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REAVIS - TORTILLA ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

CHAPTER 1 - PROJECT SCOPE

A. Document Preparation: Supporting documents utilized to create this
environmental assessment are listed in the Appendix. These documents are on
file at the Mesa Ranger District Office.

B. Background - Purpose and Need: The term grazing permit for the Reavis and
Tortilla Allotments was canceled in May 1995 because of non-compliance with the
conditions of the permit. Examination of previous NEPA documentation,
management plans, and analysis reports showed that these documents did not
adequately address the current issues involved with issuing a new term grazing
permit on these allotments. This document is being prepared in conjunction
with an updated allotment analysis so that a decision can be made concerning
future livestock grazing on the referenced allotments.

The history of livestock grazing management on the Reavis and Tortilla Study
Area can be found in the previous permit folders and allotment analysis folders
for the Reavis and Tortilla Allotments.

Specific project objectives defined for the Reavis and Tortilla Study Area
include:

1. Protect unique ecosystems (riparian and ponderosa pine).
2. Maintain the quality of water yielded from the study area.

3. Avoid additional conflict in recreation areas that are currently receiving
heavy use.

L, Protect wildlife habitat, especially habitat for threatened, endangered,
and sensitive species.

5. Permit livestock grazing on areas of full capacity range.
C. Proposed Action: Issue a ten year term grazing permit for the Reavis and

Tortilla Allotments along with a grazing strategy and associated improvements
necessary to properly manage livestock on the allotments.

D. Decision to be made: The District Ranger will decide whether or not to

issue a new term grazing permit for the Reavis and Tortilla Allotments. If anew
term grazing permit is issued, the District Ranger will decide whether to issue a
permit based on the previous grazing system and permit, or to issue apermit based

on the 1995 analysis and grazing strategy recommendations.

The District Ranger's decision, if to issue a new term grazing permit, will be
implemented through an allotment management plan and a 10 year grazing permit.












Shipping tickets would be required for all livestock entering and leaving the
allotments.

Salt would be placed at least 1/4 mile from water developments, trails, roads
and riparian areas. Salt grounds would be moved each season to prevent the
establishment of permanent salt grounds. Any salt remaining at the end of the
season (June 15) would be removed within 15 days.

The Horse Mesa Unit and the Crested Wheat Pasture of the Reavis Allotment would
not be available to livestock permitted on the allotment.

The grazing period for the Lewis and Pranty Pasture would be determined
annually by the Forest Service. The pasture would not be used at other times.

Livestock would be placed in the areas designated on the alternative map (see
Appendix C) with a letter "A" when they first enter the allotments. Salt,
herding and drift would be utilized to move livestock from the "A" areas to "B"
areas during the course of the grazing season (seé\Appendix E). No livestock
would be allowed in the "B" areas prior to April 1lst-each year.

Livestock arriving on the allotments or gathered from the allotments would not
be held longer than 24 hours on National Forest Land before dispersing onto the
allotments, or shipping. Livestock held longer than 24 hours would need to be
placed on the base property.

All structural range developments listed in the term grazing permit but not
scheduled for reconstruction would be maintained prior to livestock entering
the allotments (see Appendix D).

Range developments scheduled for reconstruction would be completed prior to
livestock entering the allotments. These developments are essential for
management. The Forest Service would supply materials for reconstruction
projects if funding is available. All labor required for these projects would
be the résponsibility of the permittee (see Appendix D).

Range developments scheduled for removal would be the responsibility of the
Forest Service. These developments would not have to be removed prior to
implementation of management (see Appendix D).

An allotment management plan to implement this alternative would be developed
and made part of the Term Grazing Permit. This plan would be based on the
previously approved Allotment Management Plan. The AMP would define agency and
permittee responsibility for completing each development project. Permit
modifications would pe made to reflect permittee responsibilities on applicable
projects. All projects would be completed to Forest Service Standards.

B. Mitigation requirements
A resource specialist would visit the staked or flagged location of all

potential ground disturbing development projects to survey for cultural
resources. Clearance would be obtained prior to any ground disturbance.
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Four cover-frequency transects would be established in upland areas on each
allotment during the first grazing season. These transects would be reread at

the end of the third grazing season.
D. Implementation Schedule - The proposed schedule is listed below:

Year 1 - Develop Allotment Management Plan. Construct, reconstruct and
maintain structural range developments.

Year 2 - Construct, reconstruct and maintain structural range developments.

Year 3 - Initiate grazing strategy. Reread permanent trend transects.
Establish cover-frequency transects. Conduct a range inspection.

Year 4 - Conduct a range inspection.
Year 5 - Conduct a range inspection.

Year 6 - Conduct a production-utilization study on both allotments. Reread
permanent trend transects and cover-frequency transects. Determine proper
stocking rate for allotments and adjust the permit if necessary.

Alternative 6 - Issue a seasonal term grazing permit for the stocking level and
area determined by the 1995 allotment analysis. A term grazing permit would be
issued for 500 cattle on the units identified as full capacity range in the
1995 analysis. Cattle would be permitted to graze from November 1lst until
April 31st each year. Total full capacity range would be 27,005 acres with a
stocking rate of 9 acres per animal unit month. The area listed as no capacity
would be placed in management level A (no grazing) during the Tonto National
Forest Management Plan revision and would not be included in the allotment
boundary for the new grazing permit.

A. Management constraints

At least one year rest for every two years of use would be provided for each of
the units (see Appendix E).

All structural range developments listed in the term grazing permit but not
scheduled for reconstruction would be maintained prior to livestock entering a
unit (see Appendix D).

Range developments scheduled for construction or reconstruction would be
completed prior to livestock entering a unit. These developments are essential
for management. The Forest Service would supply materials for these projects
1; funding is available. All labor required would be the responsibility of the
permittee (see Appendix D).

Range developments scheduled for removal would be the responsibility of the
Forest Service. These developments would not have to be removed prior to
implementation of management (see Appendix D).
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Shipping tickets would be required for all livestock entering or leaving the
units.

Salt would be placed at least 1/4 mile from water developments, trails, roads
and riparian areas. Salt grounds would be moved each season to prevent the
establishment of permanent salt grounds. Any salt remaining at the end of the
season (April 31) would be removed within 15 days.

Livestock arriving on the units or gathered from the units would not be held
longer than 24 hours on National Forest Land before dispersing onto the units
or shipping. Livestock held longer than 24 hours would be placed on the base
property.

An allotment management plan to implement this alternative would be developed
and made part of the Term Grazing Permit. The AMP would define agency and
permittee responsibility for completing each development project. Permit
modifications would be made to reflect permittee responsibilities on applicable
projects. All projects would be completed to Forest Service Standards. The
requirement for one year rest for every two years of use would be addressed in
the allotment management plan.

B. Mitigation requirements
A resource specialist would visit the staked or flagged location of all
potential ground disturbing development projects to survey for cu}fggal
resources. Clearance would be obtained prior to any ground disturbance.
A resource specialist would visit the staked or flagged location of all

development projects to certify the findings in the Biological Evaluation prior
to project implementation.
(

C. Monitoring requirements

Annual range inspections would be conducted on all utilized units.
inspections would document the following:

1. Livestock distribution.
2. Utilization on key forage species.
3. Utilization on woody and herbaceous species in riparian areas.
L4, Development maintenance.
5. Compliance with the grazing strategy.
Existing permanent trend transects on the units would be reread prior to

initial use of the units by livestock. These transects would be reread at six
year intervals.
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Two cover-frequency transects would be established on each unit prior to use of
the units by livestock. These transects would be reread on three year

intervals.
D. Implementation Schedule - The proposed schedule is listed below:

Year 1 - Develop Allotment Management Plan. Construct, reconstruct and
maintain range developments.

Year 2 - Construct, reconstruct and maintain range developments.

Year 3 - Reread permanent trend transects, establish cover-frequency
transects, initiate livestock use, conduct a range inspection.

Alternative 7 - No new term grazing permit would be issued. The areas
identified in the 1995 analysis as full capacity range would be available for
addition to adjoining allotments. Grazing strategies on adjoining allotments
would be modified prior to addition of the full capacity units. The area
listed as no capacity would be placed in management level A (no grazing) during
the Tonto National Forest Management Plan revision and would not~be included in
adjoining allotments. T :

e

A. Management Constraints

Modified grazing strategies on adjacent allotments would be subject to NEPA
review. Implementation of this alternative would not require the issuance of a
new term grazing permit. Permitted livestock numbers on the adjoining
allotments could be modified at the same time the grazing strategies are
modified.

Range development requirements, except for removal, would be addressed at the
time the units are incorporated with an existing grazing strategy.

Range developments scheduled for removal would be the responsibility of the
Forest Service. These developments would not have to be removed prior to
implementation of livestock management on the full capacity units (see Appendix
D).

B. Mitigation requirements

These would be required when the units are included with adjacent grazing
allotments.

C. Monitoring requirements

These would be required when the units are included with adjacent grazing
allotments.
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CHAPTER 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
A. Vegetation
1. Affected Environment

Riparian Communities - Riparian communities on the Reavis and Tortilla Study
Area comprise approximately 2% of the total study area (1361 acres). This 2%
can be divided into two categories; Mixed Broadleaf and Cottonwood Willow.
Mixed Broadleaf totals more than 95% of the riparian acreage. The two
categories are defined as follows:

Mixed Broadleaf - This riparian deciduous forest occurs along the
rubble-bottomed perennial or near perennial streams within this area. The
community is at a higher elevation than the Cottonwood-Willow community and is
the characteristic riparian for the study area. Typical tree species include
Sycamore (Platanus wrightii), Alder (Alnus oblongifolia), Willow (Salix
gooddingii), Walnut (Juglans major), Ash (Fraxinus velutina), Cottonwood
(Populus fremontii) and other winter deciduous trees. Past grazing use in
these areas has been extremely variable with heavy use in areas such as
Tortilla Ranch and Reavis Ranch and virtually no use in rough canyon bottoms
such as lower Fish Créek and Lower Tortilla Creek. Approximately 80% of the
riparian areas can be classified as confined systems in relation to livestock
grazing. Confined systems are those located in narrow steep canyons where any
livestock use would be limited to the riparian area because of topographic
features (cliffs and steep slopes). Confined riparian systems could be heavily
impacted by livestock use.

Cottonwood-Willow - The Cottonwood-Willow Community begins to occur at the
lowest elevations of the study area. This community is dependent upon and
maintained by periodic spring flooding, but because of the narrow, confined
nature of most of the lower elevation riparian areas, The sand and gravel bars
necessary for regeneration of these trees are limited.

Upland Communities - The study area upland communities can be divided into five
categories; Semi-desert Grassland (12,927 acres), Interior Chaparral (18,200
acres), Coniferous Forest (674 acres), Pinyon-Juniper Woodland (4841 acres) and
Sonoran Desert Scrub (27,417 acres).

Semi-desert Grassland - This community is generally located at a higher
elevation than Sonoran Desert Scrub, but lower than Interior Chaparral.
Exceptions to this pattern occur because of soil type and aspect. Grassland
will often be found on south facing slopes with Interior Chaparral found on the
north _face. Large areas of Semi-desert Grassland can be found in upper
Tortilla Creek, Upper LaBarge Creek and along the Castle Dome Divide. Plants
commorr—to this community include; Wright Buckwheat (Eriogonum wrightii),
Menodora (Menodora scabra), Beargrass (Nolina microcarpa), Squirreltail
(Sitanion hystrix), Mesquite (Prosopis juliflora), Holly-grape (Mahonia
haematocarpa), Mountain Laurel (Rhus ovata), Juniper (Juniperus coahuilensis),
Sideoats grama (Bouteloua curtipendula), Plains lovegrass (Eragrostis
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would also stock the allotment areas with more than twice the number of
livestock determined proper during the 1995 analysis. Of the 1361 acres of
riparian on the allotments, approximately 1000 acres would be adversely
affected by this alternative. The remaining 361 acres is an estimate of the
riparian community that.could not be accessed by livestock. Of the 674 acres
of Ponderosa Pine on the allotments, Approximately 50%, or 337 acres, has an
understory accessible to livestock and would be adversely affected.

Alternative 4 - This alternative would stock only those areas determined as
full capacity range in the 1995 analysis. Unique ecosystems effected would
include 175 acres of riparian that are not considered as confined. A grazing
strategy would provide two growing seasons rest for every growing season of use
for these areas. However, because of the lack of reliable water, the one warm
growing season of use could result in six months of concentrated use in the
riparian communities adversely affecting these areas.

Alternative 5 - This alternative would convert the previous permit to a
yearlong cow-calf operation. The previous Tortilla and Reavis Allotment areas
would be used. Effects on unique ecosystems would be severe. The stocking
rate would be almost double the estimated rate identified in the 1995 analysis.
All accessible riparian and Ponderosa Pine areas would be utilized, and during
the growing season livestock could concentrate in these areas for as long as
six months adversely affecting the resources.

Alternative 6 - This alternative would stock only those areas determined as
full capacity range in the 1995 analysis. Unique ecosystems affected would
include 175 acres of riparian that is not confined. This alternative would not
utilize riparian during the warm growing season and would not place livestock
on the area when water is considered a limiting factor. No adverse effects to
unique ecosystems would be expected.

Alternative 7 - A new term grazing permit would not be issued. No unique
ecosystems would be affected by livestock grazing.

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6 Alt. 7

Acres of Unique
Ecosystems Adversely 0 0 1337 175 1337 0 0
affected.

Upland Communities

Alternative 1 - The No Action alternative would maintain the current situation
of no livestock grazing. No upland communities would be affected by livestock
grazing.

Alternative 2 - The No Grazing alternative would maintain the current situation
of no livestock grazing. No upland communities would be affected by livestock
grazing.

Alternative 3 - This alternative would stock the entire area previously
included in the Reavis and Tortilla Allotments with 1800 Yearlings from
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concentrated in the riparian area. Management of these areas for livestock use
would be difficult without adversely affecting riparian. The total area of
confined riparian ecosystems within the study area is approximately 2% or

1,186 acres. Small areas of Ponderosa Pine occur south of Reavis Ranch on the
Reavis Allotment. These stands of pine are remnants of previous forests that
are now isolated and they support unique plant and animal life. The total area
of Ponderosa Pine within the study area is approximately 1% or 674 acres.

Additional No Capacity area includes approximately 15)% of the study area, or
10,097 acres. This area is isolated by topography or fence location from the
other full capacity range.

No Capacity Rangeland within the study area (acres)

Fragile Rock Outcrop, Concentrated Unique Isolated
Soils Cliffs, Steep Slopes Chaparral Recreation Use Ecosystems Areas
2,421 19!068 L, 968 b2 1,860 10,097

comparison Qas completed for the range development work necessary to
implement a grazing strategy on the study area. The following table outlines
these costs. Costs are averaged for the particular type of development and may
be higher for some and lower for others. These figures reflect only Forest
Service costs. Permittee costs for labor and material are not shown.
Alternative 1 - No development costs.
Alternative 2 - No development costs.
Alternative 3
Development Removal - $0
Development Construction - $16,000.00
Development Reconstruction - $28,250.00
Development Maintenance - $0
Total $44,250.00
Alternative 4 |
Development Removal - $0
Development Construction - $42,500.00
Development Reconstruction - $16,250.00

Development Maintenance - $0

Total $58,750.00



Alternative 5 - Costs same as Alternative 3.
Alternative 6 - Costs same as Alternative
Alternative 7 - No development costs.

Total Development Cost (Forest Service)

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. U4 Alt. 5 / Alt. 6
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Alt. 2 Alt. 4 . Alt. 6 Alt. 7
$0 $0 $L4L4,250 $58,750 $4L, 250 $58,750 $0 9
ALTERNATIVE SUMMARY
1 - Meets objective
0 ~ Does not meet objective
OBJECTIVE ALT. 1 ALT. 2 ALT. 3 ALT. 4 ALT. 5 ALT. 6 ALT. 7

Protect Unique
Ecosystems 1 1 0 0 0

Maintain the
Quality of Water 1 1 0 1 0

Avoid Recreational
Conflicts 1 1 0 1 0

Protect Wildlife
Habitat 1 1 - 0 0 0

Permit Livestock
Grazing 0 0 1 1 1

In 4 il 3 1
CHAPTER 4 - LIST OF PREPARERS

Identification of ID Team

-Norm Ambos, Tonto National Forest, Soils

Lisa Bizios, Tonto National Forest, Fisheries
Greg Hansen, Mesa Ranger District, Recreation
Gary Holder, Tonto National Forest, Range

Janet Johnson, Tonto National Forest, Riparian
Connie Lane, Mesa Ranger District, Recreation
Lynette Mason, Tonto National Forest, Hydrology
Russell Orr, Mesa Ranger District, Range

Lauren Turner, Mesa Ranger District, Wildlife
Pete Weinel, Tonto National Forest, Recreation


































































000971
005187
004573

OR0852

RO5024

Development Number

IV Unit
Reavis - Apache Lake
Castle Dome Division Fence
Stone Stock Tank

Pine Creek Unit

Reavis - Roosevelt

Reavis - Bar V Bar

Reconstruction

Tortilla Unit

Development Name

12

Estimated Cost of Reconstruction

005303
005292
005288
005302
005283
005294
005284
005300
005290
005289
000981
005275
005278
005306

Forest Service

Mullin Spring

‘Upper La Barge Spring

Brad's Water

Sheep Mountain Spring
Cedar Basin Corral
Horse Camp Spring
Horse Camp Corral
Night Hawk Spring
Kane Spring

Miller Tunnel Spring
Well Holding Pasture
Tortilla - Superstition
Yearling Pasture Fence

Tortilla Well

$500
$500
$500
$500
$500
$500
$500
$500
$0
30
$250
$1,000
$500

$9,000

































cost information provided for the alternatives was adequate to allow,the J
decision maker to compare the alternatives.‘}vregf\tb N () &Aﬂf& N o ﬂ}vdo bl

*¥ Impacts to watersheds on the allotments are not adequately assessed.

Response: The EA determined which alternatives would have a negative effect on
the stability of the watersheds and which would maintain that stability. This
information was adequate for the decision maker to compare alternatives in
relation to the effects on watersheds.

* The Forest Service has failed to analyze the possibility of Cryptosporidium
contamination in tributaries of the Salt River within the proposed allotments.

Response: The Salt River tributaries currently drain many areas that are
grazed by livestock. No ev1dence that Cryptosporidium contqmlnatlon is a
problem has been presented. J Y e _5?3%“\4) ()($?A:A

¥ The cost associated with cattle grazing cannot be justified.

Response: The cost of implementing a grazing strategy on the study area is
similar to other grazing strategies that are currently in place. These costs
as outlined in the EA are covered by range betterment funds. These funds are
derived directly from grazing fees paid by Forest Service grazing permittees
and are utilized for on the ground range development.

*¥ One need look no farther than the 3 Bar Range to understand the disastrous
harm which can result when a higher elevation desert vegetation type is not
grazed by domestic livestock. V/ 04

Response: The Lone Fire of 1996 which is referenced by this statement was the i NVW
result of extreme fire conditions and not the lack of livestock grazing. Over LA

~ , [N
one third of the acreage burned in this fire was in active livestock grazing 7’Yd_v\
allotments. - 4 q
*¥ It is will cost a fair amount of taxpayer dollars to make the necessary O”)Kfz)
Tange improvements for some of the alternatives. Yet if improvements that are C][%
currently on the land are to removed, the cost is zero. MV\ \/

Response: The costs outlined for each alternative in the EA, are the range
betterment dollars necessary to complete the developments required for the
grazing strategy. These are funds that are collected from grazing fees
specifically for the construction of range developments, and they reflect the
actual cost to the government to implement a grazing strategy. There will be
costs involved with the removal of developments, but these costs are not
required for the implementation of the grazing strategy and were not considered
in the comparison of the alternatives.

*¥ There was not enough historical background provided
concerned public to get a full picture of the history.






betterment dollars derived from grazing fees paid by Forest Service grazing
permit ees.

* Cattle under alternatives 3,4,5,6 and 7 mean that the streams and stream
bank areas will continue to be severely damaged. ;L—
Response: During the last 20 years livestock have grazed on the area for only : J\G( @\
10 months and it has been over 30 years since yearlong livestock use was ‘\'
permitted. Most the the stream areas have recovered considerably since that

time. The EA outlines which of the alternatives would again damage these areas

and which would provide protection.

*¥ As the cattle have been legally removed from the area in question the cattle
should be kept out.

Response: The term grazing permit for the Reavis and Tortilla Allotments was
canceled because of non-compliance with the terms of the permit. The
cancellation was not intended to close the area to livestock grazing. The
Reavis and Tortilla Study Area has been identified for livestock management
level B in the Tonto Forest Plan. This level controls livestock numbers so
that livestock use is within present grazing capacity. Improvements are
minimal and constructed only to the extent needed to protect and maintain the
range resource in the presence of grazing. The 1995 analysis was utilized to
refine the level B designation and determine what part of the study area is
capable of supporting livestock grazing. A term grazing permit will be issued
for the areas capable of supporting grazing.

¥ Best Management practices should be implemented to protect watershed
condition and riparian areas, to maintain adequate vegetative cover, to
minimize the discharge to sediment, nutrients, bacteria and manure to the Salt
River via the Salt River, Pine Creek, Crabtree Wash, Fish Creek and unnamed
washes to all waters of the State/water of the U.S.

Response: Analysis of alternatives determined which actions would have
negative impacts on watershed conditions. These alternatives were eliminated
by the EA comparison process.

*¥ A monitoring program should be implemented to evaluate the effectiveness of
Best Management Practices in protecting watershed condition and waters of the
State.

Response: Each alternative has identified monitoring requirements.





