are enhanced and 
provided in a cost-effective way. Key wildlife habitat components for TE&S species are maintained or 
enhanced. 

1.5 Objectives 

The following objectives have been described for this project and provide more detail on how this 
project will contribute to desired conditions. 

• Apply a livestock grazing strategy that allows vegetative structure, composition, and vigor to 
improve in all areas where there is the potential for improvement. 

• Make effective use of full capacity rangeland. 

• Riparian management favors the regeneration of woody species, increased vegetative ground 
cover, improved bank stability, and increased plant vigor in all areas with such potential. 

• Roads, trails, and recreation sites are managed to reduce soil erosion and impacts to riparian 
areas. 

• The trail system is organized, easy to use and understand, and accommodates a variety of user 
groups. 



• Developed recreation sites meet agency standards for accessibility. 

• Provide for the maintenance and recovery of threatened, endangered, and sensitive species and 
their habitats. 

• Achieve project objectives in a cost-effective manner. 

1.6 Background 

1.6.1 Ecosystem Management 

The goal of ecosystem management is to sustain patterns and processes typical of the natural ecosystem. 
Functioning ecosystems operate in balance but are always changing. Conditions vary within some 
natural range. An ecological approach in management strives to maintain a balanced range of conditions 
in between catastrophic events, to avoid actions which throw the system out of equilibrium or which 
increase the frequency or severity of catastrophes, and to enhance system recovery to equilibrium or 
balance. A healthy ecosystem is sustainable, diverse, resilient, and productive. 

An ecosystem approach to management recognizes that humans are a part of the ecosystem. 
Management means bringing many parts together for joint performance toward the desired result. 
Ecosystem management then is using an ecological approach "to achieve the multiple use management 
of National Forests and Grasslands by blending the needs of people and environmental values in such a 
way that National Forests and Grasslands represent diverse, healthy, productive, and sustainable 
ecosystems." (An Ecological Basis for Ecosystem Management). • 

The process utilized to evaluate conditions and proposed actions in this project area is Integrated 
Resource Management (R3 IRM Guidebook, fourth ed.). This process guided the Interdisciplinary 
Team (ID Team) through an ecological assessment, then to the development and analysis of 
alternatives. Public involvement is included at various phases of the project. Our primary resource 
analysis tool is the Terrestrial Ecosystem Survey, which identifies ecological units and predicts 
responses to management actions and natural events. 

1.6.2 Project History 

The Prescott Forest Land Management Plan (Forest Plan) identified the Crooks Canyon and Maverick 
grazing allotments as high priorities for planning. The "priority" status reflects concerns for resource 
conditions and possible overstocking of livestock. Then District Ranger John Holt initiated the analysis 
of the Maverick allotment area on December 17, 1990 when a scoping report was mailed to potentially 
affected and interested people (PR 4). (Note: The preceding number in parentheses refers to a specific 
document in the Project Record. This type of referencing appears throughout this document). 
Comments received centered on riparian protection and the question of the capability and value of the 
area for livestock grazing. 

On-the-ground review was then made to verify conditions, issues, and opportunities. On January 26, 
1993, Holt directed an ID Team to review existing information and propose a group of projects and 
practices that would move resource conditions toward desired conditions (PR 13). The project area was 
also broadened to include more of the Hassayampa River Watershed ecosystem, specifically the Crooks 
Canyon grazing allotment. The project boundary has been adjusted slightly based on additional 
opportunities identified. 
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The Forest Supervisor, Mike King, shared the environmental assessment (EA) and "pre-decision" with 
the public on February 21, 1996 (PR 180). The Forest Service received numerous comments which 
were considered and discussed in a supplement to the EA (PR 230). About this same time, two national 
environmental organizations filed a lawsuit over certain aspects of the Forest Plan. The Crooks Canyon 
and Maverick allotments were specifically identified in this lawsuit. The project was "put on hold" 
while the Forest Service and attorneys considered and prepared for the case. The case remains 
unresolved. 

In the mean time, the Forest Service has proceeded with several minor projects in this project area. 
These projects fall into categories of actions which generally do not individually or cumulatively have a 
significant effect of the human environment. These actions may be categorically excluded from 
documentation in an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or EA if no extraordinary circumstances 
related to the project exist. (FSH 1909 .15 Chapter 30). Minor projects already completed or planned for 
completion in the immediate future are listed below: 

• Plow, pile and bum most of the chaparral within the 173-acre area along White Spar Highway 
89A to remove hazardous fuels and prevent a wildfire and damage to private property or natural 
resources. Leave junipers and ponderosa pines that are visible above the chaparral. 

• Remove juniper and create contour furrows and/or sediment retention ponds over a 167-acre area 
to increase ground cover and improve watershed conditions in the Black Mountain Unit of the 
Crooks Canyon Allotment. 

• Hassayampa River willow, cottonwood, and ash plantings and access management actions in 
three areas totaling 93 acres. 

• Stabilize bank at Milk Creek and Forest Road 94. 

• Reconstruct the picnic area at Mt. Union. 

This EA is a rewrite of the Crooks Canyon/Maverick Ecosystem Management Project EA prepared in 
1996. The scope of the project has been narrowed to include livestock grazing, road and trail 
management, and recreational developments. Other projects being considered will be analyzed 
separately. However, these possible future projects are considered in the analysis of cumulative effects 
contained throughout Chapter 3 of this document. Also considered in the analysis of cumulative effects 
are those projects listed above. 

1. 7 Forest Service Proposal 

The Proposed Action is one of five alternatives, and should not be confused with the result of this 
planning process which will be the identification of a selected alternative in the pending Decision 
Notice. The selected alternative will be the alternative that is ultimately implemented, which may be the 
Proposed Action or another alternative as described in this document or modified based upon public 
comments. 

The Proposed Action is Alternative A, as described below. The Proposed Action was designed to 
improve ecosystem functions by managing vegetation (prescribed fire and silvicultural treatments), to 
improve riparian and aquatic ecosystems through grazing management and stream course and riparian 
improvement projects, to manage access via roads and trails for various user groups, and to improve 



recreation opportunities and experiences. The Proposed Action was shared with the public on April 6, 
1994 (PR 46). Comments on this proposal were used to identify issues and develop other alternatives 
(PR 56, 87, 93, 102, 103). 

In light of the litigation and as a way of expediting vital resource work, the project scope has been 
narrowed. For reference, the original Forest Service Proposal is described below in its entirety. Fire 
Manaeement, Insect and Disease Treatment, and Soil and Water Improvements projects have 
been dropped from this analysis(#). Alternative A description in Chapter 2 however carries forward 
only those projects within the new project scope (*). 

(*)Livestock Manaeement: The two grazing allotments would be managed as one. Eight miles of 
fencing in two segments would be constructed to create two additional pastures. This would allow for 
a multi-unit rotation grazing system to be implemented. One fence would run north/south generally 
from Ponderosa Park to Road 667 and tie into the existing cross fence. The other proposed fence 
would run northeast/southwest from Road 667 to the PBar Ranch headquarters area. Four additional 
waters would be developed or improved primarily for livestock. 

(*)Road and Trail Manaeement: No new roads are proposed. We propose to close and obliterate 2.4 
miles of existing roads. Another 1.3 miles would be assigned to individuals under special use pennits. 
We would construct 1.0 mile of new motorized trail, 1.0 mile of new non-motorized trail, and 
reconstruct 7.6 miles of existing motorized trail. Slate Creek trail would be closed to vehicles (2.9 
miles). The Climax trail would become a stock trail (non-motorized use acceptable). 

(*)Recreation Facility Manaeement: To improve recreation facilities we propose four projects: I) to 
reconstruct the existing picnic area at Mt. Union, 2) to make Palace Station available to the public as a 
rental facility, 3) to improve management of the popular day use area at Indian Creek-Hassayampa 
Creek confluence, and 4) to develop a trailhead to access the Yankee Doodle, Venezia, E+L, Collins, 
and Elouise trails. 

(#)Fire Manaeement: Prescribed fire would be applied to 33,134 acres in 21 blocks. The priority 
areas are adjacent to the Ponderosa Park subdivision and in Ash Creek Basin where wildfire risk is 
highest due to heavy fuel accumulations and proximity to homes. One block of 248 acres west of 
Ponderosa Park would be treated with a bulldozer to selectively remove chaparral but retain large pines 
and junipers. Brush would then be piled and burned. Three blocks ( l, 130 acres) south and southeast 
of Ponderosa Park would include the thinning of ponderosa pine prior to slash burning. The remaining 
area identified for prescribed burning is dominated by chaparral and would be treated over 5 to l 0 
years with an objective of burning 60% of the area and retaining 40% unburned. A Prescribed Natural 
Fire Plan would be developed. Some control lines would need to be constructed. Prescriptions and 
buffers would be employed to achieve desired results and protect valuable resources, including homes, 
unique resources, and wildlife habitat components. 

(#}Insect and Disease Treatment: To suppress an area with heavy mistletoe infestation near Palace 
Station, 52 acres would be heavily thinned beginning with the younger, heavily infected, and 
suppressed trees. The prescription would result in an average 50% canopy cover and 125 trees per 
acre. 

(#)Soil and Water Improvements: Improvements to soil and water resources are proposed in 
fourteen areas, affecting 3 70 acres. These projects include such things as: improved creek crossings 
associated with roads, juniper treatment for increased ground cover, seeding and tree plantings, and 
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barriers to reduce vehicle and dispersed camping impacts immediately adjacent to Indian Creek and 
the Hassayampa River. 

1.8 Decision to be Made 

The District Ranger is the Responsible Official who will decide to what extent a change in management 
is needed to address the project purpose and need and achieve project objectives. The District Ranger 
may decide to select the "no action" alternative, defer any action to a later date, or select a combination 
of projects and practices to employ. If the decision involves an action alternative, the District Ranger 
will decide what actions are needed to improve/maintain ecosystem health and function, more 
specifically how livestock grazing will be managed, what road and trail system best meets the area 
objectives, and what recreation improvements are appropriate. The decision must be economically 
feasible. 

1.9 Issues and Measures 

An environmental assessment is structured around the project's purpose and need and the significant 
issues identified through the scoping process. Significant issues are those within the scope of the 
analysis, those that are used to develop alternatives to the proposed action, and those that are important 
to the decision process. Significant issues are identified by the ID team and approved by the Decision 
Maker. 

Issues are identified through a process of scoping with the public and from the input of Forest Service 
resource specialists. Since an EA was previously shared with the public and extensive comments were 
received, the ID Team has even more information about issues and concerns. This has been a long
standing project with several opportunities for public involvement and commenting. 

1.9.1 Issues Eliminated from Detailed Study 

The purpose of an EA is not a rigorous analysis of every facet of the environment related to a proposal, 
but rather to provide a basis for concluding whether there will or may be significant environmental 
impacts. The EA is intended to be a brief document that summarizes technical findings and conclusions. 
The EA needs to contain enough analysis and discussion of environmental effects to permit the Decision 
Maker to make a reasoned decision and finding of consistency with applicable laws and Forest Plan 
direction. 

The following list includes issues that are either outside the scope of the analysis, irrelevant to the 
decision being made, or not major issues used to develop or compare alternatives. Therefore, they have 
been dropped from detailed study. 

The following issues are associated with parts of the proposed action that have since been dropped 
because of the narrowed scope of the decision to be made. 

• Air quality effects from prescribed burning and wildfire 
• Threat of wildfire 
• Prescribed burning effects on wildlife 
•· Visual quality effects of vegetation management near Ponderosa Park and Palace Station 



The following concerns were identified through comments on the original EA~ but are not significant 
issues used in the development of alternatives or analysis and comparison of alternatives (PR 230). 

• Archaeological resources 
• Profitability of livestock ranching 
• Watershed condition 
• Mining impacts 
• Water quality 
• Southwestern Willow Flycatcher impacts 

The following concerns are within the scope of the project; the rationale for dropping them from 
consideration is provided here. 

• Vandalism at Palace Station An internal concern was raised about potential increased vandalism at 
Palace Station if the adjacent trailhead is developed or if the interior of the building is opened to the 
public as a recreation lodging or museum facility. During the past 20 years, there have not been any acts 
of wanton vandalism at Palace Station (Vandergon, personal conversation). There was a break-in during 
1985, associated with a series of burglaries in the forest south of Prescott, which resulted in property 
theft. Between 1973 and 1992, when there was a permanent resident at Palace Station, things were 
occasionally stolen from the property (including off of the porch). In I 993, a volunteer caretaker was 
stationed at Palace Station. Vandalism has not occurred since a volunteer caretaker has been present. 
Stationing a volunteer caretaker at Palace would continue in all alternatives, including the "no action" 
alternative. 

• Speeding through Forest neighborhoods A concern about traffic speeding on County Road IO I 
and Forest Road 97 through the Ponderosa Park subdivision was raised by area residents as a result of 
our proposal to develop a parking area for a popular day use area at Indian Creek. Speeding on County 
and private roads is outside the scope of this analysis and Forest Service jurisdiction. Speeding vehicles 
may belong to local residents as well as Forest visitors. There is no evidence that Forest visitors to the 
Hassayampa River are any more likely to speed than other drivers who use these roads. 

Current ( 1994) County traffic counts on County Road IO I through Ponderosa Park show an average of 
536 vehicles per day. Probably more than 90% of these vehicles are accessing the Ponderosa Park 
subdivision, and do not use the 97 road east to Wolf Creek. However, this traffic count may include a 
few current users of the day use area at Indian Creek. 

The objective of developing a parking area would not be to increase use of the area, but only to manage 
existing use. Up to 25 vehicles belonging to users of Indian Creek day use area have been observed 
parked along Forest Roads 66 and 97 at one time. The proppsed parking area would only accommodate 
up to 15 vehicles at one time. If the cars at the proposed parking area were to tum over three times in a 
day (total vehicles= 45 per day), this would be a maximum net increase of 20 vehicles per day through 
Ponderosa Park which is only four percent of the total use of County Road IO I. 

• Private lands Currently, private land owners in the project area have the right to subdivide these 
lands into two to five acre parcels. Parcel splitting often occurs without thorough investigation of 
environmental or social effects, and sometimes without proper clearances from the County. The result 
can be haphazard development involving a range of landowners each with different land ethics, goals, 
and expectations. Accelerated runoff from roads and developments has impacted stream channels. 
Poorly planned subdivisions may create parcels with no access, or access only across National Forest 
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System land. Fire hazard and sanitation problems are also a concern to both Yavapai County and 
Prescott National Forest. This is a concern for the Forest Service and other County Agencies, but is 
outside the scope of this project. 

1.9.2 Key Issues and Measures 

Reflecting both internal and external concerns, the ID Team identified the following key issues. The ID 
Team also developed measures for each of the key issues to describe and compare the alternatives, 
evaluate issue resolution, evaluate attainment of objectives, and describe environmental impacts. Many 
effects are not easily quantified, and some measures will be expressed in more qualitative terms. In 
order to get a complete understanding of the effects of alternative implementation, it is important to read 
the narratives and review the data presented in Chapter 3 in addition to the following issue descriptions. 

Issue 1. Grazing may reduce the riparian vegetation, vegetative ground cover, and the stability 
of ripu ~an areas. Cattle tend to congregate in riparian areas due to the water, forage, and flat 
ground found there. This issue also relates to effects on wildlife habitat as riparian areas are vital 
habitats for many wildlife species. 

Measure: Narrative of riparian area condition and trend of meeting riparian area objectives. 
Grazing season and duration of use. 
Narrative of quality of wildlife habitat in riparian areas. 

Issue 2. Grazing may occur in areas that are not capable of sustained forage production. 

Measure: Acres by capability and productivity classes. 
Narrative of social conflicts. 

Issue 3. Construction of recreation facilities, trail use, and obliteration of roads and trails may 
cause soil impacts. Many of these areas occur along riparian areas and cause the most concern. 

Measure: Miles of trail on terrain with slopes >40% and on terrain with slopes <40%. 
Miles of roads and trails obliterated. 
Number of recreation facilities planned. 

Issue 4. Road, trail, and other recreation uses may impact wildlife habitat and livestock 
operations. The rancher is concerned about gates being left open. Several people are concerned 
that noise from vehicles may disturb wildlife. There is also a concern that camping activities may 
have negative impacts to wildlife habitat and movement patterns in riparian areas. Proposed 
recreation projects, developments, and facilities may impact endangered, threatened, and sensitive 
species and/or their habitat. 

Measures: Narrative of impacts to wildlife by road, trail and other recreation users. 
Number of fence/trail/road intersections where gates may be left open. 

Issue 5. Changes in current grazing management may adversely impact the economics and 
managerial feasibility of grazing cattle on the allotments. Changes in grazing management may 
include reduced numbers of livestock, changes in the season and pattern of use, and reduced area 
allocated to grazing. 



Measure: Narrative of economic and managerial feasibility of grazing system~ pattern and timing of 
pasture use and rest. and numbers of livestock. 

Issue 6. Different types of recreation users may create safety problems and value conflicts on 
roads and trails. Conflicts have occurred between hikers/equestrians and mountain 
bikes/motorcycles. Noise from motors bothers some people. 

Measures: Narrative of user conflict. 
Miles of motorized and non-motorized trails. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED 
ACTION 

2.1 ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT 

Chapter 2 presents the alternatives developed for livestock management , roads and trails, and recreation 
facilities development and management of the project area. 

The ID Team used the Forest Plan Implementation Process to identify opportunities, possible 
management actions, and alternatives (PR 38, 40, 44). Information was shared with potentially affected 
people, specifically to display existing and desired future conditions, initial proposal, and draft 
alternatives (PR 20, 26, 46, I 05). Comments were solicited. 

The initial proposal and tentative alternative themes were approved by the Responsible Official April 6, 
1994 when he directed the Interdisciplinary Team to move into the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) analysis portion of the Forest Plan Implementation Process (PR 46). A Scoping Report 
presenting the initial proposal and tentative alternative themes was sent to potentially affected people at 
that time (PR 4 7). Comments received on the proposal have been considered in identifying and refining 
key components of the project. 

The range of alternatives was developed to respond in various ways to the Purpose And Need For Action 
and to the Key Issues discussed in Chapter 1. The alternatives were developed through a series ofID 
Team meetings, resource inventories, field verifications, and public interaction. Each alternative differs 
in its emphasis and approach to managing the resources within the area. 

2.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DROPPED FROM DETAILED 
STUDY 

The Interdisciplinary Team considered several alternatives that were subsequently dropped from detailed 
study. These alternatives are listed below~ and the rationale for dropping them is found in Appendix 2. 

• Coordinated Ranch Plan 
• Recreational equestrian campground near Palace Station 
• Road maintenance 
• Extensive mistletoe treatments of mixed-conifer stands 
• Insect and disease treatment for a 52-acre area near Palace Station 
• Remove tamarisk at Orr Spring 

2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

In addition to the Proposed Action (Alternative A), a range of alternatives has been developed to address 
the key issues raised during scoping while wholly or partially responding to the Purpose and Need for 
Action. Five alternatives were considered in detail. One of these, Alternative B, is the No Action 
alternative, and proposes no changes in management or facilities. The other four "action" alternatives 
propose various levels of management. 



2.3.1 Design Features Common to All Action Alternatives 

Elements considered in designing the alternatives are included in this section as well as actions or 
requirements which are common to:all action alternatives. These items include the design features 
which direct the location and extent of projects, and the measures designed to reduce potential negative 
environmental effects of proposed activities. Design features are in addition to the objectives listed in 
Chapter I and provide more site-specific detail in most cases. 

l. Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be employed in all phases of the project from 
planning to implementation and monitoring. BMPs are preventative practices to protect soil and 
water resources. BMPs include, but are not limited to, structural and non-structural controls, 
operations, and maintenance procedures. BMPs can be applied before, during, and after pollution 
producing activities to reduce or eliminate the introduction of pollutants into receiving waters ( 40 
CFR 130.2 - EPA Water Quality Standards Regulation). Usually BMPs are applied as a system of 
practices rather than a single practice. Applicable design feature practices specifically used in the 
design of alternatives are found in the Forest Service Handbook 2509.22 "Soil and Water 
Conservation Practices Handbook." BMPs applicable to this project are listed and described in 
Appendix 3. 

2. Legal and biological requirements for the conservation of endangered, threatened, proposed, and 
sensitive plants and animals have been considered. Key current management guidelines at the time of 
the analysis for this project are the Prescott National Forest Land Management Plan (I 986), Region
wide Amendment to Forest Plans for Mexican Spotted Owl and Goshawk (6/96), and the Mexican 
Spotted Owl Recovery Plan ( 12/95). Endangered, threatened, and sensitive species have been 
identified in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department. Interagency cooperation is ongoing and will continue through all phases of the project. 

3. Key areas would be identified and monitored for forage utilization. A key area would normally 
be 1/4 to I mile from water, located on productive soils on level to intermediate slopes, and be readily 
accessible for grazing. Size of the key forage monitoring areas could be 20 to 500 acres. Key areas 
may be closer than l/4 to l mile from water and less than 20 acres, such as with perennial and 
intermittent streams. Key areas are generally defined and mapped in allotment management plans 
and annual operating plans. There would be a minimum of 1 key area per grazing unit. 

Adjustments in numbers of grazing animals, rotation schedule, or season of use would be made if 
allowable forage utilization standards were exceeded. Cattle would move to the next scheduled 
pasture or off the allotment when these forage utilization standards were met or exceeded. The option 
to return livestock to a pasture that has received adequate plant regrowth would be considered if all 
resource objectives could be met. 

Key species and proper seasonal forage utilization percentages for uplands include: 

Species 
Side Oats Grama (Bouteloua curtipendula) 
Blue Grama (Bouteloua gracilis) 
Three Awn (Aristida species) 
Squirrel Tail (Sitanion hystrix) 
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Growing Season 
25% 
25% 
25% 
25% 

Dormant Season 
50% 
50% 
50% 
50% 



Key species and proper utilization levels for riparian areas include: 

Blue grass (Poa pratensis) 
Sedges (Carex species all) 
Wire grass (Juncus species all) 
All riparian woody species 

2.3.2 Alternative Descriptions 

3 11 stubble height 
411 stubble height 
411 stubble height 
20% on shoots reachable by livestock 

Alternative maps are included in Appendix 4. Livestock rotation schedules for each alternative are 
included in Appendix 5. 

Alternative A - Forest Service Proposal (portions within the scope of this analysis) 

This alternative would invest in range improvements to improve resource conditions. Grazing 
would be maintained in all areas. The alternative would provide a mix of recreation opportunities 
and experiences with an emphasis on cost-effective service to the public. The objective of access 
would be to meet most agency needs and public expectations. 

Livestock Manaeement: Alternative A is analyzed with a stocking rate range from 2,040 to 2,868 
head months. (In all alternatives, the low end of this range of numbers represent the present carrying 
capacity. The high end represents the anticipated carrying capacity once all resource objectives are met. 
Calculations of carrying capacity are contained in PR 158). The grazing strategy proposed in this 
alternative employs rest, season and duration of use, and stocking rate adjustments to improve forage 
utilization patterns, protect riparian areas, and better match grazing use to areas of high and moderate 
grazing value. 

North Portion of Both Allotments: Allow 3 years rest to encourage initial riparian recovery and to 
facilitate ponderosa pine regeneration on 662 harvested acres included in the Maverick Forest Plan 
Implementation Project. 

North Portion of Maverick Allotment: Install a 4-mile cross fence from the Buzzard Mine area north 
to the Ponderosa Park area to create 3 units in the north. After the initial 3-year rest in the north, 
livestock grazing would rotate through these units for short periods during the spring, summer, or 
fall. Scheduled use would vary from year to year. 

South Portion of Maverick Allotment: Install a 4-mile cross fence from the south allotment boundary 
north toward Middlewater Creek, then northeast tying into the existing North/South Unit division 
fence to create 3 units in the chaparral vegetation type which is suited to grazing any time of the year. 

Southwest Portion of Crooks Canyon Allotment: Graze the existing small units in the southwest 
portion in a deferred- or rest-rotation system, primarily during the spring and late summer seasons. 

Range Improvements: Develop four waters: storage at an existing source (near Elouise Mine, Tl2N, 
RI W, Section 31 ), and three spring developments (along Climax Mine Trail, Tl2.5N, R2W, Section 
6; near Climax Mine, T12N, R3W, Section l; near Maverick Ridge, T12.5N, R2W, Section 34). 
Adjust east allotment boundary fence to eliminate fence crossing Yankee Doodle Trail #284. 
Motorized trails 274 and 129 would become stock trails (non-motorized use acceptable). 

Road and Trail Manaeement: No new roads are proposed. 
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Proposed Road Actions: 

*Close Road 9403, mechanical obliteration ( 1.0 miles) 
*Close Road 9708C, mechanical obliteration ( 1.0 miles) 
*Close Road 302R, natural obliteration (0.4 miles) 
*Change Road 9262 to special use road (0.8) 
*Change Road 9406U to include a portion of Road 66 (0.5 miles) 

Proposed Trail Actions: 

*Construct new motorized trail between Palace Station and Yankee Doodle (Longfellow Ridge) Trail 
284 ( 1.0 miles). 

*Construct new trail between north end of Maverick Ridge Trail and Trailhead at the intersection of 
Forest Roads 97 and 97B (1.0 mile). 

*Reconstruct Elouise Trail 306 (2.1 miles): I) Construct new trail around Elouise Mine ( 1.4 miles), 
2) Reconstruct connection between Elouise Trail 306 and Yankee Doodle Trail 284 (0.1 miles), 3) 
Obliterate old connection (0.6 miles). 

*Reconstruct Golden Eagle Trail 280 for motorized and other uses (3.1 miles). 
*Reconstruct Yankee Doodle Trail 284 between Roads 261 and 52 for motorized use (3.2 miles). 
*Natural obliteration for Slate Creek Trail 277 (2.9 miles). 
*Change Climax Trail 274 (2.2 miles) to a stock trail. 
*Change Buzzard Trail 129 (3.6 miles) to stock trail. 

Recreation Facility Management: 

Indian Creek Day Use Area Access: Construct a gravel-surfaced parking area for I 0-15 vehicles near 
the junction of Forest Roads 97 and 66, and include a handicapped accessible vault toilet, picnic tables 
and cook stoves for day use, host site, and interpretation of riparian areas. Construct a trail to connect 
the parking area to the river. Prohibit parking along Forest Roads 97 and 66 in the vicinity of the 
water play area. 

Palace Station Trailhead: Develop a trailhead, approximately 1/4 mile north of Palace Station on the 
east side of Senator Highway, to access several area trails including E+L, Venezia, Collins, Elouise, 
and Yankee Doodle trails as well as several proposed trails. The facility would include an accessible 
toilet, parking (gravel surface) for up to 15 vehicles, five picnic tables and cook stoves for picnic/day 
use, hitching rails, OHV loading ramp, and a host site. Close and rehabilitate the existing E+L 
trailhead. 

Alternative 8- No Action: 

This alternative provides a baseline for comparison with other alternatives. Current management 
would continue for this planning period. No adjustments to allotment management would be 
made to improve riparian ecosystem functions. Access would continue to meet some agency needs 
and public expectations. Recreational impacts would not be addressed. 

Livestock Management: Currently, 250 animals yearlong are pennitted on the Maverick Allotment 
and 175 animals yearlong are pennitted.on the Crooks Canyon Allotment (the equivalent of 3,000 and 
2, I 00 head months respectively). The two allotments are managed separately. Current livestock 
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management follows direction of the annual operating plans. The current grazing permittee favors the 
stocking rate of this alternative. 

Maverick Allotment: Cattle would graze the North Unit of the Maverick Allotment for 5 to 6 months 
in the spring and summer. They would then move to the South Unit for the remainder of the year. 

Crooks Canyon Allotment: Cattle would graze the Palace Unit (north) for roughly 2 to 3 months in 
the summer, move to the Bodie Unit in the fall, and graze the southwestern units in the winter. All 
livestock would be removed from the Crooks Canyon Allotment in April and May. Some annual 
variations to this rotation have occurred since 1993. 

Road and Trail Manaeement: No new roads would be constructed and no additional roads would be 
scheduled for obliteration. No new trails, other than those previously approved by the Maverick Forest 
Plan Implementation Project in the upper Hassayampa River Watershed, would be constructed. 

Recreation Facility Management: No new facilities would be developed and existing recreation 
impacts would not be addressed. 

Alternative C: 

Access would be reduced to provide only for minimum management needs. Livestock grazing 
would be discontinued. No recreation facilities would be constructed or reconstructed in this 
alternative. 

Livestock Management: Livestock grazing would be discontinued. Segments of fences no longer 
needed for livestock management that interfere with recreation or wildlife movements would be 
removed. Fence sections associated with adjacent allotments along the Yankee Doodle Trail #284 
would be adjusted to eliminate fence/trail crossings. The stock trail from roads 73A to 710 would be 
abandoned. 

Road and Trail Management: 

Proposed Road Actions: 

In addition to obliterating Roads 9403 (0.5 miles), 9708C ( 1.0 mile), and 302R (0.4 miles) as 
indicated in Alternative A, the following roads would be obliterated (for a total of 9.5 miles): 

*9402W (1.1 miles) 
*9712E Buzzards Roost (3.0 miles) 
*9402V Bodie Mine (1.0 miles) 
*69 Lower Board Creek (1.4 miles) 
*Section of 52B (0.3 miles) 
*9262R (0.8 miles) 

In addition to the change on Road 9406U (0.5 miles) as indicated in Alternative A, the following road 
status changes would occur ( for a total of 5. 7 miles): 

*70 to non-motorized trail ( 1.5 miles) 
*9403 to motorized trail (2.5 miles) 
*667 to motorized trail ( 1.2 miles) 
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Proposed Trail Actions: 

The following trails would be obliterated (for a total of I 7.3 miles): 

*277 Slate Creek (2.9 miles) 
*274 Climax (2.2 miles) 
*38 I Venezia ( 1.0 miles) 
*3 I 9 Old Bodie Mine Road (4.6 miles) 
*306 Elouise (0. 7 miles) 
*280 Golden Eagle (2.3 miles) 
* 129 Buzzard (3.6 miles) 

Recreation Facility Manaeement: No recreation facilities would be constructed or reconstructed in 
this alternative. 

Alternative D: 

Grazing management would be adjusted to enhance management of riparian area on the Upper 
Hassayampa River sub-watershed. The alternative would have a high level of access with 
increased emphasis on motorized use and trailhead development. 

Livestock Manaeement: Livestock management in this alternative was developed by the grazing 
permittee to respond to key riparian area management needs. 

Maverick Allotment: Alternative D is analyzed with a stocking rate range from 636 to 960 head 
months for the Maverick Allotment portion of the project area. One 4-mile cross fence (basically 
along roads 79B and 74, then north to Ponderosa Park) would be installed to isolate the key riparian 
areas from the rest of the North Unit. Special management could then be practiced to meet riparian 
objectives. Management of the remainder of the Maverick Allotment would generally follow that 
described for Alternative B. 

Crooks Canyon Allotment: Alternative D is analyzed with a stocking rate range from 600 to 1,080 
head months for the Crooks Canyon Allotment portion of the project area. Livestock management on 
the Crooks Canyon Allotment would follow that described in Alternative 8. 

Range Improvements: Develop the three springs identified in Alternative A. Adjust east allotment 
boundary fence to eliminate fence crossing Yankee Doodle Trail #284. 

Road and Trail Manaeement: 

Proposed Road Actions: Road actions would be the same as described in Alternative A, except for the 
following changes: 

*Road 9262 (0.8 miles) would be mechanically obliterated. 
*Road 302R would be converted to a trail (see proposed trail actions below). 

Proposed Trail Actions: Trail actions would be the same as those described in Alternative A, except for 
the following changes and additions: 
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*Construct new motorized trail between Mt. Union and Palace Station (4.9 miles). 
*Reconstruct Elouise Trail 306 (2.1 miles): 1) Construct new trail around Elouise Mine ( 1.4 miles), 

2) Reconstruct connection between Elouise Trail 306 and Yankee Doodle Trail 284 (0.1 miles), 3) 
Obliterate old connection (0.6 miles). 

*Construct trail from Road 79 (Kendall Camp Trailhead) to Road 9403L (to be converted to 
motorized trail); use Road 302R alignment ( 1.3 miles). 

*Reopen Climax Mine Road 710 as a motorized trail to connect with Climax Trail 274 (1.7 miles); 
construct new trail from proposed Glen Oaks trailhead to connect with Climax Mine Road (0.6 
miles). 

*Change status of Slate Creek Trail 277 to non-motorized (2.9 miles). 
*Construct new motorized trail between E+L Trail 281 and Venezia Trail 381 (1.0 miles). 
*Change status ofE+L Trail 281 between Road 52 and Road 70 to motorized (1.0 miles). 
*Change Buzzard Trail 129 to stock trail (3.6 miles). 

Recreation Facility Manaeement: Recreation facilities would be the same as Alternative A, with the 
addition of the following: 

Glen Oaks Trailhead: Develop to include an accessible vault toilet, gravel parking area for up to 15 
vehicles including trailers, 5 picnic tables and cook stoves, hitching rails, off-highway vehicle staging 
area, host site and interpretive signs. 

Yankee Doodle Trailhead: Expand the existing trailhead on Forest Road 26 l to accommodate up to 
eight vehicles with a defined parking area of native material or gravel. No restrooms would be 
constructed. 

Palace Station Trailhead: The trailhead described in Alternative A would be constructed in a slightly 
different location. The location in this alternative would be immediately east of Palace Station on 
Forest Road 52 to respond to a comment received from a member of the public suggesting that the 
trailhead be moved further away from the parcel of private land north of Palace Station on Forest Road 
52. 

Alternative E: 

Livestock grazing would continue but with reduced numbers and less than yearlong grazing. The 
alternative would provide a high level of access with increased emphasis on motorized use and 
trailhead development. 

Livestock Manaeement: Alternative E is analyzed with a stocking rate range from 1,696 to I, 723 head 
months. 

The North Unit of the Maverick Allotment and the Palace Unit of the Crooks Canyon Allotment would 
be abandoned for grazing (roughly 21,700 acres). Grazing capability, forage production, recreation use, 
private lands, existing range improvements, and costs are factors used to define the areas where grazing 
would be discontinued. 

The South, Southwest, and Bodie Units (chaparral) would be grazed in a rest-rotation method for 8 
months during the period from September to April. The remainder of the year, livestock would be 
removed from the grazing allotments. 
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Additional water storage would be developed at Bodie Spring (Tl2N, RI W, Section 31 ). The east 
allotment boundary fence would be adjusted to eliminate fence crossing Yankee Doodle Trail #284. 

Road and Trail Manaeement: Road and Trail management would be the same as Alternative D with 
one exception: the stock trail between roads 73A and 710 would not be necessary and would be naturally 
obliterated. 

Recreation Facility Manaeement: Recreation facilities would be the same as Alternative D. 

2.3.3 SUMMARY TABLES 

The following tables provide a quick reference and comparison of the different alternatives. 

TABLE 1 - SUMMARY OF LIVESTOCK MANAGEMENT BY ALTERNATIVE 

LIVESTOCK MANAGEMENT A 8 C D E 

Livestock Management rest-rotation* switchback** no livestock deferred*** rest-rotation 
Grazing Season yearlong yearlong NA yearlong seasonal-8 months 
Miles Fence Constructed 8 0 0 4 0 
Water Developments 4 0 0 3 1 
Stocking rates-Maverick NA 250 0 53-80 NA 
Stocking rates-Crooks Canyon NA 175 0 50-90 NA 
Stocking Rates-Combined 170-239 NA 0 NA 204-215 
(Headmonths equivalent) 2040-2868 5100 0 1236-2040 1632-1723 

* Rest-Rotation - an intensive management system where grazing is deferred on various parts of the range during succeeding 
years. allowing the deferred part to completely rest for one year or more. 
** Switchback - a two pasture grazing system where livestock graze one unit while the other unit is rested. 
*** Deferred - a grazing system that allows each part of the range to rest successively during the growing season to permit 
seed production. establishment of seedlings. or restoration of plant vigor. 

TABLE 2 - SUMMARY OF ROAD AND TRAIL MILEAGE BY ALTERNATIVE 

ROAD AND TRAIL MILEAGE 

ROADS 
TRAILS, motorized 
TRAILS, non-motorized 
ROADS/TRAILS OBLITERATED 

A 

70.6 
33.7 
16.0 
5.9 

B 

72.5 
38.0 
20.2 

0 

C 

58.3 
23.2 
19.8 
27.8 

D&E 

69.8 
47.2 
17.9 
6.3 

TABLE 3 - SUMMARY OF RECREATION FACILITIES BY ALTERNATIVE 

RECREATION FACILITY A B C D E 

Indian Creek Day Use Area X X X 
Palace Station Trailhead X X X 
Glen Oaks Trailhead X X 
Yankee Doodle Trailhead X X 
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TABLE 4 - SUMMARY OF ROAD AND TRAIL MANAGEMENT BY ALTERNATIVE 

ROAD AND TRAIL PROJECTS A B C D&E 

Close and Obliterate: 
Road 9403, M* (Alt A 1.0 mi, Alt C 0.5 mi) X X X 
Road 9708C, M X X X 
Road 9262, M X X 
Road 302R, N** X X 
Road 9402W, N X 
Road 9402V, N X 
A section of Road 52B, N X 
Road 97 l 2E, N X 
Road 69, M X 

Change Access/Use Designation: 
Road 9403 to motorized trail X 
Road 9406U extended X X X 
Road 9262 to Special Use Pennit X 
Road 70 to non-motorized trail X 
Road 302R to motorized trail X 
Road 66 7 to motorized trail X 
Road 710 to motorized trail X 
Segment of E+L Trail 281 to motorized X 
Climax Trail 274 to stock trail X 
Buzzard Trail 129 to stock trail X X 
Slate Creek Trail 277 to non-motorized X 

Trail Construction: 
New trail E+L to Venezia X 
New trail Palace to Yankee Doodle X X 
New trail Mt. Union to Palace X 
New trail - Elouise 306 X 
New trail to connect 710 to Glen Oaks TH X X 
New trail Maverick Ridge Tr. to TH 284 X 

Trail Reconstruction: 
Elouise Trail 306 X 
Golden Eagle Trail 280 X 
Yankee Doodle Trail 284 (motorized) X X 

Trail Obliteration: 
Slate Creek Trail 277, N X X 
Venezia Trail 381, M X 
Elouise Trail 306, M X 
Golden Eagle Trail 280, M X 
Bodie Mine Trail 319, N X 
Climax Trail 274, N X 
Buzzard Trail 129, N X 

* M = Mechanical Obliteration.** N = Natural Obliteration 



3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter presents site-specific disclosure of the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental 
effects related to the key issues. : 

3.1 VEGETATION, SOIL AND WATER 

3.1.1 ISSUE #1: GRAZING MAY REDUCE THE RIPARIAN VEGETATION, VEGETATIVE 
GROUND COVER, AND THE ST ABILITY OF RIPARIAN AREAS. 

Cattle tend to congregate in riparian areas due to the water, forage and level ground found there. 
Grazing impacts riparian vegetation and stream banks. Forage utilization affects the recruitment of 
new plants, plant vigor, and density of sod-binding sedges. Livestock trample vegetation and stream 
banks. The degree of these impacts varies by alternative, and is closely associated with the season and 
duration of use. Monitoring utilization of woody riparian species in key areas and adjusting pasture use 
periods based on utilization would mitigate any potential for undesirable changes in condition and 
trend. Grazing use patterns are diagrammed in Appendix 5. Table 5 below summarizes the expected 
riparian conditions and trends for each alternative. 

ALTERNATIVE A would allow for improvements in both season and duration of use in riparian areas. 
As evidenced in other areas, such as the Crown King Allotment, up front rest in the North and Palace 
Units would allow for initial recovery and an increased density and vigor of riparian vegetation. 
The Creek, Copper, Pole, and Southwest units would each be grazed 2 months during the growing 
season (March-September), then followed by two years summer rest. The South Unit would be used 
one year in three during the growing season, with a three month duration. The Palace Unit would be 
grazed for two months in the early growing season one year, two months in the late growing season the 
following year, and completely rested the entire third year. In all grazing units, use would always be 
followed by at least 14 months rest. 

ALTERNATIVE B would continue long use periods and annual growing season use of some areas. 
Long use periods and high livestock numbers would promote the continuation of excessive utilization 
of riparian vegetation and impacts on the density, vigor, and age-class diversity of the woody species 
and streambank impacts, lowering vegetative ground cover and soil stability. The riparian conditions 
would remain poor to fair with static or downward trends. 

ALTERNATIVE C would maximize the density and vigor of riparian vegetation. Hoof impacts would 
be eliminated, and the potential for stream bank stability would be enhanced. Eventually, an increased 
density of vigorous willows and sod-binding sedges would effectively reduce the impacts of high 
forceful flows. The trend of riparian areas would move from static and downward to upward in a 
relatively short period of time compared to the other alternatives. 

ALTERNATIVE D would greatly reduce impacts to riparian areas in the Creeks Unit: the Upper 
Hassayampa, Wolf Creek, Groom Creek, and portions of Indian Creek. Grazing in early spring two 
years in four would move the systems closer to potential. The effect of fall grazing two years in four 
would be to increase the vigor and density of willows, grasses, sedges and rushes. Utilization of 
woody riparian species during the late fall grazing season would be closely monitored and grazing 
adjusted as needed to encourage willow vigor. Some improvement in other areas would result from the 
reduction in livestock numbers. 
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ALTERNATIVE E would maximize riparian vegetation in the north parts of both allotments. 
Maximized riparian vegetation would enhance the stability and the ability of these systems to mitigate 
forceful flows. Condition and trend for other riparian areas would improve as well, primarily due to 
winter seasonal grazing. 

TABLE 5 - SUMMARY OF RIP ARIAN CONDITION AND TREND AS RELATED TO GRAZING 

EXISTING TREND RATINGS BY ALTERNATIVES 
CHANNEL LOCATION COND. / TREND A B C D E 

ASH CREEK Tl2N,R2W,El/2,S.23 FAIR/STA TIC UP STATIC UP+ UP UP 
COPPER CREEK Tl2.5N,R2W,SE1/4,S.23 FAIR/STATIC UP- STATIC UP+ UP- UP 
CROOKS CANYONT12N,R2W,SE 1/4,S. l 2 POOR/DOWN UP- DOWN UP+ STATIC UP+ 
GROOM CREEK Tl3N,R2W,E 1/2,S.32 POOR/DOWN UP- DOWN UP+ UP- UP 

(lower) 
HASSAYAMPA 
(upper) TI3N,R2W,SE 1/4,S.32 POOR/DOWN UP- DOWN UP+ UP- UP 
(lower) Tl2.5N,R3W,SWl/4,S.36 POOR/DOWN UP- DOWN UP+ STATIC UP 

INDIAN CREEK Tl 3N,R2W,N 1/2,S.32 POOR/ DOWN UP- DOWN UP+ UP- UP 
MILK CREEK TllN,R2W. S.5&8 FAIR/ STATIC UP STATIC UP+ UP STAT/UP 
WOLFCREEK Rl2.5N,T2W,S.22 FAIR/ STATIC UP STATIC UP+ UP UP 

Assumptions: 
1) The term "condition" refers to the analysis of the stability (functioning condition) of riparian areas 
in relationship to site potential. Condition is stated as "GOOD", "FAIR" or "POOR" in tenns of 
meeting or not meeting riparian management objectives. The tenn "trend" refers to the direction of 
condition, and is rated as "UP", "DOWN", or "ST A TIC". 
2) Existing condition and trend is based on the riparian inventories and visual observations of plant 
composition, age class distribution, utilization, the cover and vigor of the herbaceous component, and 
channel condition. 
3) "Trend Ratings by Alternative" are based on projecting an evaluation of the effect of the proposed 
grazing plans. On the "UP" rating, the symbol "UP-" is used to indicate a slow rate of projected 
upward trend, and "UP+" equals maximum potential of trend. 

3.1.2 ISSUE #2: GRAZING MAY OCCUR IN AREAS THAT ARE NOT CAPABLE OF 
SUSTAINED FORAGE PRODUCTION. 

This issue is analyzed by discussing how each alternative matches livestock grazing to areas of no, 
low, moderate, and high grazing value. (See also Appendix 6). Grazing value was determined using 
the Prescott Forest Plan guideline to consider I) range capacity, 2) economic feasibility, and 3) 
conflicts with other resources and forest users in determining grazing management at the project level. 

Range capacity is mapped in Appendix 6. Acres by capability class are displayed here: 

CAPABILITY CLASS 
No Capacity 
Potential Capacity 
Full Capacity 

ACRES 
13,156 
14,984 
18,679 
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Economic feasibility is discussed in more detail under Issue #5 presented later in this document. In 
summary, all alternatives propose a relatively low level of human effort and expense, and the overall 
economic impact of all livestock alternatives to the Prescott area and Yavapai County is negligible. 

Also important in evaluating the economic feasibility of livestock grazing in this project area is forage 
production. Using the Terrestrial Ecosystem Survey map unit legends (PR 158), we estimated each 
site's potential for forage production. Areas producing less than l 00 pounds per acre of total forage are 
classified as Low. All of the no capacity rangeland also falls in this category. Moderate productivity 
potential areas produce from 100 to 200 pounds per acre total forage. High productivity potential 
areas produce from 200 to 500 pounds per acre total forage. Based on expected and reasonable 
management, we found the following: 

PRODUCTIVITY POTENTIAL 
Low 
Moderate 
High 

ACRES 
23,855 
14,550 
8,414 

Resource conflicts are analyzed in other issues. To evaluate conflicts with forest users, we looked at 
proximity to Prescott, recreation values, and private lands. 

• Proximity to Prescott - Maverick Ridge served as the cutoff between moderate (north) and low 
(south) classification. Forest visitation and direct livestock/ social conflicts are reduced as the 
distance from Prescott increases. 

• Recreation Values - A high livestock/social conflict exists where roads and trails intersect 
riparian areas north of Maverick Ridge and along the Senator Highway and Crooks Canyon. A 
moderate conflict exists south of Maverick Ridge where roads and trails intersect with significant 
drainages. 

• Private lands - We assigned a moderate livestock/social conflict rating for all private lands 
within the project area. 

• All other acres were classified as low livestock/social conflict areas. They are expansive areas 
that generally lack access and experience low human use. 

When all the above ecological, economic, and social considerations are combined, the result is a broad 
picture of the area's value for livestock grazing. Areas of a high grazing value are concentrated in the 
west and southwest portions of the project area and comprise 6,647 acres. Areas of a moderate 
grazing value (7,334 acres) are scattered across most vegetation types. Low grazing values are 
assigned to 32,838 acres. 

ALTERNATIVE A maintains livestock grazing on all acres. Mitigation measures of pasture use 
seasons and allowable forage utilization standards would better match livestock use with the social and 
economic factors discussed above when compared to existing management. Grazing would occur in 
areas close to town, riparian areas, and along roads and trails. Lower stocking rates and increased 
management intensity would reduce ecological and social impacts. The cost for necessary range 
improvements would be $40,000 total. Better management of full capacity areas would result as well. 

ALTERNATIVE B would not change grazing patterns. Areas of low grazing value would continue to 
be grazed with no mitigation of undesirable effects. No additional range improvements are proposed. 



ALTERNATIVE C, with no grazing, would best match capability and grazing management in no 
capacity acres and low grazing value areas, but would fail to make use of moderate and high grazing 
value rated areas. Resource conditions would be expected to improve in all areas however. No 
additional range improvements are proposed. 

ALTERNATIVE D would greatly improve management of the key riparian areas north of Maverick 
Ridge, but would fail to make great change over roughly 95% of the total project area. Reduced 
permitted number would result in less impact in all grazing value classes. High grazing value rated 
rangelands would not be managed at a greater intensity. The cost for necessary range improvements 
would be $26,000 total. 

ALTERNATIVE E would eliminate grazing from roughly 21,700 acres. This area contains roughly 
1/2 of the no capacity and low grazing value rated acres in the project area. The area close to town 
would be excluded from grazing. Several key riparian areas would be in the excluded area. Although 
the management intensity on the remaining acres would remain relatively low, livestock gfaZing would 
be focused in areas of moderate and high grazing value ratings. About l /2 of the no capacity and low 
grazing value rated acres would remain in livestock grazing. These areas are so fragmented that it is 
not feasible to completely exclude them and maintain some livestock use of the area. Changes in the 
season of use and stocking rate adjustments would reduce the impacts in all grazing value classes. One 
additional range improvement is proposed. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

We will likely continue to apply capability analyses allotment by allotment through site-specific 
allotment and/or ecosystem planning. This would create an opportunity to apply unique and current 
social and economic criteria. 

Over much of the Bradshaw Mountains we have dense chaparral on steep slopes and a low level of 
existing management intensity. These factors tend to lead to a low grazing value classification. The 
accumulation of applying a capability analysis could lead to similar grazing management actions and 
trends as this project and past projects in similar ecosystems. 

3.1.3 ISSUE#3: CONSTRUCTION OF RECREATION FACILITIES, TRAIL USE, AND 
OBLITERATION OF ROADS AND TRAILS MAY CAUSE SOIL IMPACTS. 

RECREATION FACILITIES: The new construction proposed in ALTERNATIVES A, D and E 
would remove vegetation and expose bare soil. From construction activities, some soil displacement 
would occur. The effect of new facilities would be compacted soils and increased runoff from the 
facilities to the adjacent areas. The potential for some degree of increased runoff to stream channels 
would occur. Some low degree of soil erosion could occur. This effect would be mitigated by 
directing the runoff from the facility to a retention area where infiltration would be enhanced. 
Implementation of Forest standards in design and construction of these facilities as well as the use of 
BMPs would reduce soil and water impacts. 

ALTERNATIVE A proposes two facilities where soil compaction and displacement could occur 
(Palace Station Trailhead and Indian Creek Day Use Area). The Indian Creek Day Use Area is 
situated in a landscape position where the runoff generated from the trail would flow across the 
landscape towards the Hassayampa River. Use ofwaterbars and rolling dips during construction 
would result in no measurable increase in sedimentation in the River. 
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ALTERNATIVES B and C propose no new facilities, and the effect would be no direct increase of 
runoff and soil erosion. Existing impacts would not be addressed however and the existing impacts are 
actually greater than other alternatives that are designed to mitigate existing impacts. 

With the construction of two additional trailheads in ALTERNATIVES D and E, runoff and soil 
erosion would actually be reduced since these two areas would be designed to limit the acreage of bare 
soil and erosion. The areas currently receive low to moderate use, however this use is largely 
unmanaged. 

TRAILS remove the protective litter cover, expose bare soil, and cause soil compaction. This action 
contributes to some degree of runoff and soil erosion from the uplands. Most of the soils have a high 
percentage of rock fragments on the soil surface and in the subsoil. This characteristic reduces the 
potential for soil erosion. Soils associated with the proposed trails are formed from schist and granite. 
These coarse to medium textured soils, having a high protective rock cover, are resistant to impacts 
from trail use. 

Soils associated with topography having slope gradients exceeding 40 percent are commonly shallow 
to bedrock ( < 20 inches), and have lower soil loss tolerance values. Trails constructed on slopes 
exceeding 40 percent may have trail segments with gradients somewhat steeper compared to segments 
associated with topography less than 40 percent. Erosion and runoff rates would be higher in such 
areas. Table 13 (Appendix 8) details miles of trail by alternative in the two slope classes: <40% and 
>40%. In summary, most trails would occur on gentle slopes. 

The high percentage of litter associated with the Forest Formation would improve the potential to 
mitigate runoff and soil erosion. Trails associated with the Chaparral and Woodland Formations have 
a lower percent of vegetative ground cover adjacent to trails; consequently runoff and soil erosion is 
more likely to occur. 

There is a direct correlation between road and trail miles and potential for increased erosion. Trail use, 
slope percentages, and vegetation types also play a role in erosion potential. Table 6 below summarizes 
trail mileage for each alternative, including slope categories and vegetative type. 

TABLE 6-TRAIL MILEAGE ASSOCIATED W/CATEGORY OF USE AND AREA CHARACTERISTICS 

ALTERNATIVE ALL TRAILS MOTORIZED TRAILS >40% MOTORIZED >40% CHAP/WOOD 

A 51.7 36.7 8.2 4.6 9.6 
B 57.6 37.4 12.0 7.5 17.2 
C 43.2 23.4 7.1 3.0 5.0 
D 65.3 47.4 9.2 5.6 14.5 
E 65.3 47.4 9.2 5.6 14.5 

The density of roads and trails in the upper sub-watershed of the Hassayampa River watershed is a 
concern for generating increased overland flows (runoff) to the upper Hassayampa River. Increased 
lengths of the "Maverick" and "Maverick Ridge" trails in ALTERNATIVES A, D, and E would have 
little effect on an increase of runoff and soil erosion to the Upper Hassayampa River. Some degree of 
increased runoff and soil erosion would occur causing slight impacts to the middle section of the 
Hassayampa River. 
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ALTERNATIVE C has the least number of miles associated with all the categories described in Table 
6. This alternative would have the least impact on generating runoff and increased soil erosion. 
ALTERNATIVE A would have the second least impact. ALTERNATIVES D and E have the most 
number of miles associated with all categories of impacts, and would have the highest impact on 
generating increased runoff and soil erosion. 

The design of new trail construction, and reconstruction ( designed to reduce runoff and erosion), 
would effectively reduce trail impacts on the soil/water resource. The high percent of protective rock 
cover would reduce soil erosion and overland flows; however, some small degree of soil erosion and 
suspended sediments in the runoff would occur. Runoff and soil erosion is mitigated by trail design. 
Runoff and transport of detached soil for long distances from areas adjacent to the trail are mitigated 
by the soils well covered by litter cover and large woody material. 

ROADS AND TRAILS: Obliteration of roads and trails would have the effect of covering bare 
compacted soil with an increased vegetative ground cover. The effect would be to reduce soil 
compaction, runoff and soil erosion. There could be short-term reduction in the vegetative ground 
cover and an increase in the exposure of bare soil from mechanical obliteration treatments. 

ALTERNATIVE C proposes the most road and trail obliteration, and therefore would be the most 
beneficial alternative in reducing soil compaction and soil loss associated with roads and trails in the 
long run. ALTERNATIVES B, D, and E would have less effect on a reduction of runoff and erosion. 
ALTERNATIVE B would have the most number of miles of roads, and no road/trail obliteration. 

3.2 CUMULATIVE WATERSHED EFFECTS ANALYSIS 

This will serve to document the analysis of cumulative effects (CE) from a watershed standpoint for the 
proposed Crooks Canyon/Maverick Ecosystem Management project. This cumulative effects analysis 
will consider all proposed projects plus all significant past, present and foreseeable future actions and 
their estimated effects relevant to the cumulative vegetation, soil, and water effects. 

For the purpose of this cumulative effects analysis, the area of analysis was determined to be the 
Hassayampa River watershed associated with the Prescott National Forest. The 49,000-acre Crooks 
Canyon/Maverick Ecosystem Management project is located within the upper portion of the 
Hassayampa River watershed which is a fifth-code watershed. This fifth-code watershed on the Prescott 
National Forest is 123,568 acres in size. This project area drains into the Hassayampa River which 
flows south off of the forest into the Gila River. The project area represents 40% of the Hassayampa 
River watershed on the forest. Appendix 7 contains descriptions of pertinent past, present, and future 
projects analyzed here. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING In the historic past, grazing in some areas of the uplands has contributed to 
a lowered watershed condition by reducing the vegetative ground cover causing soil compaction. Soil 
erosion increased and sediment was delivered to the stream channel. This has occurred mainly on 
slope gradients of Oto 20 percent in the Woodland Formation. In the Riparian Formation, excessive 
utilization impacts have occurred in some reaches. Recruitment of woody species has been lowered. 
Overgrazing impacts in the Forest and Chaparral Formation are uncommon. 

We will continue to apply grazing capacity analyses allotment by allotment through analysis and 
planning. This will create an opportunity to apply unique and current social and economic criteria. 
Over much of the Bradshaw Mountains we have dense chaparral on steep slopes and a low level of 
existing management intensity. Based on this analysis, these factors tend to low grazing value ratings. 
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The accumulation of applying a grazing capacity analysis could lead to similar grazing management 
actions and trends as this project and past projects in similar ecosystems. 

The overall watershed condition of the Maverick and Crooks Canyon allotments is satisfactory. All 
alternatives represent a reduction in stocking rates from Alternative B (No Change). From a CE 
standpoint, a change in the livestock management and a decrease in the numbers has the potential to 
beneficially effect the CE of this analysis area. 

ROADS AND TRAILS Runoff from roads contributes suspended sediments, however, a high 
percentage of these roads are associated with gentle to moderate slopes within the pine type containing 
a large percentage of rock fragments and litter that armor the soil against the impacts of water and 
wind. The roads on steeper slopes are within the chaparral type, where a high percentage of the runoff 
is intercepted and slowed by the dense vegetative ground cover and litter immediately adjacent to 
exposed road and trail surfaces. 

Mechanical obliteration of roads and trails is completed by ripping, seeding and effectively closing the 
entrance to these roads with vegetation, berms or rocks. Natural obliteration occurs as use is 
discontinued. Effective obliteration restores the infiltration potential of the roads and trails and reduces 
runoff. From a CE standpoint, there will be overall beneficial results from the obliteration of the roads 
and trails in all alternatives but ALTERNATIVE B (No Change). Trail miles are increased in· 
ALTERNATIVES D and E, resulting in potential adverse cumulative effects. Trail miles are reduced 
in ALTERNATIVES A and C, resulting in beneficial cumulative effects. 

DISPERSED RECREATION Dispersed recreation in the upper Hassayampa River and tributaries 
causes sediment to be carried to the river from associated roads and trails. The proportion of these 
impacted acres to the total. acres is very low, however. 

Future projects are proposed to manage or improve these dispersed recreation impacts of the riparian 
areas. Because of the mitigation and projects proposed, there are both potential adverse and beneficial 
CE to the Hassayampa River area. 

DEVELOPED RECREATION Within the developed campgrounds, compaction of soils, development 
of roads and loss of vegetative ground cover are of concern. There is potential adverse CE here due to 
the location of the campgrounds along riparian areas. 

It is reasonable to assume that in the foreseeable future these campgrounds will be redeveloped. The 
concerns from this redevelopment are compaction of soils, development of roads, the loss of vegetative 
ground cover, and the placement of sanitation facilities. The watershed condition around these areas 
and including these campgrounds is considered to be in satisfactory condition now due to the amount 
of litter and vegetative ground cover present. With the implementation of Best Management Practices, 
there would be additional control of the runoff from the redevelopment of these sites. From a CE 
standpoint, these redevelopments would have minor potential adverse effects, as well as the potential 
for beneficial cumulative effects resulting from past dispersed recreational impacts. 

Recreation facilities proposed in ALTERNATIVES A, D, and E are designed to mitigate and manage 
use in these areas. The CE in ALTERNATIVES B and C would be potentially adverse due to the lack 
of correction of existing resource impacts. In ALTERNATIVE A, a trailhead and day use area are 
proposed. The CE in this alternative would be potentially beneficial due to the mitigation of resource 
impacts now occurring. In ALTERNATIVES D and E, there are two additional trailheads proposed. 
The CE in these alternatives would be potentially beneficial due to the mitigation of resource impacts 
now occurring. 
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WILDFIRE AND PRESCRIBED BURNING Cattle grazing began concurrently with mining and had 
some long lasting impacts on fire's role in the ecosystem. Grazing gradually reduced the quantity of 
grasses and forbs which were important as fire carriers. Without grass, lightning caused fires did not 
have the fuels present to carry the flames through an area. This interrupted fire's important role and 
permitted chaparral species to become dominant throughout the project area. 

Fire suppression and cattle grazing over decades has created a fuelbed with high quantities of dead 
fuels by reducing the acreage burned and frequency of ignitions. Development on private property in 
and adjacent to these fuelbeds has affected fire suppression on National Forest System land because 
priority has been given to protecting private property over protection of natural resources. In addition, 
lack of fuel reduction adjacent to and on private property has gradually increased the risk of fires 
burning from private property to National Forest System land. These combined factors create a past 
and present negative impact from the high risk of wildfire. 

Wildfires in the chaparral type have the effect of temporarily reducing the canopy and litter cover, and 
this condition creates the potential for increased soil erosion and sedimentation in the short-term. The 
positive effects of past burns has been to create mosaic openings in the chaparral and to increase the 
vegetative ground cover. Past wildfires and prescribed bums no longer contribute to cumulative effects 
due to their age. 

Future large-scale prescribed burning in this area has the potential for beneficial cumulative effects if 
a burning program is balanced within a time frame to reduce short-term soil loss. Extensive burning 
over less than ten years would have the greatest potential for adverse CE from short-term soil loss. 
Burning over a longer period of time would allow for a decrease in the risk of catastrophic fire and for 
soil loss. Without burning, the risk of catastrophic fire is not decreased and would pose potential 
adverse cumulative watershed effects if a major wildfire occurred. 

Slopes greater than 40 percent gradient have the highest potential for temporary accelerated soil 
erosion from fire. This occurs extensively in the Bradshaw Mountains. In the Chaparral and 
Woodland Formations, some of the litter and canopy cover would decrease and the percent of bare soil 
would increase. A rainfall event of high intensity and duration which exceeds infiltration rates would 
produce more sediment from accelerated erosion compared to unburned areas. Timing of burns ( fall vs 
spring) could reduce the likelihood of accelerated soil erosion with a high intensity rainfall event. 

In the Chaparral Formation, no long term detrimental impacts to soil function are expected from 
prescribed fires. The units associated with the Chaparral Formation commonly have a protective rock 
cover ranging from 50 to 65 percent. The high percentage of rock cover provides soil protection during 
the time when there is a reduced canopy cover of shrubs and litter cover from burning. Where the 
vegetative ground cover would be low after a chaparral burn, tolerance levels of soil loss would not be 
exceeded except on very steep slope gradients (greater then 50 to 60 percent). Some short term soil 
hydrophobicity (inability to absorb precipitation) could occur, and this condition may contribute to 
short term accelerated runoff and erosion. 

Short-term reduced competition of shrubs would encourage an increase of the herbaceous component 
on the medium-textured soils in the interspaces, and the increased vegetative ground cover would 
mitigate soil erosion. 

In the Woodland Formation on hills and slopes, gradients are 15 to 60 percent. A short term effect 
from burning would be a temporary decrease in the vegetative ground cover. An increase in runoff 
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from burned areas would have the potential to cause accelerated erosion on the steeper foot slope 
positions. 

PAST TIMBER HARVEST Past timber sales located within the upper Hassayampa River sub
watershed were all for the purpose of thinning or mistletoe infestation control. The Groom Creek 
timber sale also created a fuel break for the community of Groom Creek. Light to medium cut timber 
sales have a recovery time in ground cover of 2 to 5 years after the sale occurs. Initial soil loss in the 
short-term with a Jong-term increase in vegetative ground cover has occurred within these timber sales. 
Past timber sales represent beneficial CE because of the time that they occurred and the increased 
vegetative ground cover. 

The Maverick timber sale was harvested in 1997. Treatments included a light to medium cut for 
mistletoe infestation control. This caused a short-term CE due to soil loss and soil displacement. Over 
the long-term, the CE will be beneficial due to the increase in the vegetative ground cover and the 
improved forest health. 

Future small-scale projects similar to those described above would produce beneficial cumulative 
effects. Any potential short-term soil loss caused by removing the canopy cover of diseased trees 
would be negated by the long-term increase in vegetative ground cover. Without timber treatments, 
potential adverse cumulative effects from the continued spread of the diseased trees could occur. 

MAVERICK PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION PLAN This project was developed for increased 
vegetative ground cover, increased forest health and organic matter. Once totally implemented, it will 
have the effect of reducing the overland flow and soil erosion rates in the long-term while there may be 
an initial increase in soil erosion in the short-term. From a CE standpoint, these projects would have a 
beneficial effect. 

SOIL AND WATER IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS In the upper Hassayampa River watershed, 
accelerated runoff ( overland flow) generated from roads, developments, and dispersed recreation 
impacts from intense rainfall events has increased peak flows in the channels. The riparian area 
potential for the Hassayampa River and its tributaries is influenced by these flow impacts. These peak 
flows have caused a degraded channel in some reaches. In addition, past channel dredging has 
disturbed/removed vegetation, down-cut the channel, and narrowed the floodplain topography in many 
areas. 

To enhance the stability of the Hassayampa River, a reduction of runoff from the uplands would 
decrease high peak flows and enhance sustained subsurface flows. This would occur with road 
obliteration, minimized dispersed recreation impacts, and other watershed improvement projects. 

These types of projects are designed to increase the vegetative ground cover, reduce soil compaction, 
reduce overland flows, and decrease soil erosion increase infiltration, and reduce soil erosion for 
overalJ beneficial watershed effects. Construction activities would cause short-term soil loss with the 
increased vegetative ground cover resulting over the long-term. From a CE standpoint, there is 
potential for beneficial cumulative effects from the increased riparian vegetation and management of 
these areas. 

WOODLAND TREATMENTS Some mature woodlands subjected to past overgrazing practices have 
a low vegetative ground cover and contribute to soil erosion and decreased water quality. Past 
woodland treatments reduced the canopy of junipers and provided the potential for increased 
vegetative ground cover and organic matter. These activities had the effect of reducing the overland 
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flow and soil erosion rates in the long-term while there was an initial increase in soil erosion in the 
short-term. 

Within the Crooks Canyon/Maverick Ecosystem Management project, 167 acres are proposed for 
watershed treatments. These projects are proposed to increase the vegetative ground cover over the 
long-term with short-term soil loss resulting in potential beneficial CE from this project. Construction 
activities on small areas for gully repair would cause minor soil displacement, but would not contribute 
to long-term soil erosion. Activities associated with woodland treatments would have some minor soil 
compaction from vehicles, but the effect would be short term. There would be an increase in the 
amount of woody debris on the soil surface and an increase in the vegetative ground cover. 

PRIVATE LAND There are 2,484 acres of private land within the area of analysis. The watershed 
condition of private lands tends to be satisfactory due to the vegetation overstory, the amount of litter 
and live vegetative ground cover. 

There are several roads that access this private land as well as the forest land. It is expected that with 
the growth of Yavapai County that this area within the pine type on private land will also see similar 
growth. From a CE standpoint, the private land would have the potential for adverse cumulative 
effects dependent upon the type, timing and intensity of the development of this private land. 

INACTIVE MINING OPERATIONS The rehabilitation of several closed mining operations represent 
beneficial CEs. The three inactive mining operations in the upper Hassayampa River area do not have 
CE impacts to the area of analysis due to the distance to the project area and the location of the 
Hassayampa Lake and dam upstream of the Crooks Canyon/Maverick Ecosystem Management project. 
The CE from these inactive mine operations remain a concern and have the potential for adverse 
cumulative effects but the effects may be too sporadic to classify. 

WHITE SP AR EXPERIMENT AL WATERSHED Due to the time that these sub-watersheds were 
treated and the resulting vegetative ground cover, there are beneficial CE resulting from these 
treatments. 

SUMMARY The net effect of all of the proposed actions, the past actions and the reasonably 
foreseeable future actions for Alternative A is beneficial in terms of the change in the vegetation 
management and no benefit or adverse effect on the change in the riparian condition. Alternative B is 
negative for the change in riparian and no benefit or adverse effect for the upland condition due to the 
lack of site-specific projects implemented and no change in the livestock grazing. Alternative C is 
beneficial for the change in riparian and upland condition due to the projects implemented and the lack 
of livestock grazing. Alternative D is negative for both the change in riparian and upland condition 
due to the amount of recreational developments implemented and the riparian rest is not sufficient in 
the growing season. Alternative E is also negative for both the change in riparian and upland 
condition but the livestock grazing is concentrated in those areas that are capable for grazing. 
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3.3 WILDLIFE 

3.3.1 ISSUE#4: ROAD, TRAIL AND OTHER RECREATION USERS MAY IMPACT 
WILDLIFE AND LIVESTOCK OPERATIONS. (See Section 3.4.2 for livestock analysis.) 

Several people are concerned that the noise from vehicles may disturb wildlife. There is also a 
concern abo~t negative impacts to wildlife habitat and movement patterns from recreation in 
riparian areas. Proposed recreation projects, developments and facilities may impact 
threatened, endangered and sensitive species and/or their habitat. 

Noise from vehicles and off-road vehicles (OHVs) startling or scaring animals would be directly 
proportionate to the miles of roads and motorized trails. Noise that may not seem like much to a 
human ear may be much more of a disturbance to a wild animal. Table 7 compares miles of roads and 
motorized trail by alternative: • 

TABLE 7 - MILES OF ROAD AND MOTORIZED TRAIL BY ALTERNATIVE 

A B C D&E 

ROADS 70.6 72.5 58.3 69.8 
MOTORIZED TRAILS 36.7 37.4 23.4 47.4 
TOTAL MILES MOTORIZED: 107.3 109.9 81.7 117.2 

Miles of Motorized/Square mile 1.40 1.44 1.07 1.53 

The majority of the existing roads are in the coniferous forest type because of aesthetics, topography, 
and historic access to natural resources. Coniferous habitat is more diverse and supports a higher 
diversity and density of animal species than the chaparral/woodland. Higher road density in more 

• diverse habitat leads to more disturbance of wildlife. There would be little difference in combined 
total miles of road and motorized trails per square mile among ALTERNATIVES A, B, D and E. 
IMPACT would be from location of proposed road and trail changes. (Discussed below under TE&S.) 

ALTERNATIVE C which reduces the average road and motorized trail density by 23% could reduce 
disturbance from vehicle and ORV noise. 

All action alternatives would reduce the total miles of roads which in tum could reduce disturbance by 
noise from vehicles. However, ALTERNATIVES D and E would increase the total miles of 
motorized trails. These actions could increase disturbance to wildlife especially since most of the 
proposed trails are in coniferous pine type habitat. ALTERNATIVES D and E, which would increase 
the miles of motorized trails by 40%, could have detrimental impacts of disturbance and noise to 
wildlife from OHVs. Large animals with large home ranges such as deer, bobcats, or javelina can 
either habituate to disturbance or shift their home ranges at some energy expense in response to 
disturbance from OHV s. Large animals displaced from suitable habitat, shift to larger or lower quality 
territories requiring greater energy expenditure to survive. Smaller animals such as reptiles, small 
mammals and small passerine birds have smaller home ranges, are not as mobile and, thus are not as 
capable to shift their home ranges away from ORV disturbances. Disturbance during breeding season 
can impact reproductive success. 
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Changing roads 9403 in ALTERNATIVE C, 302R in ALTERNATIVES D and E, 667 in 
ALTERNATIVE C, and 710 in ALTERNATIVES D and E to motorized trails would cause shift in 
use from vehicle to OHVs, particularly because the trails would be tied in to a motorized trail system. 
This could lead to increased disturbance to wildlife, especially small animals, from noise from OHVs. 

Changing roads 667 in ALTERNATIVE C and 710 in ALTERNATIVES D and E in riparian areas to 
motorized trails would reduce dispersed camping impacts to habitat. However, as use shifts from 
vehicles to OHVs, disturbance to wildlife from OHVs may increase. The irregular and sporadic 
_patterns of use of motorized trails throughout the week, month or season given the weather, holidays 
and hunt seasons, makes it difficult for animals to habituate to the sound of OHVs. The benefits 
gained from improving the physical condition of the habitat could be offset by the loss of effective use 
of the habitat. Road 710 is in an intermittent riparian area that does not have water during most of the 
year. Therefore, there would not be much of a disturbance to wildlife on this road. However, Road 
#667 is a more important movement corridor for wildlife, and OHV use of the area may impede 
movement across and along the corridor. 

Changing road 70 in ALTERNATIVE C to a non-motorized trail would eliminate disturbance from 
noise from vehicles and OHVs in that area. 

Proposals to close Trail 277 in ALTERNATIVES A and C, Road 9708C in ALTERNATIVES A, C, D 
and E, and developing parking at the Indian Creek day use area in ALTERNATIVES A, D and E in 
riparian habitats would enhance the physical character of the habitat by eliminating vehicle access for 
dispersed camping. 

Proposed recreation facilities may directly alter habitat for threatened, endangered, and sensitive 
species. While the direct ·effects and perc.ent.of habitat lost to proposed projects is relatively minimal, 
the indirect effects of the proximity and associated changes in recreation activities are substantial. 

Proposed recreation projects that occur within Mexican spotted owl (MSO) habitat include Palace 
Station Trailhead (2 acres), Yankee Doodle Trailhead ( I acre), western portion of a new trail from 
Palace Station to Yankee Doodle (I mile), southern portion of a new trail from Palace Station to Mt. 
Union (0.5 miles), new trail from E+L to Venezia (1 mile), and new trail from Maverick Ridge Trail to 
the Trailhead at Forest road 97 and Forest road 97B junction (I mile). 

As individual projects, these do not have a measurable impact on the physical character of the habitat. 
However, the associated changes in level, type, and pattern of use combined with other proposed 
projects could have negative cumulative indirect effects on the effective use of the habitat by Mexican 
spotted owls. 

A change in the level, pattern and type of use of trails and roads in TE&S species' habitat may exceed 
tolerable levels and cause abandonment of territories and habitat. 

Yankee Doodle Trailhead and the Palace Station Trailheadare proposed to manage existing situations. 
The objectives are to accommodate present designated use and not increase or change the level or type 
of use in the areas. These projects would be designed to focus use in designated areas and provide 
interpretive opportunities. For example, the Palace Station Trailhead would provide an opportunity to 
inform trail users that Trail 281 is a non-motorized trail and hopefully curb the unauthorized motorized 
use of that trail. By providing adequate signing, direction, and information, the trailhead could ensure 
that users properly use the trails as designated, and these projects could have beneficial effects to MSO 
habitat and the species. 
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The Mexican spotted owl is a nocturnal animal that rests during the day. Flushing from the roost away 
from noise of OHVs is an energy expenditure additional to natural disturbances. Raptors have been 
shown to shift territory centers and expand home ranges in response to increased human activity 
(Andersen et al, 1990). Since most of the existing nesting/roosting habitat is occupied, there is no 
alternate suitable habitat available for MSOs to shift their territories. By reducing the likelihood of 
unauthorized motorized use on Trail 281, the trailhead could remove the OHV disturbance to the 
MSOs known to occupy the Protected Activity Centers (PAC). 

Proposed trail projects that are within delineated PAC include changing part of Trail 281 to 
motorized use, new trail from E+L to Venezia, the western portion of the Palace to Yankee Doodle 
trail, obliterating the portion of trail between Venezia and Trail 281, and the proposed trailhead 
locations at Palace Station. The proposed location for the Palace Trailhead in ALTERNATIVE A is 
preferred to the location in ALTERNATIVES D and E because it is away from the center of the 
delineated PAC. The FLMP Amendment states that "road or trail building in PA Cs should be avoided 
but may be permitted on a case-by-case basis for pressing management reasons." Developing the 
trailhead to more effectively manage the existing recreation use and alleviate trail use violations is the 
management reason for this particular project. 

Changing part of Trail 281 to motorized trail in ALTERNATIVES D and E, changing road 9403 to 
motorized trail in ALTERNATIVE C, new trail from E+L to Venezia in ALTERNATIVES D and E, 
new motorized trail from Palace Station to Mt. Union in ALTERNATIVES D and E, and new 
motorized trail from Palace Station to Yankee Doodle in ALTERNATIVES A, D, and E would expand 
the motorized trail system in the PACs within the Palace Station, Maverick Mountain, and Mt. Union 
areas. 

Changing a portion of Trail 281 to motorized in ALTERNATIVES D and E could cause Mexicari 
spotted owls known to use that area for nesting to ab~d9n the territory. The owls are habituated to 
the current non-motorized use of the trail. To change the type of use to a louder and more frequent 
kind, may exceed the level of activity tolerable to the owls. This change in recreational activity could 
reduce the effective use of the habitat by MSOs. Other proposed activities with similar impacts are 
changing Yankee Doodle Trail to motorized in ALTERNATIVES A, D and E, constructing new trail 
from E+L to Venezia in ALTERNATIVES D and E, constructing new trail between Palace Station 
and Mt. Union in ALTERNATIVES D and E, and constructing new trail between Palace Station and 
Yankee Doodle in ALTERNATIVES A, D and E. While the Yankee Doodle and Palace to Mt. Union 
trails are not within suitable nesting/roosting habitat for Mexican spotted owl or within delineated 
PACs, these projects combined with the existing and proposed projects within MSO habitat and PACs 
would increase OHV activity which could decrease the effective use of inherently limited available 
habitat. Cumulatively, five of the seven contiguous Mexican spotted owl territories in the Bradshaw 
Mountains would be impacted by all of these proposed projects together. 

The new trail from E+L to Venezia and the status change to motorized on the portion of Trail 281 are 
pivotal to creating an extensive motorized trail system within MSO habitat. By not including these 
two actions, ALTERNATIVE A would have considerably less impacts to the effective use of habitat 
by MSO than those discussed for ALTERNATIVES D and E. ALTERNATIVE A would not 
appreciably change the level, pattern or type of use on trails in MSO habitat. Through interpretive 
signs at Palace Station, encouraging use of the motorized trails south to Elouise would disperse use 
over a larger area. Interpretive signs can also inform users of the non-motorized status of Trail 281 
from Palace Station and explain the importance of special habitat for threatened, endangered and 
sensitive species. 
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The northern goshawk nests within the project area. The one established PFA (post-fledging family 
area) coincides with the past core for a Mexican spotted owl on the north side of Maverick Mountain. 
Most of the suitable goshawk nesting habitat in the Crooks Canyon/Maverick Project area has been 
surveyed for goshawks. Surveys in 1995 and 1996 produced negative results for northern goshawks. 
The only project within goshawk habitat is a scenic overlook proposed in the Maverick Forest Plan 
Implementation project before the goshawk PF A was established. The overlook is on the boundary of 
the PF A and will not impact the goshawk. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

The wildlife resource most impacted by past, present, and near future activities is probably the 
Mexican spotted owl. Most recently, the Maverick Forest Plan Implementation Project planned 
activities that were outside of existing MSO territories at the time. Among the proposed projects were 
additional miles of motorized trails. The negative effects of the Crooks Canyon/Maverick proposed 
projects could be amplified when combined with the motorized trails planned in Maverick Forest Plan 
Implementation Project. Implementation activities within MSO PACs should occur between 
September 1 and February 28, which is outside of the breeding season for MSO. 

With growing populations in Prescott and Phoenix, more people will likely seek recreation 
opportunities on National Forest lands. With its shade and cool temperatures, the mixed-conifer forest 
type is a pleasant setting for various types of recreating. Public scoping for the Alto Pit Off Highway 
Vehicle Project showed that recreationists are asking for long and short motorized loop trails. 

While Mexican spotted owls have habituated to present levels of activity on both private and public 
lands and may tolerate some more increase in activity levels, eventually an increase and change in the 
type, pattern and level-of activities in an area may reach a level which could preclude the use of the 
area by the owls. 

The Recovery Plan for the MSO lists recreation as a threat to Mexican spotted owl habitat in this, the 
Basin & Range - West, Recovery Unit. Considering the current and reasonably foreseeable future 
demands for recreation on National Forest Lands, locations of proposed projects must be designed to 
minimize impacts to limited habitats and the species that depend upon them. 

The Maverick Forest Plan Implementation Project decision included constructing a non-motorized trail 
along the ridge from the top of Maverick Mountain north toward the Hassayampa River. On the south 
end, the trail would connect with an existing motorized trail that crosses at the top of Maverick 
Mountain and currently goes through an MSO PAC. The non-motorized Maverick Ridge Trail has not 
been constructed, yet. The Crooks Canyon/Maverick Project proposes a 1 mile connector from the 
north end of the Maverick Ridge Trail to a trailhead at the intersection of Forest Roads 97 and 97B. 
The Maverick Ridge Trail goes along the ridge of Maverick Mountain above an MSO PAC. The key 
part of implementing the Ridge Trail will be ensuring that no unauthorized motorized use occurs. This 
will rely on effectively constructing the junction of the two trails at the top of Maverick Mountain. 
Provided this implementation is effective, the cumulative effects to the MSO and PAC habitat should 
be negligible since the nest site for the PAC is down slope and away from the ridge. 

Private land ownership of MSO habitat is also another important factor affecting the quantity and 
quality of habitat for MSO. In the Bradshaw Mountains, 15 % of the ponderosa forest type which 
contains suitable nesting and roosting habitat is privately owned. A recent trend in private land 
ownership is sub-dividing parcels and putting in additional homesites. As more homes are put in on 
private land, less habitat is suitable for nesting and roosting on and off National Forest System land. 
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3.3.2 ISSUE#l: GRAZING MAY REDUCE THE RIPARIAN VEGETATION, VEGETATIVE 
GROUND COVER, AND THE STABILITY OF RIPARIAN AREAS. 

This issue relates to the effects on wildlife habitat since riparian areas are critical habitats for 
many wildlife species. 

ALTERNATIVE B continues current management for all resources including livestock grazing, roads, 
dispersed camping, and placer mining. The no action alternative would not improve riparian habitat at 
all. With the current livestock grazing regime, species and age composition of woody species would 
remain stagnated with very limited opportunity for older age classes to develop due to grazing of the 
plants by permitted livestock. Larger older trees are important for cavity nesting riparian species. 
Those larger trees also provide bank stability to keep streams narrow so that the water is deeper and 
cooler for fish, amphibians, insects and other riparian dependent species. The shade those trees 
provide also keeps the streams cool for native species that evolved with that natural stream condition. 
Hoof action from livestock would continue to trample plants and crumble banks crucial to stream bank 
stability. Also, recreation impacts discussed earlier (see Issue #3) and placer mining activities 
"working the banks" would continue to weaken the structure and integrity of the banks and riparian 
vegetative components. 

All action alternatives are designed to alleviate livestock impacts to riparian areas. ALTERNATIVE C 
which has no livestock grazing coupled with obliterating Slate Creek Trail 277 would have the 
greatest potential for increasing the quality of riparian habitat. However, placer mining would continue 
to degrade riparian habitat. 

ALTERNATIVE D basically continues the present livestock grazing strategy with a few changes. The 
4 mile cross fence along roads 79B and 74, then north to Ponderosa Park would isolate the key riparian 
areas from the rest of the north unit allowing for special livestock management to meet riparian 
objectives. The proposed spring development along Trail #65 on the north face of Maverick Mountain 
is located in MSO habitat and an occupied PAC. Developing the spring would increase livestock use 
and activity in the immediate vicinity of the spring. Increased utilization of the understory and 
trampling of riparian plants around the spring may have negative effects to the habitat for small 
mammals, birds and reptiles, all prey species for Mexican spotted owls. Since available water is 
limited near the top of Maverick Mountain, developing that particular spring may have negative 
impacts to MSO habitat. 

The livestock management strategy proposed in ALTERNATIVE A would improve riparian habitat 
and condition using rest, timing, and stocking rate adjustments. 

In ALTERNATIVE E, removing livestock grazing from the north and northeastern portions of the 
project area would certainly eliminate those negative impacts to riparian areas discussed above that are 
associated with livestock grazing. 

However, while all the action alternatives take pro-active livestock management measures to improve 
riparian habitat and condition, roads, dispersed recreation activities and continued placer mining of 
banks adjacent to riparian areas would continue to have cumulatively negative effects on riparian areas. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

Past livestock management has had detrimental impacts on riparian areas. Overgrazing and over
utilization of grasses, forbs and shrubs prevented woody species from developing larger and older age 
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classes. Hoof action crumbled banks and compacted soil. These impacts are amplified by the impacts 
of other activities. 

Dispersed camping is the primary recreation activity in riparian areas in the Bradshaw Mountains. 
Impacts associated with dispersed camping include compacted soil, trampled vegetation, and displaced 
wildlife. Access for dispersed camping in riparian areas is often on roads located in or adjacent to 
those riparian areas. Accelerated run off and lack of ground cover from roads creates a degraded 
riparian condition. Use of trails in riparian areas disturbs wildlife. 

In the past, riparian areas have been very heavily impacted by placer mining operations involving 
dredges, campsites, poor practices and little regard for the resources. Management, procedures and 
policies for placer mining have improved over the years. However, constant "panning" in some places 
and occasionally "working the banks" in other places seriously compromises the integrity of the 
riparian structure not to mention the physical condition of the plants and animals that live there. 

While livestock grazing may have detrimental impacts to riparian areas, many other uses are 
contributing to the negative cumulative impacts to riparian areas. Removing livestock would not 
improve the condition of all riparian areas. In those sites where recreation is the primary impact to 
soils, vegetation, water quality and disturbance, removing livestock will do little to allow resources to 
rehabilitate from damage. 

3.3.1 MANAGEMENT INDICATOR SPECIES 

Management indicator species are identified in the environmental impact statement for the Prescott 
National Forest Plan (page 95). The Crooks Canyon/Maverick project area does not include 
grassland/desert shrub or,pinyonjuniper vegetation types. Therefore, tpe,project will not impact 
antelope or plain titmouse. It also will not impact mule deer use _pf pinyon juniper. 

The project area does include ponderosa pine, chaparral, and riparian vegetation types. Either 
eliminating livestock grazing in ALTERNATIVE C or removing livestock grazing from upper 
elevation riparian habitats in ALTERNATIVE E may improve riparian habitat for Lucy's warbler and 
macroinvertebrates. Riparian habitat may also be improved by the proposed livestock grazing in 
ALTERNATIVES A and D. There would be no riparian habitat improvement in ALTERNATIVE B. 
The Crooks Canyon/Maverick project does not propose any vegetation management projects and 
therefore there would be no changes in seral stages within the ponderosa pine and chaparral vegetation 
types as a result of this project. With no changes in the ratio of seral stages within these vegetation 
types, the current habitat condition for Abert squirrel, goshawk, pygmy nuthatch, turkey, hairy 
woodpecker, mule deer and rufous-sided towhee would continue. 
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3.4 SOCIAL 

3.4.1 ISSUE#6: DIFFERENT TYPES OF USERS MAY CREATE SAFETY PROBLEMS AND 
VALUE CONFLICTS ON ROADS AND TRAILS. 

Conflicts have occurred between hikers, equestrians, mountain bikes and motorcycles. Noise 
from motors bothers some people. 

PUBLIC SAFETY 

The safety issue often divides trail users into two camps: mechanized (motorcycles, ATVs, mountain 
bikes) vs. non-mechanized (hikers and equestrians). Hikers and equestrians have voiced legitimate 
safety concerns about mountain bike use on unpaved trails, including: 

1. Cyclists may ride too fast for conditions, 
2.Cyclists my not slow down and/or may not be prepared to stop when approaching blind comers, 
3.Cyclists may surprise hikers and equestrians on trails because they are quiet and move rapidly 

(Keller, 1990). 

The association of users (mechanized and non-mechanized) is not absolute. In Prescott, Arizona, the 
Yavapai Trails Association unites hikers, equestrians and mountain bike users in an association of 
non-motorized trail users. Also, some mountain bike riders are also motorcycle enthusiasts. 

Serious accidents between different types of users can occur. A 1993 accident involving equestrians 
and a mountain biker on the Spruce Mountain (Trail #307) on the Bradshaw Ranger District resulted in 
the hospitalization of one of the horse riders. The rapidly-moving bicycle startled two horses, causing 
one of the horses to throw its rider before falling on her. Many near-misses probably go unreported. 

It is important, however, to distinguish between "actual dangers" and "perceived dangers." Some 
equestrians adhere to the "inherent fear" theory, arguing that horses do not like bikes, and that nearly 
all horses perceive the bicycle as a potential threat. Michael Kelley, 1990, counters that, "horses have 
had a fantastic history, and have hauled cannon into battle, and ambulances through chaotic city streets 
without spooking. It is a matter of training." (Keller, 1990). 

Trail user safety on multiple-use trails is a function of user education, regulation (i.e. one-way trails, 
speed-limits), enforcement, trail design and dispersal of use. Trail design and dispersal of use were 
used in this analysis to evaluate the alternatives with regard to user safety. 

Most existing trails were once mining or other historic trails that were not designed for modern 
mechanized conveyances. New trails can be constructed to standards that provide an acceptable level 
of user safety. Table 8 displays the miles of existing, proposed and reconstructed trails in each 
alternative. 

ALTERNATIVE A proposes to construct or reconstuct 6.3 miles of trail designed for motorized use 
(17% of the miles available for motorized use in Alt. A). This situation would be safer than 
ALTERNATIVES B or C, in which no existing trails would be constructed or reconstructed during 
this planning period. ALTERNATIVES D and E propose to construct or reconstruct 15.8 miles of 
trail designed for motorized use (33% of the miles available for motorized use in Alts. D and E). 
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Based on a correlation between good trail design and safety, ALTERNATIVES D and E would be 
safer for trail users than ALTERNATIVES A, B or C. 

In the context of this analysis, dispersing use means allowing different groups to use as many miles of 
trail as possible. Dispersing use has the advantage of reducing the number of encounters between user 
groups. Fewer encounters would reduce the exposure to safety problems. Table 8 shows the total 
number of miles of trail open to motorized and non-motorized users by alternative. 

TABLE 8 - MILES OF MOTORIZED AND NON-MOTORIZED TRAILS BY ALTERNATIVE 

MOTORIZED TRAILS (ALL USES) 
HIKER/EQUESTRIAN/MT. BIKE 
HIKER/EQUESTRIAN ONLY TRAILS 
TOT AL ALL TRAILS 

A 

36.7 
11.0 
4.0 

51.7 

B 

37.4 
17.2 
3.0 

57.6 

C D E 

23.4 47.4 47.4 
16.8 13.9 13.9 
3.0 4.0 4.0 

43.2 65.3 65.3 

ALTERNATIVE A would disperse motorized users over 36. 7 miles of trail. There would potentially 
be slightly more contacts between motorized trail users and other users in ALTERNATIVE A as in 
ALTERNATIVE B where all users would share 3 7.4 miles of trail. However, ALTERNATIVE A 
would disperse mountain bikes over 47. 7 miles of trail, compared to 54.6 miles in ALTERNATIVE B. 
There would potentially be more contacts between mountain bikes and other trail users in 
ALTERNATIVE A than in ALTERNATIVE B. 

ALTERNATIVE C would result in the poorest dispersal of trail users. Motorized users and mountain 
bikes would share 23.4 and 40.2 miles of trail respectively with other trail users. 

ALTERNATIVES D and E would result in the best dispersal of trail users. Motorized users and 
mountain bikes would share 47.4 and 61.3 miles of trail respectively with other trail users. 

VALUE CONFLICTS 

Once issues of public safety and environmental impact are resolved, values and expectations are the 
major variables related to trail use conflicts. People have different recreation expectations which vary, 
even for the individual, depending on the environment, how they are feeling, or on memories of 
previous visits to the area. Conflicts arise when users feel threatened, or when they believe there is a 
risk oflosing a right or something "belonging to them." Value conflicts can be framed as a "social 
allocation issue." Trail users may argue against sharing trails, however, at some level they realize, 
"the pie has to be divided as more people seek to enjoy the outdoors." (Keller, 1990). 

Table 9 summarizes some commonly held negative anecdotal biases about different trail user groups 
(Keller, 1990; Makel, 1988; Marsh, 1987; Watson et.al., 1995). Many arguments about the 
environmentally damaging nature of certain types of uses are exaggerated by personal biases -against 
those uses. Interestingly, there are biases within groups as well. 
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USER GROUP 

HIKER 

EQUESTRIAN 

TABLE 9 - TRAIL USER GROUP NEGATIVE BIAS 

TARGET OF BIAS 

HIKER 
EQUESTRIAN 
MOUNTAIN BIKE 

MOTORCYCLE 

NOTES 

Hiking pace (ie. jogging vs walking); damage from lug-soled boots 
Horse manure on trail; trail damage caused by hooves. 
Quiet and fast; brightly colored clothes; ease w/ which they reach backcountty 
destination; ruts in trail. 
Noise; speed; ruts in trail; erosion on cut banks used for bank turns; they 
should not be in the forest; exhaust. 

HIKER Hikers with dogs; switchback cutting; some hikers scare horses. 
EQUESTRIAN Horses and llamas 
MOUNTAIN BIKE Quiet and fast; mountain bikes scare horses. 
MOTORCYCLE Noise; speed; scare horse; exhaust 

MOUNTAIN BIKE HIKER Hazard on trail. 

MOTORCYCLE 

EQUESTRIAN Hazard on trail. 
MOUNTAIN BIKE Technique (ie extreme biking); trail damage 
MOTORCYCLE Hazard on trail; arrogance (ie trail ownership) 

HIKER Hazard on trail; arrogance. 
EQUESTRIAN Trail damage. 
MOUNTAIN BIKE Trail damage. 
MOTORCYCLE Trail damage. 

Appendix 9 contains discussion of three methods of evaluating the alternatives based on value 
conflicts. Regardless of method, ALTERNATIVES D and E generally rank higher than any of the 
other alternatives in reducing conflicts because of an increase in trail miles. Some members of the 
public, however, have commented that, in their opinion, motorized trail use should not be allowed in 
the National Forest. For these people, ALTERNATIVE C would rank highest in reducing their 
conflict since it provides the fewest number of miles of motorized trail while only reducing miles of 
non-motorized trail by 0.5 miles from the existing situation. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

A previous decision (Maverick Forest Plan Implementation Project) selected 17.6 miles of new trails 
in the upper Hassayampa River watershed ( 11.0 miles motorized; 6.6 miles non-motorized). These 
trails have not been designed or constructed at this time. These trails were included in the totals 
shown in this section and were included in the discussion of effects. 

The construction of a new trailhead at Palace Station (ALTERNATIVES A, D and E) would slightly 
increase use on the E+L, Venezia, Collins, Elouise and Yankee Doodle trails. Construction of a 
trailhead at Glen Oaks would increase use by motorized users primarily on the Climax trail and 
slightly increase use on other trails. Reconstruction of the trailhead for Yankee Doodle trail would 
slightly increase use primarily on the Yankee Doodle Trail. The predicted increased use would 
slightly increase user conflicts and slightly reduce trail user safety. 

None of the other proposed resource projects would contribute to cumulative effects on area trails. 
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3.4.2 ISSUE#4: ROAD AND OTHER RECREATION USE MAY IMPACT WILDLIFE AND 
LIVESTOCK OPERATIONS. (See Section 3.3.1 for wildlife analysis.) 

The rancher is concerned about gates being left open. 

Proper management of livestock is important to achieve resource objectives. Livestock grazing is 
often planned around grazing and rest periods that coincide with plant growth and needed recovery rest 
periods. When gates are left open or fences cut, management ability is reduced and the rancher's time 
is spent on chasing cattle instead of making inspections and actively managing the livestock. 

The number of fence/road and trail crossings is the measure used here to compare the alternatives 
relative to this issue. The more intersections, the higher the potential conflict for the rancher and range 
management. 

TABLE 10 - NUMBER OF INTERIOR AND PERIMETER FENCE/ROAD OR TRAIL CROSSINGS 

ALT INTERIOR PERIMETER NOTES 

A 22 25 New fence adds 3 internal fence/road & trail junctions. 
Change in fence location and Yankee Doodle 
trail decreases perimeter by 3. 

B 19 28 Existing situation 

C. 5 23 . , Interior fences mostly removed where crossing roads & 
trails. Fence realignments, road and trail 
oblits account for reduced perimeter. 

D 24 25 New fence adds 6 internal junctions. Fence and road/trail 
realignments both eliminate and add 
junctions. 

E 19 25 No new fences. Same road and trail actions as ALT D. 

Fences are assigned to the livestock permittee for maintenance. Upgrading and repairing gates are 
generally included as routine maintenance and would be ongoing as needed. No new cattleguards are 
proposed since the vehicular use of the area is low relative to other areas of the forest, and costs of 
cattle guards are high. 

There would be no conflict in ALTERNATIVE C since livestock would not utilize the area. The 
lowest number in ALTERNATIVE C is more a reflection of improvements for recreationists since 
gates no longer needed for livestock control could be completely removed. 

The other alternatives do not vary greatly. ALTERNATIVE D however, proposes a new fence in an 
area of highest recreation pressure. We would expect the highest fence and gate problems in 
ALTERNATIVE D. 

All ALTERNATIVES but B propose a slight fence realignment along the Yankee Doodle Trail to 
eliminate several gates. 
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

The proposed road, trail and recreation projects coupled with past projects would not produce any 
measurable cumulative effects to the rancher. Private land development and general increases in 
population and forest use could result in more gates being left open. There is the future opportunity to 
improve and/or relocate existing gates as routine fence maintenance occurs. 

3.5 ECONOMICS 

3.5.1 ISSUE#S: CHANGES IN THE CURRENT GRAZING SYSTEM MAY ADVERSELY 
IMPACT THE ECONOMICS AND MANAGERIAL FEASIBILITY OF GRAZING CATTLE 
ON THE ALLOTMENTS. 

With the current cow/calf operation, ranch income is produced primarily from the offspring sold each 
year. Several factors contribute to the number and weight of calves sold, but the main factor is the 
number of mother cows. As described in Chapter 2 , livestock numbers and patterns of pasture use 
vary with ·each alternative. Other factors affecting ranch profits include costs for additional range 
improvements, number of pasture moves, and combining management of the two allotments. Number 
of moves relates to managerial costs and hardship to the livestock. Livestock performance often drops 
off for a period after making changes in routines. Combined "management" of the allotments does not 
necessarily mean combining the two separate ranches. Administratively, we would work with the 
grazing permittee to retain ranch values while achieving resource objectives. 

ALTERNATIVE B proposes no change in livestock numbers or management. This alternative for 
livestock grazing is preferred by the grazing permittee. ·Livestock numbers, which indirectly reflect 
ranch economic values, do not drop. The allotments are maintained as two separate operations. No 
additional costs would be incurred for structural improvements. Since livestock move relatively 
infrequently, there would be no additional cost for employees. Livestock are adapted to the current 
management systems on both allotments. Currently cattle move twice each year on the Maverick 
Allotment and four times each year on the Crooks Canyon Allotment. 

ALTERNATIVE A would combine the two herds into one to be managed and rotated together. Costs 
for additional fencing and water developments would be roughly $40,000 of which the permittee 
would share in half of the total cost or $20,000, which is customary. (Congress appropriates funds to 
the Forest Service specifically for range development.) Livestock numbers would drop, reducing the 
numbers of calves to market by about 45%. Calf to cow ratio may increase slightly by having the 
cattle concentrated in a smaller area where the bulls could better service the cows, and employees 
could keep closer tabs on the livestock by working a smaller area of the ranch at any one time. Cattle 
would move six times each year. All moves would be to adjacent pastures. 

With ALTERNATIVE C, there would be no livestock to produce income. There would be no direct 
costs for improvements or management. The value of the base properties as working ranches would 
fall greatly. 

ALTERNATIVE D proposes only slight changes in management compared to the current 
management. This alternative was designed with input from the pennittee to respond to riparian issues 
while meeting their livestock operation needs. Livestock numbers drop dramatically, for a comparable 
drop in income. Costs incurred for structural improvements would be roughly $26,000 total; $13,000 
for the permittee share. Livestock would move three or four times each year on the Maverick 
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Allotment. This could require an increase from current in the cost for employees. Since there would 
be no change in the management scheme on the Crooks Canyon Allotment, there would be no 
additional cost due to management changes. 

ALTERNATIVE E could bring about a major change in the livestock operation by allowing livestock 
grazing on the National Forest only part of the year as opposed to yearlong. Although the current 
grazing permittee has other ranches and land, these could be upset if the forest allotment herds had to 
be moved to another area. Removal of livestock from the forest during the summer months coincides 
with calving, and calf weight gains would be negatively affected. Stress on young calves and new 
mothers could also increase death loss and decrease overall livestock performance. 

With ALTERNATIVE E, the 2 existing allotments would be combined and grazed with one herd. 
Costs incurred for structural improvements would be roughly $2,000 total; $1,000 for the permittee 
share. Livestock numbers would drop, reducing the number of calves to market by about 45%. Cattle 
would move three times each year. 

Using figures developed by the Southwestern Regional Economist, the factor for direct and indirect 
jobs lost with reductions in livestock numbers is 1.14 jobs per 100 head of livestock. This is a major 
impact to the families directly affected. The impact to Yavapai County as a result of reduced livestock 
production would be negligible, however. 

The following table summarizes the main points discussed above. 

TABLE 11 - KEY COMPONENTS OF LIVESTOCK GRAZING ALTERNATIVES 

ALT ALLOTMENT # OF LIVESTOCK #MOVES IMPROVEMENT COSTS* 

A COMBINED 170-239 6 $40,000 

B MAVERICK 250 2 0 
CROOKS 175 4 0 

C COMBINED 0 NIA 0 

D MAVERICK 53-80 3-4 $24,000 
CROOKS 50-90 4 $2,000 

E COMBINED 204-215 3 $2,000 

* Improvements costs are based on planning figures of$3000 to $5000/mile offence and $2000/each 
water development. Fence costs per mile vary due to the differences in vegetative densities which 
influence labor and material costs. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

There would be no cumulative effects to the grazing permittee in addition to those identified above. 
Permitted livestock numbers may adjust up or down depending on monitoring results. Some increase 
in forage would be expected to result from any timber and burning treatments for a beneficial effect. 
There may be some short term management implications in order to accommodate project work such 
as burning, reseeding, or timber regeneration. There is a trend in the Bradshaw Mountains toward 
reduced livestock numbers and areas grazed. Livestock numbers and lands utilized for grazing have 
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been reduced, both administratively (Crown King) and voluntarily by permittees (Horsethief, Peck 
Canyon, Cold Springs). As public values change, public land management and emphasis are reflected. 
These trends in ranching could cause a slight local detrimental economic impact. 

3.5.2 OTHER COSTS AND ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

The project record (PR 224) contains the "Range Project Effectiveness" evaluations. All alternatives 
rank as "highly favorable." 

Forest Service costs for new range improvements would $20,000, $13,000, and $1,000 in 
ALTERNATIVES A, D, and E respectively, Administrative costs directly associated with livestock 
grazing would be about equal in all ALTERNATIVES but C. The cost for permit issuance would be 
about $200 each. Approximately three days per year would be necessary to monitor grazing utilization 
and livestock distribution at an estimated annual cost of $600 for personnel, vehicle, and horse use. 
Miscellaneous grazing related overhead costs would be about $300 annually. Grazing fees collected 
and returned to the Treasury (50% of the total) fluctuate somewhat from year to year, but generally 
would just cover administrative costs. 

The Forest Service would have a difficult time, both in manpower and finances, maintaining the 
existing water developments in ALTERNATIVE C and the ungrazed areas in ALTERNATIVE E 
without the permittee as a partner in this responsibility. Maintenance of waters is desirable for wildlife 
and associated recreation like wildlife viewing and hunting. There is the possibility however, of finding 
other partners to assist in any future maintenance needs. Volunteer or contract work both take 
considerable Forest personnel time for coordination and oversight compared to the minimal cost to the 
Forest Service when experienced ranch hands complete assigned maintenance. Fence maintenance 
would present a similar challenge. The Forest Plan guides us to maintain the Prescott Watershed fence, 
which the permittee now maintains. This fence would no longer serve the permittee in 
ALTERNATIVES C and E. Maintenance would fall to the Forest Service. 

Costs for implementation of all other projects are displayed below. Detailed costs are found in Project 
Record 146. Total costs are displayed although cost-sharing from a number of benefactors is possible. 

TABLE 12 - IMPLEMENTATION COSTS BY ALTERNATIVE($) 

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITY 

Recreation Developments 

Road and Trail Projects 

A B 

233,700 0 

72,160 0 

Crooks Canyon/Maverick Environmental Assessment 

C 

0 

12,330 

D E 

357,100 357,100 

18,080 18,080 
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4.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

4.1 List of Preparers 

Noel Fletcher, Wildlife Biologist Karen Hawley, Forest Hydrologist 
Mindee Roth, Ecosystem Planner Ron Stein, Soil Scientist 
Malcolm Hamilton, Analysis, Inventory, and Monitoring Staff 

4.2 Other Contributors 

Dorothy Baxter, Urban Interface Planner Jim McKie, Forest Archeologist 
Cornell Christensen, Implementation Staff Beverly Morgan, Geologist 
Roy Fluhart, Fuels Fire Planner Barbara Phillips, Zone Botanist 
Kermit Johansson, Landscape Architect Steve Rinella, Lands Staff 
Reta Laford, NEPA Coordinator Dan Taylor, Wildlife Biologist 
Bill Townsend, Engineer Gary Wittman, Public Uses Staff 
Deborah White, Geographic Information Systems Coordinator 

5.0 CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS 

5.1 Agencies, Organizations, and Persons Consulted - See List, Appendix 1 o. 

5.2 How Comment Were Used 

On December 17, 1990, a scoping report was mailed to those interested in or potentially affected by 
this project. Comments received centered on riparian protection and the question of the capability of 
the area for livestock grazing. 

An open house was held in Prescott on June 22, 1993 to display existing conditions and solicit input 
regarding desired conditions and additional issues or concerns in the project area. Utilizing both 
internal and external comments, the interdisciplinary team developed a proposal and several tentative 
alternative themes that were shared with interested parties through the mailing of an updated scoping 
report on April 6, 1994. Tentative alternatives were developed with public input and displayed at an 
open house on November 3, 1994. Additional public input was solicited. The proposed action 
(Alternative A) was adjusted slightly as a result of public comment. 

An environmental assessment and "pre-decision" were shared with the public on February 21, 1996. 
Due to the magnitude of comments received, a content analysis process was used to identify and 
categorize substantive comments. This rewrite of the EA incorporates many suggestions offered in 
these comments. This rewrite also tries to clarify misunderstandings and answer specific questions. 
Some comments identified issues that are outside the scope of this analysis. The table in Appendix 11 
summarizes the types of comments we received and how they were used in the planning process. The 
full response to comments is contained in the project record (PR 230). 

5.3 References - See Appendix 12. 
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APPENDIX 1 
GLOSSARY, PLANT SPECIES, AND SOIL TAXONOMY 

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES - Application of the best available demonstrated control 
technology, processes, measures, and operating methods that are socially, economically, and technically 
feasible for controlling soil loss or improving water quality. 

BMPs - See "Best Management Practices." 

CARRYING CAPACITY - the maximum animal numbers which can be grazed each year on a given 
area of range without inducing a downward trend in forage production, forage quality, or soil stability. 

CUMULATIVE - increasing in effect, size, quantity, etc., by successive additions. 

DIVERSITY - The variety of life and its processes, including the variety in genes, species, ecosystems, 
and the ecological processes that connect everything in ecosystems. 

EA - See "Environmental Assessment." 

ECOLOGICAL UNIT - An area defined and named the same in terms of its soil/vegetation/climate 
components. 

ECOSYSTEM - Living organisms interacting with each other and with their physical environment, 
usually described as an area for which it is meaningful to address these interrelationships. 

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT - Consideration of the interrelationships at different scales of time 
and space between living organisms'and their environment in providing for sustainable multi-use 
objectives and desired conditions while striving to achieve a balance between the environment and the 
health and vitality of people and communities who depend on the land. 

ENVIRONMENT AL ASSESSMENT (EA) - A concise public document required by the regulations 
for implementing the procedural requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act ( 40 CFR 
1508.9) 

FORAGE UTILIZATION - the percentage of current year's forage production that can be consumed 
or trampled by livestock as measured by air dry weight of plants in a key area. 

FOREST PLAN - Prescott National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan; provides 
management direction for a 10 to 15 year period for the Prescott National Forest. 

FULL CAPACITY RANGELAND - areas which can be used by grazing animals under proper 
management without long-term damage to the soil resource or plant community (See also range 
capability). 

HABITAT - an area that exhibits all conditions necessary for life. 

HEAD MONTH - one adult animal, with or without young, grazing for one month. 

ID TEAM - See "Interdisciplinary Team." 

INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAM - A group of individuals with skills from different resources. An 
interdisciplinary team is assembled because no single scientific discipline is sufficient to adequately 
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identify and resolve issues. Team member interaction provides necessary insight to all stages of the 
planning and analysis process. 

ISSUE - A point of discussion, debate, or dispute about environmental effects. 

KEY ISSUES - The primary focal points for the development and evaluation of management 
alternatives. 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENT AL POLICY ACT (NEPA) - The basic national charter for the 
protection of the environment. It establishes policy, sets goals (Section I 01 ), and provides means 
(Section 102) for carrying out the policy. 

NEPA - See "National Environmental Policy Act." 

OBLITERATION - natural of mechanical removal and regeneration of a travel way. 

OVERSTOCKING - permitted or actual livestock numbers exceed the carrying capacity of an area of 
land. 

POTENTIAL NATURAL COMMUNITY - Vegetation that would develop if human influences were 
removed. 

RANGE CAPABILITY - a qualitative expression of the ability of a land area to support grazing while 
maintaining soil stability and plant productivity (See also full capacity rangeland). 

RIP ARIAN AREAS - Creeks and drainages with unique vegetation associated with water. 

RVDs - Recreation Visitor Days; the equivalent of one person visiting the forest for 12 hours. 

SCOPE - the range of actions, alternatives, and impacts to be considered in an environmental 
assessment. 

SCOPING - an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for 
identifying significant issues related to a proposed action ( 40 CFR 1501. 7) 

SIGNIFICANT - considers the context and intensity. Context means that the significane of an action 
must be analyzed in several contexts such as society as a whole, affected region, and locality. Intensity 
refers to the severity of the impact. 

SILVICULTURE- the art of cultivating a forest. 

SITE POTENTIAL - the plant and soil community that would be established if all successful 
sequences of its ecosystem were completed without additional human caused disturbances under present 
environmental conditions. Grazing by native fauna, natural disturbances such as drought, floods, and 
fire, are inherent in the development of site potentials which may include non-native species. 

STOCKING RA TE - number of livestock per unit area 

STRUCTURE- the verticle and horizonal arrangement and interrelationship of parts. 

TERRESTRIAL ECOSYSTEM SURVEY - The systematic analysis, mapping, classification and 
interpretation of terrestrial ecosystems. 
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TE&S - See "Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species." 

THREATENED, ENDANGERED & SENSITIVE SPECIES - species listed by the US Fish & 
Wi]d]ife Service as threatened or endangered or listed by the Regional Forester as sensitive. 

VEGETATIVE GROUND COVER - The percentage of material, other than bare ground, covering 
the soil surface. It may include vegetation basal cover (live and standing dead), mosses and lichens, and 
litter. 

VIGOR- overall plant growth and health. 

WATERSHED - A drainage basin or a major subdivision of a drainage basin. 

PLANT SPECIES 

SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE COMMON NAME 

Acer negundo Acne Boxelder 
Achillia lanulosa Acla Yarrow 
Agropyron smithii Agsm Western wheatgrass 
Alnus oblongifolia • Alob Arizona alder 
Arctostaphylos pungens Arpu Manz.anita 
Aristida divaricata Ardi Poverty three-awn 
Artemisia filifolia Arfi Sand sage 
Bouteloua curtipendula Bocu Side-oats grama 
Bouteloua eriopoda Boer Black Grama 
Bouteloua gracilis Bogr Blue grama 
Bromus BROMU Brome 
Calliandra eriophylla Caer Fairy duster 
Carex CAREX Sedge 
Ceanothus fendlerii Cefe Fendler's cenaothus 
Cercocarpus montanus Cemo Mountian mohagony 
Chilopsis linearis Chli Desert willow 
Dactylis glomerata Dagl Orchardgrass 
Eragrostis curvula Ercu Weeping lovegrass 
Erigeron ERIGE Fleabane 
Erioginum wrightii Erwr Shrubby buckwheat 
Euphorbia EUPHO Spurge 
Fallugia paradoxa Fapa Apache plume 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica Frpe Ash 
Garrya Wrightii Gawr Wright's silktassel 
Geranium GERAN Geranium 
Guterrezia sarothroides Gusa Snakeweed 
Hilaria belangeri Hibe Curly mesquite 
Juglans major Juma Black walnut 
Juniperus depeanna Jude Alligator juniper 
Juniperus osteospenna Juos One-seeded Juniper 
Leptochloa dubia Ledu Green sprangletop 
Lupinus LUPIN Lupine 
Medicago hispida Mehi Bur-clover medic 
Melilotus officinalus Meof Yellow sweetclover 
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Menodora MENOD Bullcods 
Opuntia OPUNT Prickley pear cactus 
Oxalis OXALI Woodsorrel 
Pinus fallux Pifa Pinyon pine 
Pinus ponderosa Pipo Ponderosa pine 
Poa fendleriana Pofe Fendler's bluegrass 
Poa pratensis Popr Kentucky bluegrass 
Populus fremontii Pofr Cottonwood 
Pseudotsuga menziesii Psme Douglas-fir 
Quercus arizonica Quar White oak 
Quercus gambelii Quga Gambel' s oak 
Quercus turbinells Qutu Turbinella oak 
Robinia neomexicana Rone New Mexico locust 
Salix goodingii Sago Gooding willow 
Salix SALIX Willow 
Sitanion hystrix Sihy Bottlebrush squirreltail 
Solidago SOLID Goldenrod 
Sporobolus cryptandrus Spcr Sand dropseed 
Sporobolus interrupus Spinl Black dropseed 
Symphorocarpus SYMPH Snowberry 
Taraxicum TARAX Dandilion 
Trichachne califomica Trcal Arizona cottontop 

SOIL TAXONOMY and FORMATIVE ELEMENTS 

Alfs: moist mineral soils 
Aqu: wetness 
Base saturation: the extent to which the adsorption complex of a soil is saturated with exchangeable 
cations other than hydrogen and aluminum. 
Bor: cool 
Epipedon: a diagnostic surface layer which includes the upper part of the soil that is darkened by 
organic matter, or the upper eluvial horizons or both. 
Epts: soils that form quickly 
Eutr: high base saturation 
Fluvent: mineral soils with a lack of significant profile development 
Gloss: tongued 
Hapl: minimum horizon 
Lithic: rocky 
Moll: thick, dark surface layer, with organic matter, strong soil structure, and a relatively soft 
consistency when dry 
Ochr: presence of light colored surface 
Orth: common 
Typic: typical 
Ud: humid climates 
Ust: dry climate, usually hot summers 

APPENDIX 1: GLOSSARY, PLANT SPECIES, and SOIL TAXONOMY 



APPENDIX2 
RATIONALE FOR DROPPING ALTERNATIVES 

The Interdisciplinary Team considered several alternatives that were subsequently dropped from detailed 
study. The following is a summary of these alternatives and the rationale for dropping them. 

* A Coordinated Ranch Plan which would incorporate various state, federal, and private lands, was 
dropped due to a lack of interest on the part of the grazing permittee and other agencies. 

*The Recreation Site Construction Schedule in the Forest Plan (Forest Plan, Table 4, page 15) lists a 
trailhead and horse camp at Palace Station as the number 12 priority during the first decade. The 
trailhead (suitable for equestrians) at Palace Station is included in Alternatives A, D and E. ·The 
horse camp, however, was dropped from further study at this time for two primary reasons. 

First, there is currently a lack of public demand for another horse camp in the north end of the 
Bradshaw Mountains. The Groom Creek Horse Camp, which was constructed in 1989, has never 
had occupancy greater than 22 percent during an operating season. 

Second, the site for the Palace Horse Camp is in Mexican spotted owl (MSO) critical habitat. A 
new horse camp would promote new recreational uses of the area, rather than manage an existing 
situation. The actual acres altered by the horse camp proposal would be approximately 15 acres of 
suitable nesting and roosting habitat. While 15 acres is a relatively insignificant amount of the total 
critical habitat, it is a considerable portion of the available habitat in the Palace Station area. From a 
species perspective, an increase in the recreational level, type and pattern of use of an area can 
cause resident birds to abandon a territory. Additionally, dispersing birds fledged from relatively 
"quiet" territories which received low levels of recreational use may not choose to occupy an area 
with increased recreational use. 

*Several of the roads in the study area have deteriorated to the extent that they are virtually impassable 
even with four-wheel drive. They are poorly drained, so runoff is contributing to loss of the road bed 
through gullying and loss of fine soil particles. Forest Roads 667 (Middlewater), 94C (Milk Creek) 
and 70 (Ash Creek Ridge) are in poor condition but still passable. Roads 668 (Johnson Flat) and 82A 
(Trails End Mine) are in extremely poor condition and impassable except by four-wheel drive. 

Maintenance of these roads is a routine administrative action which would not individually or 
cumulatively have a significant effect on the quality of the human environment, and which can be 
categorically excluded from documentation in an EIS or an EA. There are no extraordinary 
circumstances precluding the maintenance of these roads, so road maintenance was not included as a 
part of the proposed action nor was it studied in any of the alternatives to the proposed action. 

*Extensive treatment of mixed-conifer stands to reduce stand densities and address light to moderate 
mistletoe infestation pockets was considered but dropped due to infeasibility. Much of the mixed
conifer type in the Crooks Canyon/Maverick project area occurs on steep slopes with limited access 
and is classified as unsuitable for timber harvest. Mechanical treatment or commercial harvest of 
such timber is precluded by the steep terrain and limited access. The use of hand crews to thin dense 
stands and treat the resulting slash was determined to be economically infeasible. Excessive woody 
debris resulting from such treatment would also increase the fuel loading and associated wildfire risk 
to private lands and forest resources. Numerous private parcels intermingled with National Forest 
System lands limit the technical feasibility of using prescribed fire to reduce fuels in these mixed
conifer stands. 
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*Remove tamarisk by hand from the pond to favor native vegetation at Orr Spring (Tl IN, R2W, Section 
8, I acre). The ineffectiveness of hand removal of tamarisk caused this proposal to be dropped from 
further consideration. 

OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF THE PROJECT 

*The projects listed here were considered and analyzed in the original EA. Because of the change in 
project scope, this EA will not be used to make decision on these projects. They are still being 
considered as future projects, and therefore are analyzed as part of the cumulative effects. 

Fire Management: The proposal would use mechanical equipment in some areas to pile fuels for 
burning and prescribed burning over most of the project area. The purpose of these treatments is to 
reduce hazardous fuels and to return and maintain fire to its natural role in the ecosystem. This 
proposal identifies 21 blocks (representing 33,134 acres) for fire management as detailed below by 
block number. The priority for treatment would be for where wildfire risk is the greatest: areas of 
overstocked pine forests and over mature chaparral around the Ponderosa Park subdivision, which 
also have a compounded wildfire concern of prevailing southwest winds from the Hassayampa River 
drainage. 

Insect and Disease Treatment: A l 00-acre area in the vicinity of Palace Station exhibits heavy 
mistletoe infection. Infection is the heaviest on ponderosa pine trees along the Senator Highway. 
This alternative proposes to thin infected stands, away from Senator Highway, on the slopes (52 
acres) where the spread of mistletoe has the highest potential. Within the treatment area: 1) the 
younger, heavily infected, suppressed trees would be prioritized for treatment; 2) as many infected 
trees would be removed as possible while meeting an objective of retaining 125 trees per acre and 
averaging a 50% canopy cover; and 3) no trees greater than nine inches diameter at breast height 
would be removed. The proposed treatment equates to the removal of approximately 125 trees per 
acre and reducing the existing canopy cover by 25%. Slash would be treated with prescribed fire. 

Soil and Water Improvements: Riparian and watershed improvement projects affecting 370 acres in 
fourteen areas, that when implemented would improve riparian diversity and health, and increase 
vegetative ground cover of the uplands. 
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APPENDIX3 
BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

PRACTICE 22.1 - RANGE ANALYSIS, ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN, GRAZING PERMIT SYSTEM. AND 
PERMITTEE OPERATION INSTRUCTIONS 

Conduct range analysis to develop appropriate Allotment Management Plans, to modify the existing permits if necessary, 
and to develop annual plans. 

PRACTICE 22.11 - CONTROLLING LIVESTOCK NUMBERS AND SEASON OF USE 
Establish forage utilization standards and key areas. Monitor forage utilization to assure proper use and as a basis for future 
livestock numbers and seasons of use adjustments and/or amendments to in the allotment management plans as needed. 

PRACTICE 22.12 - CONTROLLING LIVESTOCK DISTRIBUTION 
Salting grounds would be determined annually and included in the pennittee instructions. At no time would salt or other 

supplement be placed within 1/4 mile of water. The location, design, and construction of stock trails would consider 
gradient. Waterbars would be employed as necessary. 

Identify, with the permittee, salting locations that reduce impacts in riparian areas and other areas of heavy use and achieve 
more use in under utilized areas. Rotate these areas often so as not to "beat out" any areas. Develop waters and construct 
cross fences as identified in the NEPA decision document. Keep range fences and waters wen maintained. Review trail 
#274 and consider the gradient, angle of turns, density, and necessary erosion control measures as this trail will be 
converted to a stock trail. Keep stock trails open to encourage livestock distribution. 

PRACTICE 22.13 - RANGELAND IMPROVEMENTS 
Construct structural range improvements, such as fences, water developments, trails and corrals in a manner to enhance or 
maintain water quality. Include soil erosion and soil compaction mitigation measures as needed. Improve gates, 
cattleguards and fences as maintained to meet current standards for livestock management, wildlife movement, and 
recreation access and safety. 

PRACTICE 22.15 - REVEGET A TION OF AREAS DISTURBED BY GRAZING ACTIVITIES 
Establish vegetative ground cover on all disturbed sites to prevent accelerated erosion and sedimentation off-site. Improve, 
maintain, or restore range resources, including water developments and forage to assure proper use by stock and wildlife is 
achieved. 

PRACTICE 23.11 - CONTROL OF SANITATION FACILITIES 
Provide toilet facilities at developed recreation sites. 

PRACTICE 23.12 - CONTROL OF REFUSE DISPOSAL 
Encourage proper trash disposal by education and providing receptacles. 

PRACTICE 23.14 - PROTECTION OF WATER QUALITY WITHIN DEVELOPED AND GENERAL FOREST 
RECREATION AREAS 

Encourage the public to protect water quality through the use of signs, brochures, and public contacts. 

PRACTICE 23.15 - LOCATION OF PACK AND RIDING STOCK FACILITIES 
A void soil erosion and degradation of water quality by location and design of facilities. 

PRACTICE 23.16 - MANAGEMENT OF OFF-ROAD VEHICLE USE 
Off-road vehicles are limited to roads and motorized trails only. 

PRACTICE 23.17-PUBLIC AWARENESS 
Develop signs to illustrate trail locations and encourage trail use (as opposed to cross-country travel in the riparian areas). 
Enlist public participation in the implementation of soil and water conservation practices directed at the impacts resulting 
from recreational uses. 

PRACTICE 25.1- WATERSHED RESTORATION 
Improve livestock grazing and manage high use recreation sites and facilities. 
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PRACTICE 25.14 - CONTROL ACTIVITIES UNDER SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
Certain roads are proposed for administration under special use permit. 

PRACTICE 25.15 - WATER QUALITY MONITORING 
Monitor for implementation and effectiveness of these Best Management Practices. Verify the effectiveness of Best 
Management Practices through the continued collection of representative water samples of the Hassayampa River and 
monitor for soil quality standards. 

PRACTICE 25.17 - SLOPE LIMITATIONS FOR EQUIPMENT OPERATION AND VEHICLE USE 
OBJECTIVE - Reduce erosion and associated sediment production by limiting soil disturbance activities on slopes greater 
than 30% and restricting operations to dry periods or when the ground is frozen. 

PRACTICE 25.2 - EVALUATION OF CUMULATIVE WATERSHED CONDITION EFFECTS 
This is completed in the NEPA planning process. 

PRACTICE 41.1 - EROSION CONTROL PLAN 
Plan for erosion control in all design and implementation activities. 

PRACTICE 41.11 - TIMING OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 
Soil disturbance can be minimized by restricting operations to dry periods or when the ground is frozen, and minimizing 
soil displacement when piling brush. 

PRACTICE 41.14 - CONTROL OF ROAD DRAINAGE 
Trails and roads will be built and maintained to standards to prevent soil loss and water quality degradation. Minimize the 
erosive effects of concentrated water flows caused by road drainage features by dispersing runoff from within the road 
clearing limits with culverts, water bars, dips and the maintenance of these. Lessen the sediment load from roaded areas by 
minimizing erosion of the road prism and uphill areas. Utilize signs. 

PRACTICE 41.25 - MAINTENANCE OF ROADS 
Maintain roads in a manner which provides for water quality protection by minimizing rutting, failures, sidecasting and 
blockage of drainage facilities. all of which can cause sedimentation and erosion. Hard closed roads which are converted to 
trails should include the use of water bars. retention measures and the placement of large woody material below the trail to 
slow the force of runoff and facilitate water absorption and soil deposition. 

PRACTICE 41.27 - TRAFFIC CONTROL DURING WET WEATHER 
Prevent accelerated soil loss and sedimentation by limiting activities during wet weather and wet soil conditions. "If you 
are making a track (rut of 3 inches in depth), it is time to halt operations, turn back, etc." 

PRACTICE 41.3 - OBLITERATION OF ROADS 
Treatments of the roads which are obliterated should include the following as applicable: 

a) restore natural land form and depend on time for organic matter to cover the bare soil, 
b) contour ditching for water control, 
c) scarify if compacted and revegetate with native species, 

d) shallow to moderately deep soil on convex slopes are best treated by following a more passive approach to 
revegetation. Most of these soils should not be ripped. Scattering of woody debris on these surfaces would encourage 
growth of indigenous plant species. Over time, needle cast or litter would begin to cover the bare soil. 

APPENDIX 3 - BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 



APPENDIX4 
ALTERNATIVE MAPS 
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ALTERNATIVE B 
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APPENDIXS 
GRAZING ROT A TIONS BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternative A combines the two allotments. The grazing pattern would repeat on a 3-year cycle. 

MONTH 
YR UNIT J F M A M J J A s 0 N D 
I CREEKS X X 

COPPER X X 
SOUTH X X X 
POLE X 
SOUTHWEST 
BODIE X X 
PALACE X X 

2 CREEKS X X 
COPPER X X 
SOUTH 
POLE X X 
SOUTHWEST X X 
BODIE X X 
PALACE X X 

3 CREEKS 
COPPER X X 
SOUTH X X X 
POLE XX 
SOUTHWEST X X X 
BODIE X X 
PALACE 

X = graze 

Alternative B maintains two distinct herds. North and South units are Maverick Allotment. Palace, Bodie, and South-
west are Crooks Canyon. There is no change in this pattern from year to year. • 

MONTH 
YR UNIT J F M A M J J A s 0 N D 
ALL NORTH X X X XX X 

SOUTH X X X X X X 

PALACE X X 
BODIE XX X 
SOUTHWEST X X X X X 
OFF FOREST X X 

Alternative C - No Livestock Grazing 

X = graze 
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Alternative D maintains two distinct herds. North, South, and Creeks units are Maverick Allotment. Palace. Bodie, and 
Southwest are Crooks Canyon. The grazing pattern on Maverick would repeat on a 4-year cycle. The grazing pattern on 
Crooks Canyon would repeat on a 2-year cycle. 

MONTH 
YR UNIT J F M A M J J A s 0 N D 
1 NORTH X X XX X 

SOUTH X X X X X X 
CREEKS X 

PALACE X X 
BODIE XX X X X 
SOUTHWEST X X X 
OFF FOREST X X 

2 NORTH X XX X XX 
SOUTH X X X X X 
CREEKS X 

PALACE XX 
BODIE X X X X XX 
SOUTHWEST X X 
OFF FOREST X X 

3 NORTH X XX X X 
SOUTH X X X X X X 
CREEKS X 

PALACE XX 
BODIE X X X 
SOUTHWEST X X X X X 
OFF FOREST X X 

4 NORTH X XX X XX 
SOUTH X X X X X 
CREEKS X 

PALACE XX 
BODIE XX X X XX 
SOUTHWEST X X 
OFF FOREST X X 

Alternative E combines the two allotments. The grazing pattern would repeat on a 3-year cycle. 

MONTH 
YR UNIT J F M A M J J A s 0 N D 
1 SOUTH X X X X 

BODIE 
SOUTHWEST X X X X 
OFF FOREST X XX X 

2 SOUTH X X X X 
BODIE X X X X 
SOUTHWEST 
OFF FOREST X XX X 

3 SOUTH 
BODIE X X X X 
SOUTHWEST X X X X 
OFF FOREST X XXX 

X = graze 

APPENDIX S: GRAZING ROTATIONS 



APPENDIX6 
GRAZING CAPABILITY 

Much confusion exists over grazing capability and what level of analysis is required at the site-specific 
project level. An attempt in made here to explain certain terms, policies, and practices that are important 
to understand this issue. 

The National Forest System Land and Resource Management Planning regulations (36 CFR 219) for 
developing, adapting, and revising the forest plans define the term "suitability" as the "appropriateness 
of applying certain resource management practices to a particular area of land, as determined by an 
analysis of the economic and environmental consequences and the alternative uses forefone." These 
regulations go on to state that suitability is determined at the forest planning level (36 CFR 219.20). 
Through the Forest Planning process, lands suitable for livestock grazing were identified on the Prescott 
National Forest. Suitable lands were those mapped as full and potential capacity. 

In 1989, the Prescott National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan was amended with 
direction to "determine range suitability on a site-specific basis. The use of the word "suitability" in this 
context is not correct and has added to the confusion on this issue. Despite this misuse of the word, the 
following three factors are to be considered per the amended Forest Plan: 

1) range capacity as defined in Forest Service Manuals and Handbooks, 
2) economic feasibility, 
3) conflicts with other resources and forest users" 

These three requirements apply to project level planning and analyses and are not to be confused with 
the requirements identified in 36 0FR 219, which,apply to the National Forest level of planning. It is at 
the project level that decisions on how and where to apply and authorize livestock grazing are 
determined. In compliance with these three requirements the ID team determined range capability, 
economic feasibility, and conflicts with other resources and forest users. See Chapter 3.1.2, Issue #2. 

Full capacity areas are those which can be used by grazing animals under proper management without 
long-term damage to the soil resource or plant community. Potential capacity areas are those areas 
which can be used by grazing animals under proper management but where soil stability is impaired or 
range improvements are not adequate to obtain the necessary livestock management. Currently these 
areas do not make a major contribution to the forage base for livestock, but have the potential to if 
certain management actions are undertaken. In this project area, potential capacity areas occur on 
productive soils with dense, overmature brush and dense timber on gentle slopes. No capacity areas are 
those that cannot be used by animals without long-term damage to the soil resource or plant community, 
or areas that are not capable of grazing under reasonable management goals. These areas are associated 
with steep slopes, unstable soils, or very low forage production potential. There are two key assumptions 
necessary here. l) Light livestock use may be expected to occur in no capacity areas. It may not be 
practical to exclude every no capacity acre. 2) Forage produced on no capacity rangelands is not 
counted as available for livestock. Stocking rates based on available forage coupled with livestock 
management techniques are the mitigation measures often employed to manage grazing of no capacity 
rangelands. 

APPENDIX 6: GRAZING CAP ABILITY 



Range Capacity 

LEGEND: 
1111 Full Capacity 

2 

No Capacity 
Potential Capacity 

0 2 4 Miles 

.... ~ 1'1rlilUIC»,,.,_ ....... _.,.,...__...,.. 
.....,. ............ aa .. .,,,..,..........,_,_,n.,..., .. _.._.. .... __... ........ _, ___ ..., __ ....................... ..,,....,.,_..,. .. _,. ...... ., 
,.,..._c UIIJIIOll ....... ....,.... .. ..,...._.,M'llldl_, ......... ..., ............... ,.....,.,__ ,,...........,. 
_,......_,._,,,,, ... y,-~,_..-...C.,_N 

""""""""' ................ ,,....Ot,.,... ...... ~ 
,.., ..... ~ ....... ~~ ....,_.~er.id. 



APPENDIX 7 
DESCRIPTION OF PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE PROJECTS 

The following lists and briefly describes past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The 
cumulative effects of these projects have been analyzed in the Environmental Consequences section of 
this analysis. Reasonably foreseeable future agency actions considered in this analysis include approved 
but not yet implemented agency actions and pending agency actions in the planning stages with no 
decisions finalized. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
Cattle grazing began around the tum of the century in support of the mining industry. Livestock 
numbers were many times what is permitted today. Forest Service administration of livestock grazing 
began in the 1920s. 

Several grazing allotments partially overlap the Crooks Canyon/Maverick project area. Grazing of 
some degree is expected to continue as a future action. Neighboring allotments include Cold Springs, 
Board Creek, Hassayampa, Big Bug, Brady, and Walnut Grove. Ecosystem planning just underway 
will include Cold Springs and Board Creek. Recently developed management plans for Hassayampa, 
Big Bug, and Brady are being monitored for possible changes/replanning. Future analysis of the 
Walnut Grove Allotment; a winter seasonal allotment, is a low priority. 

ROADS AND TRAILS 
Currently 72.5 miles ofroad, 38.0 miles of motorized trail, and 20.2 miles of non-motorized trail exist. 
This equates to a road density that exceeds the Forest Plan standard. Some of the roads in this area are 
very old and have incised roadbeds which causes difficulties when trying to use waterbars and dips to 
rid the roadbed of water. Others are of a low standard and require more maintenance than they receive. 
There are also many roads that have been developed in the last few years by dispersed recreationists of 
all kinds. 

The Maverick Forest Plan Implementation Project decision included the construction of 17.6 miles of 
trails and the obliteration of 17.66 miles of roads and trails (these miles are included in the existing 
total figures). Future planning is expected to identify and implement further obliteration of road miles, 
conversion of some roads to trails, and maintenance priorities. 

DISPERSED RECREATION 
These activities occur mainly along the Hassayampa River, Indian Creek, Groom Creek and Wolf 
Creek within the Upper Hassayampa River sub-watershed. There are several main points of access to 
the Hassayampa River. Access roads lead to the river and trails 0.25 to 1 mile in length lead from the 
parking areas to the river. Future planning may identify additional management actions similar to 
those identified in this project such as road closures, use restriction zones, and facilities. • 

DEVELOPED RECREATION 
There are presently four developed campgrounds within the analysis area. It is reasonable to assume 
that in the foreseeable future, these facilities could be maintained/expanded or managed in a different 
way. 

WILDFIRE AND PRESCRIBED BURNING 
• Sparks Bum, 1955 wildfire burned 2000 acres, just south of Ponderosa Park. 
• Battle Fire, 1972 wildfire burned 40,000 total acres, 4,000 acres in the Crooks Canyon/Maverick 

project area. 
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• Almost 200 lightning caused fires, involving roughly 4,000 acres have occurred in this area since 
1949 when such records were established. Most of these occurred in the pine and mixed conifer 
vegetation in the northeast 1/3 of the project area. 

• Kendall Prescribed Bum, 100 acres, upslope and south from Kendall Camp. 
• Oro Fino - Hassayampa Prescribed Bum, 335-acre Wilhoit Block burned 11/95, 4 additional blocks 

totaling 5607 acres will be burned in the future. 
• Maverick Forest Plan Implementation Project, 1993 decision included approximately 3 71 acres of 

prescribed fire to treat slash following timber harvest. 
• Crooks Canyon/Maverick Ecosystem Area - Prescribed burning of 33,134 acres in 21 blocks to 

reduce hazardous fuels has been identified for future analysis. A decision has already been made, 
with implementation scheduled for 1998 for Block 1, a 249 acre area adjacent to White Spar 
Highway 89A. Also a foreseeable future project in the Crooks Canyon/Maverick area is the 
development of a prescribed natural fire plan to return and maintain fire to its natural role in the 
ecosystem. 

TIMBER HARVEST 
Six past timber sales within the area of analysis have been harvested over the last 25 years. All of 
these timber sales are located within the upper Hassayampa River sub-watershed and were all for the 
purpose of thinning or mistletoe infestation control. The Groom Creek timber sale also created a 
fuelbreak for the community of Groom Creek. 

• Sundance timber sale occurred in 1973 on 170 acres 
• Maverick timber sale occurred in 1975 on 440 acres 
• Payoff timber sale occurred in 1977 on 550 acres 
• Indian Creek timber sale occurred in 1988 on 800 acres 
• Groom Creek timber sale occurred in 1991 on 600 acres. 
• Maverick timber sale occurred in 1997 on 662 acres. 
• Indian Creek Campground and the adjacent area has been offered for thinning on 50 acres for 

forest health, insect and disease control, and wildfire hazard reduction objectives. 
• A 100-acre area in the vicinity of Palace Station exhibits heavy mistletoe infection. Infection is the 

heaviest on ponderosa pine trees along the Senator Highway. Thinning infected stands, away from 
Senator Highway, on the slopes (52 acres) where the spread of mistletoe has the highest potential is 
proposed for future analysis. Younger, heavily infected, suppressed trees would be prioritized for 
treatment with removal of as many infected trees as possible while meeting an objective of 
retaining 125 trees per acre and averaging a 50% canopy cover. 

MAVERICK FOREST PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
This•project area which partially overlaps the Crooks Canyon/Maverick project area encompasses 
4,273 acres, of which 3,884 acres are National Forest and 389 acres are privately owned. In addition to 
prescribed burning and timber harvest listed above, this project includes watershed and riparian 
improvement projects affecting 320 acres, slash treatment (lop and scatter) on 378 acres, road and trail 
management actions, three trailheads and six overlooks. Also included are the creation of snags, a 
fuelbreak, and research studies. 

ECOSYSTEM PLANNING 
The Prescott Basin area is undergoing an integrated resource analysis which will identify future 
management needs within that area. The project area barely overlaps the Crooks Canyon/Maverick 
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project area from forest road 97 to the north. Changes to roads, trails, recreation opportunities, and 
vegetation management have been proposed. 

SOIL AND WATER IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
In the period of 1959 and 1968, approximately 8,300 acres were treated above Black Mountain Tank 
(Black Mountain, Mesa, Root Plow and South Units). This treatment involved juniper removal, 
mechanical treatment creating contour furrows, and/or sediment retention ponds. 

Similar work is scheduled on 167 acres in the Black Mountain Unit of the Crooks Canyon Allotment 
to be completed in 1998. (Tl IN, R2W, Sections 17 and 18). 1998 plans in the Crooks 
Canyon/Maverick area also include resource improvement affecting 94 acres in four areas along the 
Hassayampa River and Milk Creek. 

Foreseeable future projects in the Crooks Canyon/Maverick area include several low water crossings 
and rehabilitation of heavily impacted areas near major roads and drainages. 

PRIVATE LAND 
There are 2,484 acres of private land within the area of analysis. Of these acres most are located along 
the Hassayampa-Agua Fria watershed divide within the upper Hassayampa River sub-watershed and 
are primarily within the pine type. Some of this private land has been developed with houses and 
roads, and the remainder is presently vacant. In the lower country, a few dwellings and a pecan orchard 
are associated with the riparian area along Milk Creek. Other parcels are scattered across the project 
area. 

There are several roads that access this private land as well as the forest land. It is expected that with 
the growth of Yavapai County this area within the pine type on private land will also see similar 
growth and development. 

INACTIVE MINING OPERATIONS 
Of eight placer mining operations within the area of analysis, five ranging in size from 1,000 to 52,000 
square feet have been rehabilitated. The other three inactive mining operations within this area of 
analysis include forest and private lands at the Senator Mine, McCleur Claim, and the Upper 
Hassayampa River area. 

WHITESPAR EXPERIMENT AL WATERSHED 
Two experimental watersheds (303 and 240 acres) located eight miles south of Prescott were treated 
with herbicide between 1950 and 1980 to study the effect on water yield increase, sediment produc
tion, water quality changes, herbicide residues in the stream water and the impacts on upland and ri
parian vegetation. 
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APPENDIXS 
TRAIL SLOPE CLASSES 

TABLE 13 - MILES OF TRAIL (non-motorized/motorized) ON SLOPES GREATER THAN AND LESS THAN 
40%, BY ALTERNATIVE 

TRAIL SECTIONS >40% SLOPE A B C D E 

Buzzard ( 129) 0.0/0.2 
Climax (274) 0.6/0.0 0.0/0.6 0.0/0.6 
Collins (282) 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 
E+L (281) 1.1/0.4 1.5/0.0 1.5/0.0 1.1/0.4 1.1/0.4 
E+L to Venezia* 0.0/0.0 0.010.0 0.010.0 
Elouise (306) 0.0/0.1 0.0/0.4 0.0/0.l 0.0/0.1 
Golden Eagle (280) ** 0.0/1.4 0.0/1.3 0.0/1.4 0.0/1.4 
Kendall Camp (65) 0.0/0.3 0.0/0.3 0.0/0.3 0.0/0.3 0.0/0.3 
Maverick* 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 
Maverick Ridge * 2.5/0.0 2.1/0.0 2.1/0.0 2.5/0.0 2.5/0.0 
Mt. Union to Palace* 0.0/0.4 0.010.4 
Old Bodie Mine Road (319) 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.010.0 0.0/0.0 
Palace to Yankee Doodle * 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 
Road 9403C 0.0/0.9 
Road 667 0.0/0.1 
Road 70 0.2/0.0 
Slate Creek (277) 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 
Venezia (381) 0.0/0,2 0.0/0.2 0.0/0.2 0.0/0.2 
Yankee Doodle (284) ** 0.0/2.2 0.3/1.7 0.3/1.7 0.0/2.2 0.0/2.2 

TOT AL MILES ON >40% SLOPE 3.6/4.6 4.S/4.1 4.1/3.0 3.6/S.6 3.6/S.6 

TRAILS SECTIONS <40% SLOPE 

Buzzard (129) 0.0/3.4 
Climax (274) 1.6/0.0 0.0/3.9 0.0/3.9 
Collins (282) 0.6/0.0 0.6/0.0 0.6/0.0 0.6/0.0 0.6/0.0 
E+L (281) 2.7/0.6 3.3/0.0 3.3/0.0 2.7/0.6 2.7/0.6 
E+L to Venezia* 0.0/1.0 0.0/1.0 0.0/1.0 
Elouise (306) 0.0/2.0 0.0/0.8 0.0/2.0 0.0/2.0 
Golden Eagle (280) ** 0.0/1.7 0.0/1.0 0.0/1.7 0.0/1.7 
Kendall Camp (65) 0.0/0.5 0.0/0.5 0.0/0.5 0.0/0.5 0.0/0.5 
Maverick* 6.6/11.2 6.6/11.0 6.6/11.2 6.6/12.5 6.6/12.5 
Maverick Ridge * 1.5/0.0 0.9/0.0 0.9/0.0 1.5/0.0 1.5/0.0 
Mt. Union to Palace * 0.0/4.5 0.014.5 
Old Bodie Mine Road (319) 0.0/4.6 0.0/4.6 0.0/4.6 0.0/4.6 
Palace to Yankee Doodle * 0.0/1.0 0.0/1.0 0.0/1.0 
Road 9403C 0.0/1.6 
Road 667 0.0/1.1 
Road 70 1.6/0.0 
Slate Creek (277) 0.0/2.9 2.9/0.0 2.9/0.0 
Venezia (381) 0.0/0.8 0.0/0.8 0.0/0.8 0.0/0.8 
Yankee Doodle (284) ** 0.0/8.7 2.7/6.0 2.7/6.0 0.0/8.7 0.0/8.7 

TOT AL MILES <40% SLOPE 11.4/32.1 15.7/31.0 1S.7/20.4 14.3/41.8 14.3/41.8 
* = some new construction ** = some reconstruction 



APPENDIX 9 
THREE METHODS OF EVALUATING ALTERNATIVES BASED ON VALUE CONFLICTS 

One method is to compare the number of miles of trail allocated to different user groups regardless of 
with whom they share the trail. This method assumes that more miles for a particular group is better. 
Using this method, the motorized group would rank the alternatives (from most attractive to least 
attractive): DIE (47.2 mi.), A (33.7 mi.), B (38.0 mi.), C (23.2 mi.). The mountain bike group would 
rank the alternatives (from most attractive to least attractive): D/E (61.3 mi.), B (54.6 mi.), A (47.7 
mi.), C (40.2 mi.). Hikers and equestrians would prefer Alternatives A, D and E (4.0 mi.) to 
Alternatives Band C (3.0 miles). 

A second method compares the number of miles that a group can use without sharing with another 
group. This method assumes that exclusive use is better from a safety and value conflict standpoint. 
Using this method, hikers and equestrians (non-mechanized users) would have exclusive use of 4.0 
miles of trail in Alternatives A, D and E compared to 3.0 miles of trail in Alternatives Band C. 
Mountain bikers would not have any trails exclusively designated for their sport in any of the 
Alternatives. However, mountain bikers would have 17.2 miles of trail in Alternative B, 16.8 in 
Alternative C, 13.9 miles in Alternatives D and E, and 11.0 miles in Alternative A that they would not 
share with motorized users. Motorized users would not have any trails exclusively designated for their 
sport in any of the Alternatives. 

A third method of comparing the alternatives relies on a very different concept. In a 1989 memoran
dum, CORBA (Concerned Off-Road Bicyclists Association) put forward a shared use philosophy to 
reduce user conflict: "The more open the backcountry is, the greater the opportunity for all users to 
understand the privilege and responsibility of multiple recreational use. An open backcountry fosters 
cooperation between user groups. It creates the context for all users to work together to preserve and 
protect their common resource. A segregated backcountry breeds ill will between user groups and 
reduces the opportunity and inclination to work together." (Keller, 1990). 

This third method assumes that the higher the percentage of trail miles shared by all users, the greater 
the opportunity to reduce conflicts in the long run. Using this method, the alternatives rank in order 
from the highest percentage of miles shared by all users to lowest percentage of shared miles: D/E 
(73%), A (68%), B (65%), C (54%). 
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APPENDIX JO 
LIST OF PERSONS CONT ACTED 

AZ DEPT ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
NON-POINT SOURCE UNIT 
2321 W ROY AL PALM RD SUITE 103 
PHOENIX AZ 85012 

YAVAPAI CO BOARD SUPV 
% BILL FELDMEYER 
255 EGURLEY 
PRESCOTT AZ 8630 I 

ARIZONA CA TILE GROWERS 
1401 N 24TH 
PHOENIX AZ 85008 

FOREST OFFICER 
YAVAPAI CO SHERIFF OFFICE 
255 EGURLEY 
PRESCOTT AZ 86301 

TOM SKEELE 
PREDATOR CONTROL PROJ 
POBOX6733 
BOZEMAN MT 59771 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
1555 IRON SPRINGS RD 
PRESCOTT AZ 8630 I 

TOM LONG 
PRESCOTT PUBLIC SERVICE DEPT 
POBOX2059 
PRESCOTT AZ 8630 I 

DON BUCKLEY 
WILDLIFE UNIT MGR UNIT 20A 
HC 29 BOX 374 
PRESCOTT AZ 86301 

ROBERT ROOKE 
RED ARROW REAL TY 
1107 E GURLEY 
PRESCOTT AZ 86301 

ARIZONA GRAZING CLEARING HOUSE 
516 E PORTLAND ST 
PHOENIX AZ 85004 

JAMES GARRISON, SHPO 
ARIZONA STATE PARKS 
1300 W WASHINGTON 
PHOENIX AZ 85007 

GROOM CREEK FIRE DEPT 
HC 32 BOX 549 
PRESCOTT AZ 8630 I 

WILHOIT FIRE DEPT 
RALPH HARRIS 
HC 68 BOX 431 
KIRKLAND AZ 86332 

USDI US FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE 
ARIZONA ECOLOGICAL SERVICES UNIT 
3033 N CENTRAL RM 321 
PHOENIX AZ 85021-495 l 

GCBUCHANAN 
YAVAPAI CO SHERIFF 
255 EGURLEY 
PRESCOTT AZ 86301 

VERDE VAQUEROS 
7502 E OSBORN 
SCOTTSDALE AZ 85251 

TERRY SLOAN DISTRICT FORESTER 
ST LAND DEPT DIV OF FORESTRY 
809 C GAIL GARDNER WAY 
PRESCOTT AZ 86301 

THE NATURE CONSERVANCY 
HASSA YAMPA RIVER PRESERVE 
BOX 1162 
WICKENBURG AZ 86358 

YAVAPAI CO CA TILE GROWERS 
BOX 1261 
PRESCOTT AZ 86302 

MIKE KELLY 
YAVAPAI CO PLANNING & BLDG 
255 EGURLEY 
PRESCOTT AZ 86302 

PRESCOTT CITY COUNCIL 
POBOX2059 
PRESCOTT AZ 86302-2059 

ROBERT POSEY 
AGFD HABITAT SPECIALIST 
5325 N STOCKTON HILL RD 
KINGMAN AZ 86401-1037 

GOSWICK CA TILE CO 
BOX 157 
HUMBOLDT AZ 86329 

USDI BUREAU OF LAND MGMT 
%DARRELL TERSEY 
PHOENIX DISTRICT OFFICE 
2015 E DEER VALLEY RD 
PHOENIX AZ 85027 

ARIZONA DEPT TRANSPORTATION 
206 S 17TH AVE 
PHOENIX AZ 85007 

STEVE FERRELL, REGIONAL SUPV 
ARIZONA GAME & FISH DEPT 
5325 N STOCKTON HILL RD 
KINGMAN AZ 86401-1043 
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MAYER PUBLIC LIBRARY 
PERRALEE STRAND 
PO BOX 1016 
MA YER AZ 86333 

KAREN BANE-GASTON 
SIERRA CLUB LEGAL DEFENSE FUND 
180 MONTGOMERY 14TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94104 

RON PRINCE 
PRESCOTT FIRE DEPARTMENT 
1700 IRON SPRINGS RD 
PRESCOTT AZ 8630 I 

MARK STEVENS CITY MANAGER 
CITY OF PRESCOTT 
PO BOX 2059 
PRESCOTT AZ 86302-2059 

ARIZONA HEIRLOOM FRUIT & NUT 
% NATIVE SEEDS/SEARCH 
2509 N CAMPBELL #325 
TUCSON AZ 95719 

WHISPERING PINES CAMP 
HC 32 BOX 294 
PRESCOTT AZ 8630 I 

LOUIS HOOD. PLANNING COO RD INA TOR 
FORT MCDOWELL INDIAN COMMUNITY 
PO BOX 17588 
FOUNTAIN HILLS AZ 85269 

KA THERINE MARQUEZ, DIRECTOR 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 
YAVAPAI-APACHE NATION 
PO BOX I 188 
CAMP VERDE AZ 86322 

JOE DISHT A, DIRECTOR 
HERITAGE AND HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION OFFICE 

POBOX339 
ZUNI NM 87327 

YAVAPAI TRAILS ASSOC 
JAN ALFANO 
2830 TOHA TCHI RD 
PRESCOTT AZ 8630 I 

FRIENDLY PINES CAMP INC 
ATTN BEBE MAY 
933 FRIENDLY PINES ROAD 
PRESCOTT AZ 86303 

CITIZENS MONITOR 
110 N WILLOW ST 
PRESCOTT AZ 86301 

NIEL MISCK.E 
TRAILS END MINE AND MILL 

MIKE ROZYCKI 
COUNTY PLANNING & BLDG 
255 E GURLEY ST 
PRESCOTT AZ 86301 

YAVAPAI CO PUBLIC WORKS DIR 
JAMESR WISE 
225 E GURLEY 
PRESCOTT AZ 8630 I 

CITY OF PRESCOTT 
POBOX2059 
PRESCOTT AZ 86301-2059 

TOM HALEY 
HALEY CONSTRUCTION CO 
PO BOX 831 
PRESCOTT AZ 86302 

SOCIETY FOR RANGE MANAGEMENT 
% JACK BOHNING 
POBOX441 
PRESCOTT AZ 86302 

YA V APA! PRESCOTT INDIAN TRIBE 
530 E MERRITT ST 
PRESCOTT AZ 8630 I 

LORETTAJACKSON,DIRECTOR 
OFFICE OF CULTURAL PRESERV 
HUALAPAI TRIBE 
PO BOX3IO 
PEACH SPRINGS AZ 86434 

LEIGH KUW ANWISIWMA, DIRECTOR 
HOPI CULTURAL PRESERV OFFICE 
PO BOX 123 
KYKOTSMOVI AZ 86039 

DAVE CURTIS 
CENTRAL YAVAPAI FIRE DEPT 
855 E YAVAPAI RD 
PRESCOTT VALLEY AZ 86314 

PRESCOTT COURIER 
147CORTEZ 
PRESCOTT AZ 8630 l 

PRESCOTT PINES CAMP 
DAVID BOISVERT 
PO BOX 1226 
PRESCOTT AZ 86302 

CLAUDETTE SIMPSON, EDITOR 
PRESCOTT SUN 
239 N MARINA ST 
PRESCOTT AZ 86301 

LARRY PETTITT 
PONDEROSA PARK HOMEOWNERS 
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ALAN SILVERMAN 
GRETCHEN FREEMAN 

BILL DUMONT 
RANCHO SANT A INEZ 

BLOCK FAMILY TRUST 

BURKE FAMILY TRUST 
% ANITA SWIGERT 

CORTLAND ARDER CARTER ESTATE 

JOHN & PATRICIA CARLETON 

CHARLES FITZGIBBON 

JIM POWERS 

CHUCK NAGY 

JAY JOHNSON 

EILEEN B FERGUSON 

PAUL SNEED 

LESLIE GLUSTROM 

MARY ELLEN HALE 

JIM MOSLEY 

DON SIEH 

JIM WORMLEY 

ANDY GROSET A 

DONALD & JUNE RUHBERG 

RE AND JOANN GROSSMAN 

PAUL MURPHY 

RONBUNYON 

TOM CARSON 

PETE GROSET A 

REX AND RUTH MAUGHAN 

NEIL & MARY ABBOTT 

CARLOS HOBSON 

GEORGE GALE 

JAMES J WESLEY 

ALAN HANKS 

GEORGE PREHMUS 

GERALDINE QUAIL 
SHADOW VALLEY RANCH 

LEE AND VICKI CARTER 
SQUARE M RANCH 

HEITZMAN FAMILY PARTNERSHIP 

JAY MOORE 

GLENNA COLLINS 

CHARLIE & HELEN CONN 

MIKE KELLY 

DONN & CAROL RAWLINGS 

PAUL WILLIAMS 

DON COX 

BOB HOFFA 

DOUG HULMES 

GREG BARTZEN 

ROB AND KIM HUNT 

JIM SIMMS 

JEFF BURGESS . 

TRUMAN PUCHBAUER 

PETE GROSETA 

TIMFRANA 

NORM CROWELL 

JOHN HAYES 

RALPH LADNER 

ANDY GROSETA 

DWAYNE WARRICK 

BUD AND JUNE MAULE 

DAVID HOCHSTETTLER 

LOYD HODGES 

JOEL BARNES 

MICHAEL BYRD 

JOE THOMPSON 

LARRY & KIM LAINE 

CLARK D GREEN ROBERT D CLARK 
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SUZANNE MATTSON 

JEAN STRACHAN 

GLORIA GALION 

EDWARD BASHA 

JUDGE & MRS ROBERT C BROOMFIELD 

ERIC BILLINGSLY 

WJHAUER 

BARRY & BILLIE LANE 

RANDY SWEDLUND 

BILL COWAN 

CONNIE MEADOR 

GLENN & MARSHA STEVENS 

MR & MRS GARY TUTTLE 

J E MARTIN 

ANDY & VICKIE KRESHA 

WILLIAM KIDWELL 

JERI SMITH-FORNARA 

JOHN BIHLMAN 

MARSHALL MARINAKIS 

JOHN AND JOANN BARNARD 

ANGIE ANAPOL 

CHRIS PLUMB 

PAUL SMOLENYAK 

DANIEL CRACCHIOLO 

NANCYANDRUDYROGALSKI 

HUGH AND KAY SHAW 

FRED & CAROLYN SIPRIORA 

MARIAN OLSON 

JOHN & CORRINE REDDY 

ROGER DEWEY 

JIM & KATE DOHERTY 

BETH & STEVEN KLEIN 

E NESDILL 

DENNIS MORONEY 

THOMAS MOFFO 

ROBERT JAMES 

BRUCE BEAN 

SONDRA WILKENING 

JOE GUINAN 

GEORGE TENNIE 

MARY MEYERS 

ROBERT MCBURNIE 

KAREN HAZEL TINE 

JOE & LYNNE KLECAK 

MARK.HUDSON 

TERRY & DEBBIE SCHELAH 

DAVID ARROWOOD 

TIMFRANA 

JOSEPH AND ROSE COOMBS 

JACK BISHOFF 

B F PROCHASKA 

ALBERT & JUNE GOETTL 

BILL LITTERER 

KENNETH AND GLORIA SMOLENY AK 

ALFRED & CAROL ALEXANDER 

CHUCK AND GERRY BALTZER 

VERN PIERSON 

WILLIAM AND LAURA FIELDS 

FRANK AND DANITA ROCHE 

PA TRICK AND JANICE CROZIER 

BOBBIE BUTLER 

CONNIE WREATH 
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APPENDIXll 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of this appendix is to disclose and assess the content and context of comments received on 
the pre-decision notice regarding management associated with the Crooks Canyon/Maverick Ecosystem 
Management Project. The full response to comments is filed in the project record (PR 230). 

Comments received on the pre-decision and supporting documentation include project records # I 70 
through #221. Due to the magnitude of comments received, a content analysis process was used to 
identify and categorize substantive comments. The content analysis process consisted of the following: 
All comments were reviewed; individual comments were highlighted; categories and sub-categories 
were developed based on the subject matter contained in the comments; category code and sub-category 
codes were noted on each comment; comments of the same or closely related category or sub-category 
were then grouped together; and one response was prepared to each theme within the category and sub
category. This appendix represents the culmination of the content analysis efforts for the Crooks 
Canyon/Maverick Ecosystem Management Project. 

Comments were received from 50 individuals/organizations. Twenty three of the responses were in 
letter form. The remaining 27 responses were through phone calls, internal comments, or personal visits 
with members of the Interdisciplinary Team. Responses came largely from individuals (33 out of 50). 
Eleven responses came from organized groups such as the Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Prescott 
National Forest Friends, and Society for Range Management. Three responses were received from 
agencies (Prescott Apache Indian Tribe, Arizona Game and Fish, and Yavapai County Board of 
Supervisors). Four businesses responded representing Maughan Ranches and the Daily Courier 
newspaper of Prescott, Arizona. 

The 50 responses contained 200 distinct and substantive comments. These distinct and substantive 
comments are addressed in this appendix. It is interesting to note that approximately 65% of the 200 
comments were raised by one individual, and about 35% of the comments were raised by more than one 
individual. 

Following is a summary of comments and how the comments were used in the planning process. 

CATEGORY COMMENT SUMMARY 
Archaeology Adequacy of survey acres questioned 

Economics Costs and benefits of livestock 

Environmental Readability problems 
Assessment 

Numerical errors 
Inadequate analysis 
Impacts not addressed 

Fire & Fuels Implementation suggestions 
Management 

HOW COMMENTS WERE USED 
Completed additional surveys 

Completed Range Project Effectiveness analyses. 
Added notes to the project record about project costs 

Most team members attended training to improve NEPA 
and writing skills 
Errors have been corrected 
Additional factual information has been added to the record. 

Ideas will be considered in bum plans 
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CATEGORY COMMENT SUMMARY 

Grazing Pennit compliance 
Pennit administration 
Impacts not adequately addressed 
Grazing capability detenninations 

Monitoring Plans and costs 

Process/ Comment period too short 
Procedure 

Process to long 
Forest Plan consistency 

Recreation Facilities needed 
Maintenance needed 
Trail impacts 
Indirect impacts of access 

Riparian Association to Forest Plan emphasis 

Support Appreciative of effort 

Support the proposal 

Timber Varied opinions from do nothing to 
do more 

Visual Quality Grazing impacts on recreation 
experience 

Watershed 

Water Quality 

Wildlife, TE&S 
Species 

Issues/impacts not adequately 
considered 

Should have been addressed 

Issues/impacts not adequately 
considered 
Mexican spotted owl 
Southwestern willow flycatcher 

HOW COMMENTS WERE USED 

Capability confusion has been addressed 
EA corrected to use proper tenninology 

Monitoring ideas will be considered in developing 
monitoring plan 
Costs for monitoring have been estimated. 

Most team members attended training to improve NEPA 
and writing skills 
Project mailing list updated 

Golden Eagle Trail dropped 
Questions answered 

Questions answered 

High level of support for fuels treatment and burning 
program 
Volunteer offers will be followed up on 

Questions answered 

Questions answered 

Additional consideration validates this is not a significant 
issue 

Additional consideration shows this was adequately 
addressed given watershed condition is satisfactory on 95% 
of the project area and projects were designed to correct 
other 5% 

New infonnation resulted in re-evaluation of 3 bum blocks, 
one trail segment, insect and disease treatment proposals 
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