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0 FOREWORD 
The Council on Er vironmental Quality regulations ( 40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508) outline the procedures 
the Forest Service uses to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act, commonly referred to as 
NEPA. These regulations define an environmental assessment as a "concise public document" that 
"shall include brie 'discussions" of the need for the proposal, alternatives to the proposal, discussion of 
environmental effi cts based on the substantive issues, and a listing of agencies and persons consulted 
( 40 CFR 1508.9). : n order to meet the intent of the regulations with respect to "concise" and "brief', the 
text of this enviror mental assessment will contain references to the contents of the analysis record 
whenever possible References to analysis record documents will be contained in parenthesis following 
the conclusions ab ;tracted from a particular document. For example, a reference "(Doc. 23, page 6)" 
would mean that a specific passage in the environmental assessment is linked to analysis record 
Document 23, pag, 6. A complete index to the analysis record contents is contained in the 
environmental ass1 :ssment as Appendix A. 

The Code ofFede1 al Regulations (CFR) contains guidance concerning public review of environmental 
assessments. This ll!idance can be found at 36 CFR Part 215. The regulations prescribe a 30-day 
comment period fc r public review of this document (36 CFR 215.6(a)). The 30-day comment period 
begins on the first iay after publication of a notice of environmental assessment availability in the 
appropriate newsp tper. The District Ranger must consider all comments received by the close of 
business on the 30h day of the comment period (36 CFR 215.6(c)(2)). The District Ranger's response 
will be added to th e appendix of the environmental assessment. A copy of the written response will be 

0 . forwarded to all th )Se who comment on the environmental assessment, with a copy of the final decision 

'-' notice. 

When the final project decision is made, the 36 CFR 215 regulations also provide an administrative 
appeal process to 1 urther review agency decisions. The final decision notice mailed to persons who have 
expressed an inten ,st in this project will contain information on filing an appeal. Decisions made at the 
Coronado Nationa; Forest level will be reviewed by the Regional Forester of the Forest Service 
Southwestern Region, in Albuquerque, New Mexico (36 CFR 215.12). Unless waived in a specific case, 
it is the position oi the Department of Agriculture that any filing for Federal judicial review of a decision 
subject to review tnder the 36 CFR 215 regulations is premature and inappropriate unless the plaintiff 
has first sought to nvoke and exhaust the procedures available under these regulations (36 CFR 215.20). 
When NEPA is co1 npleted relative to issuance of permits ( e.g., special use, grazing, etc.), permittees 
may choose to app ea! under the regulations listed at 36 CFR 251, Subpart C. Permittees must select 
which administrati ve review regulation they will opt to use, because they cannot use both for the same 
appealed decision. 
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0 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

VEACH/GILLESPIE/GRANT CREEK 

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLANS 

USDA FOREST SERVICE 

SAFFORD RANGER DISTRICT 

SECTION 1 " PROJECT SCOPE 

A. lntroductie,n & Background 
This environmenta I assessment describes a Forest Service proposal to authorize grazing on, issue 
grazing permits fo1, and develop allotment management plans (AMPs) for the Veach, Gillespie and 
Grant Creek Allot1 1ents. All three allotments are located within the Pinaleno Ecosystem Management 
Area, Safford Rani ;er District, Coronado National Forest (Map !). The purpose of this report is to 

C...l describe the propo.1al and alternatives to the proposal, solicit comments on the proposal and alternatives, 
· w, and disclose the ef :ects of implementation of the proposal and alternatives. Final decisions on all three 

allotments are exp :cted by February 2001. Federal actions such as authorization of grazing, issuance of 
term grazing perm, ts and approval of allotment management plans must be analyzed to determine 
potential environrr. ental consequences (National Environmental Policy Act of 1969). 

0 

B. Purpose a, 1d Need for Action 
The purpose of the proposed action is to authorize livestock grazing on the Veach, Gillespie and Grant 
Creek Allotments : br a 10-year period, and provide long-term management direction through Allotment 
Management Plan1 (AMPs) for each allotment. Authorization is needed now for a variety of reasons. 
Generically, these ,nclude: 

• Where con:istent with other multiple-use goals and objectives there is Congressional intent to 
allow grazi 1g on suitable lands (Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960, Wilderness Act of 
1964, Forer ,t and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning Act of 197 4, Federal Land Policy 
and Manag ~ment Act of 1976, National Forest Management Act of 1976). 

• It is Forest Service policy to make forage available to qualified livestock operators from lands 
suitable fo1 grazing consistent with land management plans (Forest Service Manual 2203.1). 

• It is Forest Service policy to continue contributions to the economic and social well-being of 
people by I roviding opportunities for economic diversity and by promoting stability for 
communiti is that depend on range resources for their livelihood (FSM 2202.1). 

• By regulati m, forage-producing lands will be managed for livestock grazing where consistent 
with land ~ tanagement plans (36 CFR 222.2( c) ). 



Vegetation on the • { each Allotment consists of Southwestern desert grassland (3 8% of the allotment 

0 area), broadleafw< ,odland (49%), transitional coniferous forest (12%), with deciduous riparian, and 
coniferous forest (I ess than I% each; Map 3a). A 1985 fire opened the range and improved grass cover 
on about I, I 00 acns. Prickly pear cactus and catclaw are a problem on about 1,500 acres of the 
allotment, which VI ould benefit from prescribed fire (Doc. 17). Rangeland condition is summarized in 
Table 3a and displ1 1yed in Map 4a. 

Improvements on t 1e Veach Allotment consist of 15.4 miles of fence (including 7 miles of boundary 
fence), 1 corral, ani 11 water developments (stock ponds, springs, tanks, etc.; Doc. 5 and Map 5). The 
metal water storag,: tank at Dripping Springs is rusting and in need of replacement (Doc. 17). There is an 
opportunity to imp ·ove distribution of cattle by adding a pipeline from the storage tank to a trough 
21pproximately ¾ o 'a mile to the northeast. No other construction or reconstruction of improvements is 
necessary. 

The allotment is accessible to the public from the Swift Trail (AZ Highway 366) and Forest 
Development Roac 119. Hunting and hiking are the main recreational activities in the area. 

Gillespie Allotmen t: Located south of the Veach Allotment in the Stockton Pass area of the Pinaleno 
Mountains (Map 1:, the Gillespie Allotment consists of8,234 acres, of which 5,662 are considered 
c:apable for grazin~, Areas classified as "not capable" consist primarily of steep slopes in the upper 
e:levations of the al .otment (Map 2a). Elevations range from 3,600 feet, at the Forest boundary, to 8,000 
feet on Maverick l\ [ountain. The mean annual precipitation is approximately 12 to 25 inches per year, 
depending on elevi tion. Documents 33 and 34 provide climate summaries for the nearby communities Q, of Safford and Fort Grant. • 

The current grazin1 permit will expire in 2002 (Doc. 4). There are nine pastures: Gillespie Mountain, 
Righthand, Mountain Trap, Windmill, Cienega, North, East, Rincon and South (Map 2a). Forty-seven 
c:attle are rotated th rough seven pastures between March 1 and October 31, in a short-duration grazing 
system. Cattle are t 1oved as forage utilization limits are reached. Between November 1 and February 28, 
~Ile cattle are divided between the remaining two pastures. Total yearlong use of the allotment equals 
564 cow/calf anim1 1 months. Annual operating instructions limit utilization of forage species in key 
areas to 45% in up] md vegetation and 40% in riparian vegetation (Doc. 32). Utilization in key areas was 
measured in 1998 l 999 and appeared to be within these limits (up to approximately 30% utilization; 
Docs. 6, 15 & 23 & 30). 

Vegetation on the ( lillespie Allotment consists of Southwestern desert grassland ( 65% of allotment), 
broadleafwoodlanc I (34%) and transitional coniferous forest (about I%; Map 3a). Historic grazing in 
Stockton Pass, whir :h was a major cattle drive route in the 1900s, led to loss of the "A" soil horizon in 
portions of the allo·ment and helped increase shrubby species such as catclaw, prickly pear and mesquite 
(Doc. 44). In additim, portions of the allotment were seeded with Lehmann lovegrass in the past and 
some areas have sil .ce seen an increase of this species. The Cienega Pasture contains a 1-2 acre cienega 
tlilat was heavilyus,:d in the past (Docs. 39, 42, 43 & 44). Tamarisk and pentzia occur in Stockton Wash 
(Doc. 17). Rangelru td condition is summarized in Table 4a and displayed in Map 4a. 

Improvements on tl 1e Gillespie Allotment consist of 19 .2 miles of fence, 2 corrals, 15 water o developments (wells, stock ponds, springs, tanks, etc.), and about I mile of pipeline (Doc. 4 and Map 5). 
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a • The Veach, Gillespie and Grant Creek Allotments contain lands suitable for domestic livestock 
grazing in he Coronado Forest Plan and continued domestic livestock grazing is consistent with 
the goals,< ,bjectives, standards and guidelines of the Forest Plan (Forest Plan pages 9-11, 27-86). 

Authorization for , t 10-year period is required by law (Federal Land Policy and Management Act Sec. 
402.a & b.3). 

In addition, there ire specific conditions on the Veach, Gillespie and Grant Creek Allotments that 
require authorizati m, including: 

• Changed n source conditions (Biological Opinions regarding threatened and endangered species 
[ all allotm< nts]) 

• Changes in classes of permitted animals to reflect actual use (Veach Allotment) 
• Changes in season of use to reflect actual use (Veach Allotment) 
• Large areai "not capable" for grazing that are included within allotment boundaries ( all 

allotments) 
• Need to reconstruct and add improvements (Veach Allotment). 

This Environmenti 1 Assessment (EA) analyzes the effects of proposed grazing authorization and 
management pract ces to be included in AMPs, as well as alternatives to the proposal. The EA describes 
the existing and de ;ired conditions of the affected environment within the allotments, and proposed 
management pract ces that will resolve discrepancies between the two. Management practices that are 
approved will be it .corporated into an AMP for each allotment. Current knowledge regarding existing 0 and desired conditi ons, and potential management practices, is described in the following sections: 

Note: Acreage figi l!'es reported here have been revised since the Scoping Report of April 20, 1999, 
based on Geograpb ic Information System data that were not available at the time of scoping. 

Existing Condition: 
Veach Allotment: .,ocated on the eastern side of the Pinaleno Mountains (Map 1), the Veach Allotment 
contains 13,271 acres, of which 6,671 are capable for grazing. Areas classified as "not capable" consist 
primarily of steep ! lopes in the upper elevations of the allotment (Map 2a). Topography is gentle near 
the Forest boundar;,, becoming very steep in the upper elevations. Elevations range from 3,600 feet, at 
Forest boundary, to 8,780 feet on Ladybug Peak. The mean annual precipitation is approximately 12 to 
25 inches per year, depending on elevation. Documents 33 and 34 provide climate summaries for the 
nearby communitit s of Safford and Fort Grant. 

The current grazini • permit will expire in 2002 (Doc. 5). There is one pasture on the allotment. The 
current permit a]]o, vs grazing of 275 cow/calf pairs in the pasture for a six-month period (1650 cow/calf 
animal months; No ,ember I to April 30). However, for the past five years the allotment has.been grazed 
for only five months per year (December I to April 30), by 275 yearlings (1375 yearling animal months; 
December I to Apr I 30). Annual operating instructions limit forage utilization in key areas to 50% of 
forage species in UJ fand vegetation and 40% of forage species in riparian vegetation (Doc. 31). 
Utilization was exa nined in 1998 and 1999 (Docs. 13, 14 & 16), and is witltin established limits; 

0 
permitted numbers ippear to be in line with capacity (Docs. 14 & 17). 

2 



No construction o • reconstruction of improvements is necessary (Doc. 17). 

0 The allotment is a ;cessible to the public from the Stockton Pass Road (AZ Highway 266), and Forest 
Development Roa i 199, which runs south from the highway. Hunting is the main recreational activity in 
the area. 

Grant Creek Alloi ment: Located north of Stockton Pass on the west side of the Pinaleno Mountains 
(Map 1), the Gran Creek Allotment consists of5,325 acres, of which 2,888 are classified as capable for 
grazing. Areas cla :sified as "not capable" consist primarily of steep slopes in the upper elevations of the 
allotment (Map 2i ). Elevations range from 4,700 feet, at the Forest boundary, to 9,200 feet near the 
Soldier Creek Car tpground. The mean annual precipitation is approximately 16 to 30 inches per year. 
Documents 33 anc 34 provide climate summaries for the nearby communities of Safford and Fort Grant. 

The current grazing permit expires in 2002 (Doc. 4). There are three pastures (Upper Grant Creek, 
Lower Grant Cree:, and Gold Gulch; Map 2a), grazed by 30 cattle year-long (360 cow/calf animal 
months) in a defer :ed rotation grazing system (Doc. 2). Annual operating instructions limit utilization of 
forage species in 1 ey areas to 45% in upland vegetation and 40% in riparian vegetation. Utilization was 
measured in 1999 md appears to be within these limits (up to 40% utilization; Doc. 18). 

Vegetation on the 3rant Creek Allotment consists of deciduou.s riparian (5% of allotment), coniferous 
riparian (2%), des, :rt grassland (21 % ), broadleaf evergreen woodland ( 4 7% ), transitional coniferous 
forest (20%), and 1 nixed coniferous forest (5%; Map 3a). Lower-elevation pastures (Lower Grant Creek, 

•'.lli.. Gold Gulch) are 3: i¾ Lehmann's lovegrass. Rangeland condition is summarized in Table 5a&b and 'W displayed in Map, ,a. 

Improvements on 1.he Grant Creek Allotment consist of 10.5 miles of fence, 1 corral, 1 spring and 2 
miles of pipeline ( )oc. 4 and Map 5). No construction or reconstruction of improvements is necessary 
(Doc. 17). 

The allotment is a, :cessible to the public from Forest Development Road 157, via the Fort Grant Prison 
Road (AZ Highwa f 266). Hunting is the main recreational activity in the area, although recreational 
trails are present. 

Desired Condi·:ion: 
The desired condi1 ion is to have AMPs for all three allotments. The AMPs will be based on the best 
information availa ,le and will support the following objectives: 

1. Permittee r ~sponsibilities for achieving the AMP objectives are clearly stated. 
2. Communic ition between the permittee and the Forest Service about environmental conditions 

within the: 11lotment is timely and ongoing. 
3. Allotment boundaries reflect areas capable for grazing. 
4. Livestock! tocking is consistent with capacity. 
5. Satisfactor:, range, soil and riparian conditions are maintained and unsatisfactory or impaired 

conditions ire improved. 
6. All improv :ments needed for grazing management are in good working order. 
7. Avoid advi rse effects to threatened, endangered or sensitive species, and improve habitat. 
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8. Annual opi rating instructions are coordinated with prescribed fire plans. 

0 In addition to the c' esired conditions for all allotments, there are specific desired conditions for the 
Veach Allotment: 

0 

Veach Allotment: Permitted classes oflivestock reflect current use for yearlings. 

C. Proposed ilction(s) 
The Safford Rangf r District proposes to issue new 10-year term grazing permits for the Veach, Gillespie 
and Grant Creek A llotments, and to develop AMPs for each allotment. The following is a description of 
proposed managen .ent practices for the allotments: 

Veach Allotme11t: 

• Issue a 10-J ear term grazing permit for the allotment. 
• Adjust adm inistrative boundary to eliminate steep, upper-elevation areas "not capable" for 

grazing, to more accurately reflect grazing capacity and actual use. 
• Maintain el .isting pastures. 
• Adjust pern tit to reflect current use (from 275 cow/calf pairs grazing between November 1 and 

April 30, to 275 yearlings grazing between December 1 and April 30; that is, from 1650 cow/calf 
animal mor ths to 1375 yearling animal months). 

• Use annual operating instructions to limit utilization of forage species in designated key areas to 
50% in upl1 nd vegetation and 40% in riparian vegetation. 

• Monitor ke:, areas to assure that forage utilization is with.in limits. 
• Maintain el isting range improvements. 
• Replace wa ter storage at Dripping Springs and add a pipeline and trough, to maintain proper 

cattle distri:mtion. 
• Use annual operating instructions to coordinate with burn plans, in order to reduce density of 

prickly peai and catclaw. 

Gillespie Allotment: 
• Issue a 10-) ear term grazing permit for the allotment. 
• Adjust adm nistrative boundary to eliminate steep, upper-elevation areas "not capable" for 

grazing, to 1 nore accurately reflect grazing capacity and actual use. 
• Continue p1 ,rmit for 47 cattle, year-long (equals 564 cow/calf animal months). 
• Maintain eJ isting nine pastures and growing season deferred rotation (graze seven pastures 

between Mmch 1 and October 31; divide cattle between remaining two pastures from November 
1 to Februa y 28). 

• Use annual operating instructions to Jim.it utilization of forage species in designated key areas to 
45% in upli nd vegetation and 40% in riparian vegetation. 

• Monitor ke:' areas to assure that forage utilization is within limits. 
• Maintain e, isting range improvements. 

Grant Creek Aliotment: 
• Issue a 10-y ear term grazing permit for the allotment. 
• Adjust adm nistrative boundary to eliminate steep, upper-elevation areas "not capable" for 
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0 
grazing, to more accurately reflect grazing capacity and actual use. 

• Use annua: operating instructions to limit utilization of forage species in designated key areas to 
50% in upl md vegetation non-growing season use, and 40% upland vegetation growing season 
use and 401/o in riparian vegetation. 

• Monitor ke y areas to assure that forage utilization is within limits. 
• Continue permit for 30 cattle, year-long (equals 360 cow/calf animal months). 
• Maintain e dsting range improvements. 
• Maintain e. dsting three pastures and deferred rotation system. 

D. Decision ti, be Made 
The Safford Distri :t Ranger will decide whether or not to authorize grazing on the Veach, Gillespie and 
Grant Creek Allotl nents. The District Ranger may decide to select the No Action alternative, defer 
action, or select ar. action alternative for each of the allotments. If a decision is made to authorize 
grazing, the Range r will also decide which management practices and mitigation measures will be 
prescribed in the J MPs, including permitted number of animals and season of use, livestock facilities to 
be constructed, alllwable utilization levels, and monitoring actions to be employed. 

E. Planning /t:sues 
On January 25 & :; 6, 1999, a Coronado National Forest interdisciplinary team met with Safford District 
staff to discuss the three allotments. After discussing the allotments, a proposed action was developed 
along with needed mitigation measures that will eliminate the potential for significant environmental 
effects. Public sco:, >ing was conducted by means of a Scoping Report mailed to potentially interested C'~ parties on April 16, 1999 and requesting a response by May 17, 1999 (Docs. 20, 21 & 22). Based on 

~ corrected data and the responses to the Scoping Report, Issue 3 was revised to consider the economic 
costs and returns o fthe alternatives, and Issue 4 was added. The revised list of issues includes: 

I. Effects to t rreatened, endangered, proposed or sensitive species or their habitat. Among the 
species of< oncem are the lesser long-nosed bat, American peregrine falcon, Mexican spotted 
owl, and n< rthern goshawk. 

2. Effects to yrildlife from construction of water trough on the Veach Allotment. 
3. Effects to economic viability of permittee operations, and returns to the local economy. 
4. Effects of l razing on the potential development of a wetland in the Cienega Pasture within the 

Gillespie A llotment. 

F. Measures ( Evaluation Criteria): 
1. Threatened, endangered, proposed and Forest Service sensitive species: 

Narrative de scribing effects, by alternative, as identified through a Wildlife Specialist Report, and 
for the Prefr rred Alternative, as identified by a Biological Assessment. 
Mexican sp1 ,tted owl: Acres of Protected Activity Centers subjected to grazing. 

2: Effects to wildlife from replacement of water storage: 
New water< .evelopments will include wildlife access and escape ramps. 

3: Range impr< vement costs and returns on investment: 
Economic n rrrative, including relative costs and returns of alternatives. 

4. Effects to ai1, vegetation, wildlife and heritage resources: 
These stand ird evaluation criteria are discussed in narrative or table form. 
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5. Effects of J ;razing to the potential development of a wetland in Cienega Pasture: 
Narrative I lescribing effects of grazing on vegetation and soils for all alternatives. 

G. Project Location/Analysis Area 
The location incl ides all or part of: 

Veach Allotrn,3nt: 
T. 9 S., R 25 E., sections 1-3, 10-16, 10-30, 33-36 
T. IO S., l ~-25 E., sections 1-3 

Gillespie Allo :rnent: 
T. 9 S., R 25 E., sections 29, 32-36 
T. IO S., l l. 25 E., sections 1-4, I 0-15, 22, 23 
T. 10 S., l l. 26 E., sections 6, 7, 17-20 

Grant Creek, ,llotrnent: 
T. 8 S., R 24 E., section 32 
T. 9 S., R 24 E., sections 4-9, 16-21, 28-30 

Past, present and foreseeable future projects that may produce cumulative effects in the area are: 

• Historic g ·azing impacts 
• Prescribec . fire in Gillespie Allotment 
• Treatmelll of shrubby vegetation in Veach Allotment 
• Treatmelll of noxious weeds in Gillespie Allotment 
• Water div:rsion in Grant Creek Allotment 

The interdisciplinary analysis determined that there was no incremental impact from the proposed action 
or other alternati, es when added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions. 

H. Further NEPA Analysis Needed 
This environmen1 al assessment documents the site-specific project-level analysis that will support the 
decision to be ma ie (see item D., above). No additional NEPA analysis will be needed to implement this 
project. This NEIA analysis is tiered to the analysis and documentation completed for the Coronado 
Land and Resour< e Management Plan in 1986. While this environmental assessment discloses the 
environmental efl ects for issuance of I 0-year term permits and preparation of AMPs for three grazing 
allotments, sepan te decision notices may be issued for each allotment. 
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0 SECTION 2 • ALTERNATIVES 

A. Alternative Development 
The initial scoping meeting took place on January 25 and 26, 1999 (Doc. 17). At the meeting a 
preliminary proprn ed action alternative was developed (Alternative 3). This alternative has been 
finalized in this El, with internal and external input incorporated from the scoping process. In addition 
to the proposed ac, ion described above (Section 1, Part C), two other alternatives are considered for the 
allotment; 1) No Crazing/No Action alternative, and 2) Continue Current Management on the 
allotments. The "1'o Action/No Grazing" alternative (Alternative 1) discontinues livestock use of the 
allotment and mee :s the NEPA requirement for a "No Action" alternative. The Continue Current 
Management al ten 1ative (Alternative 2) includes maintenance of existing structures, but does not 
provide for adjustn tent of permitted numbers on the Veach Allotment. 

B. Alternatives Dropped from Detailed Study 
No alternatives sui gested during initial scoping were dropped from detailed consideration. 

C. Alternatives Considered in Detail: 

Objectives Cor 1mon to All Grazing Alternatives: 
In addition to the a ojectives outlined in the Desired Condition discussion (Section 1, Part B), the 

( .. "\ following objectiv1 'Sare also common to all grazing alternatives. 

W Implement Forest 1,ervice policy concerning availability of forage on National Forest System lands. 
Avoid or reduce ad verse effects to threatened, endangered or Forest Service sensitive species. 

Alternative Mitigation/Monitoring: 
• Water deve opments - all new or reconstructed water developments will include wildlife access 

and escape .·amps. 
• Implement he following Best Management Practices for grazing: Annually prepare an operating 

plan with tie permittees to allow for current allotment conditions; make periodic field checks to 
identify ne~ ded adjustments in season of use and livestock numbers including stock counts, 
forage utili; ation, assessment of rangeland to verify soil and vegetative condition and trend; and 
use necessa y techniques to achieve proper distribution, or lessen the impact on areas which are 
sensitive or which would naturally be overused. 

• Key monito ing areas are established in each pasture. Measurement of utilization will be 
conducted i s needed to ascertain when a grazed pasture has reached its utilization objective. 

• Design ranre improvements to avoid impacting agaves. If impacts to agaves are unavoidable, 
ensure that no more than one percent of the agaves within 800 meters (0.5 miles) of the range 
improveme1 it are impacted. 

• If a Lepton} ct eris roost is found in or within 1 mile of these allotments, the District shall develop 
a mitigation plan in coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for each range project 
or road mai: ttenance action undertaken as a part of the grazing program, within 1.6 km (1 mile) 
of the roos1 . The purpose of the mitigation plan shall be to minimize the disturbance to the 
roost(s) frm 1 construction and maintenance activities and to ensure that such activities do not 
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facilitate J mblic access to roosts. 
• Contribufo data as appropriate to the annual report to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service required 

by term ai 1d condition #3 on page 148 of the final Biological Opinion under consultation number 
AESO/SE 2-21-98-F-399. 

Alternative DE ,scriptions: 
The following altxnatives were approved by the District Ranger to address the substantive issues 
defined during sc >ping. The alternatives considered in detail are described below: 

Alternative 1: Ni, Action (No Grazing): Under this alternative, use of the grazing allotments by 
domestic livestoc c would be discontinued. No term grazing permit would be issued. All existing 
structural improvuments including water developments would remain in place but would not be 
maintained. Peria :lie monitoring of structural improvements ( at least once every ten years) would be 
used to determine whether removal or maintenance is needed. Removal or maintenance would be 
authorized by a si parate decision. 

Alternative 2: Ct ntinue Current Management: The Veach Allotment contains 13,271 acres, of which 
6,671 are classifo d as capable for livestock grazing. Areas classified as "not capable" primarily consist 
of steep slopes in the upper elevations of the allotment. The current grazing permit (Doc. 5) expires in 
2002. It allows gr tzing of 275 cow/calf pairs in one pasture for a six-month period (1650 cow/calf 
animal months; November I to April 30). However, annual operating instructions (Doc. 31) allow the 
allotment to be gr ized for only five months, by 275 yearlings (1375 yearling animal months; December 

,~ I to April 30). An ma! operating instructions limit utilization of forage species in key areas to 50% in 
• ~ upland vegetation types and 40% in riparian vegetation types. Improvements on the Veach Allotment 
W consist of 15.4 mi :es offence (including 7 miles ofboundary fence), I corral, and 11 water 

developments (skck ponds, springs, tanks, etc.). The metal water storage tank at Dripping Springs 
would be replace{. No other construction or reconstruction of improvements is undertaken. 

The Gillespie All, ,tment consists of 8,234 acres, of which 5,662 are considered capable for grazing. 
Areas classified a:: "not capable" primarily consist of steep slopes in the upper elevations of the 
allotment. The cu rent grazing permit (Doc. 4) will expire in 2002. There are nine pastures: Gillespie 
Mountain, Rightkmd, Mountain Trap, Windmill, Cienega, North, East, Rincon and South (Map 2a). 
Forty-seven cattle are rotated through seven pastures between March 1 and October 31 in a short­
duration grazing s rstem. Between November I and February 28 the cattle are divided between the 
remaining two pm tures (564 cow/calf animal months). Annual operating instructions limit utilization of 
forage species in 1 :ey areas to 45% in upland vegetation and 40% in riparian vegetation. Improvements 
on the Gillespie Allotment consist of 19.2 miles offence, 2 corrals, 15 water developments (wells, stock 
ponds, springs, tai J<:s, etc.), and about I mile of pipeline. No construction or reconstruction of 
improvements is indertaken. 

The Grant Creell Allotment consists of 5,325 acres, of which 2,888 are classified as capable for 
grazing. Areas cla ;sified as "not capable" primarily consist of steep slopes in the upper elevations of the 
allotment. The CUI rent grazing permit (Doc. 4) expires in 2002. There are three pastures: Upper Grant 
Creek, Lower Gra 1t Creek and Gold Gulch (Map 2a), grazed by 30 cattle year-long in a deferred r. rotation grazing SJ stem (360 cow/calf animal months). Annual operating instructions (Doc. 32) limit 

,.,,,,, forage utilization in key areas to 50% for non-growing season use, 40% in upland vegetation during the 
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11,
/\growing season and 40% in riparian vegetation. Improvements on the Grant Creek Allotment consist of 

10.5 miles offence, 1 corral, 1 spring and 2 miles of pipeline. No construction or reconstruction of 
improvements is um lertaken. . 

Alternative 3. Propi ,sed Action: This alternative is previously described in Section 1, Part C. of this 
document. The folk wing table is included to facilitate comparisons of the alternatives using selected 
descriptive paramet, :rs. 

TABLE 1- SELECTED DESCRIPTIVE ALLOTMENT CHARACTERISTICS BY 
ALTERNATIVE. 

one 
01-02/28 

*Utilization upland 1riparian 
** Season of use is In the non-growing season. Growing season is defined as July through September, 
the growth period fi r native warm season grasses. 

Table 2 below provides a comparison of the planned range improvement projects associated with each 
alternative and for e ich allotment. 



TABLE 2 · PLANNED RANGE IMROVEMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE FOR EACH 
ALLOTMENT 

Gillespie 

rant Creek 

"pping Spring wa 
ge 

one (Maintain existing 
• provements) 

one (Maintain existing 
• provements) 

Preferred Alter native Identification 
In this Environme1 ital Assessment the Proposed Action is the agency's Preferred Alternative. The 
Proposed Action/F referred Alternative implements Forest Service policy concerning livestock forage, 
while minimizing , letrimental effects to threatened or endangered species, other wildlife, and the 
economic viability of permittee operations. New grazing improvements are not constructed in the habitat 
of threatened, end1 ngered or sensitive species, and wildlife access and escape ramps are provided when 
maintaining water developments. Economic impacts to permittees are those of current management, and 

r, provide economic :eturns that are not generated if the No Action/No Grazing alternative is selected . 
..... Vegetation conditi min a former wet bottom in the Cienega Pasture is maintained or improved, with the 
~ potential for a late· watershed project that will treat erosion that requires structural correction. 

SECTION 3 • AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT & EN.VIRONMENTAL 
EFFECTS 

A. lntroductiei n 
This Section show; the present condition (that is, the affected environment) within the Veach, Gillespie 
and Grant Creek A llotment areas and the changes that can be expected from implementing the Proposed 
Action, continuing current management or taking no action at this time. The No Action alternative sets 
the environmental base line for comparing the effects of the action alternatives. 

The planning issm s (see Section 1.E) define the scope of environmental concern for these allotments. 
The environmenta} effects ( changes from present base line condition) described in this section reflect the 
identified major is mes. Tabular data distinguish between acres capable for grazing and acres not capable 
for grazing, as the tatter (primarily slopes too steep for cattle) are not subject to grazing impacts. Issue 
numbers are shoWJ t in parentheses after subheadings, where appropriate to cross-reference issues with 
the impact discuss ons that follow. 

B. Vegetation (Issue 4) 
0 The following discussion is derived from Document 44: .,,, 
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General: 
Grazing by domes tic livestock for 10 years may impact vegetation by changing the mix of species in the 
plant community i ,eing grazed (vegetation composition); by changing the density and frequency of 
perennial forage rlants (forage frequency); and by changing the vigor of the grazed plants. These three 
vegetation effects are combined into four vegetation condition classes that reflect the relative effects of 
grazing on vegeta1 ion. The condition ratings are primarily based on comparisons to an undisturbed plant 
community (simihrity index). In addition, the interpretation draws on the concepts of steady state and 
site protection. AI parent trend is reported, although trend is a difficult to assess in the absence of on-site 
rain gauges and pl mt community analysis over consecutive years. 

Consideration is a .so given to processes other than grazing that affect rangeland vegetation condition. In 
the Pinalefio EMA, foremost among these are climatic effects, primarily seasonal fluctuations in rainfall 
patterns and drou1 ht. In general, cool season moisture will favor the establishment of shrubby 
vegetation, and su nmer monsoonal storms will favor the establishment and growth of warm season 
grasses. Over the:; years prior to 1999, seasonal rainfall patterns in the project area have been 
characterized by!, ,wer than normal summer precipitation and, except for 1998, higher than normal 
winter precipitatic n. The summer rains in 1999 were above normal, and well below normal in 2000. 

The presence of ni m-native species will lower condition ratings. Of special concern is the presence of 
noxious weeds, th>se species that threaten native ecosystems. Three of these species have become 
established within the Pifialeno Ecosystem Management area. Within the Gillespie Allotment (South 
Pasture), there is~ small infestation ofK.aroo bush (Penztia incanus). Eradication efforts for this 

(~. infestation (grub bi ng and burning) have been ongoing since 1997. Thatcher High School biology 
~ ... students are acco11 tplishing the work as an Earth Day project each year. Sweet resin bush (Euryops 
,., subcarnosus subsr ecies vulgaris) was introduced to the area in the 1930s in small test plots. It has since 

become well established on 10-12 acres within the Marijilda Allotment, which is adjacent to the north of 
the Veach Allotm, nt. Tamarix is present in the Gillespie Allotment. A Weed Management Group has 
been formed to co 1trol or eradicate the sweet resin bush and the Karoo bush. There are no current 
proposais to contr, 1! tamarix. 

Another non-nativ: plant, Lehmann lovegrass was seeded for watershed protection purposes in the 
project area betwe ~n 1960 and 1990. This plant has become naturalized on many sites. Although the 
watershed protecti Jn goals were achieved, the resulting plant community is different than an undisturbed 
site. These sites w 11 have a lower condition rating based on a similarity index, however, the sites may be 
functioning and sustainable, and have improved watershed condition. 

The other major prncess that affects rangeland vegetation condition is fire. A regular regime of fire will 
favor an open gras ,land aspect; therefore rangeland vegetation condition ratings are improved because 
they are biased tm rard grasses. Fire has not been a regular process in most of the project area over the 
past 100 years (Barre, 1995). One significant wildfire was referenced in the files. In 1985, the Veach 
fire burned apprm imately 1200 acres in areas dominated by mesquite, catclaw and prickly pear. 
Between 1986 and 1999, there were eight wildfires within the Veach Allotment. Six of these were 
controlled at 0.1 a, :res, ·one was controlled at 0.5 acres, one was controlled at 1.0 acres and one was 
confined at 1.5 ac1 es. Six of the fires were started by lightning, one started as a campfire, and one was 
caused by a cigare te. The Grant Creek Allotment had two wildfires within its boundaries during that 
same time period, Jne caused by a campfire and one caused by lightning. Both were controlled at 0.1 
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acres. During the s1 tme time period (1986 to 1999) there was one wildfire (1992) within the Gillespie 
Allotment that bur1 ted 1275 acres. In 1993, 800 acres were burned under prescription in the same area. 
Another prescribed fire in 1998 burned 3600 acres. 

Historic livestock ! razing in all three of the allotments was heavy, and many areas were reported to be 
in poor condition i1 l the first half of the century. 

Note: Acreage figu :es and classifications reported here may differ from the Scoping Report of April 20, 
1999. This difference is a result of the site-specific analysis at the project level. Classification of acres 
that are capable f01 grazing is based only on slope. Slopes of 40% or steeper are classified as "not 
capable". The slop 1 analysis was accomplished using the Digital Elevation Model with a 19-acre 
resolution. 

Veach AllotmeI1t: 
Affected Environn ent, Upland Vegetation: Assessment of the Veach Allotment is based on existing 
data in the GIS ( cit ~a 1997), a watershed analysis conducted in 1998, a Production and Utilization 
survey in 1998, an< . range inspection reports from 1994, 1995 and 1999. Historic data (more than ten 
years old) was also used to help interpret trend. The Veach Allotment currently contains 13,271 acres, of 
which 6,671 are cli .ssified as capable for grazing. The vegetation types found on the allotment are 
Southwestern dese1t grassland (38%), broadleafevergreen woodland (49%) and transitional coniferous 
forest (12%). Lehn ann and Boer lovegrass were seeded in desert grassland area in the past. 

/\ Historically, the fli tter portions of the allotment were subjected to heavy grazing which resulted in poor 
... range conditions. Pt the time that the Mt. Graham Forest Reserve was established (1902; the Reserve 
W' was an antecedent ·>fthe Crook and Coronado National Forests), the Seventy Six Cattle Co. was running 

cattle on the area. '.•'hey were issued a permit for 200 cattle yearlong (CYL) for the area that is now the 
Veach Allotment, I ut various reports indicated that large herds of cattle and horses, well in excess of 
permitted numbers. were on the Forest until 1929. Other permits were active in the area, which changed 
hands several time: .. The Veach Allotment was fenced in 1939, and a permit issued for 162 CYL. 
Yearlong use contimed until 1951, when an agreement with the permittee changed the use to 250 cattle, 
10/1 to 3/31. In 19( ,2 there was a mesquite push on 116 acres, along with seeding of Lehmann and Boer 
lovegrass in the pu 1h area. In 1964, the use was increased to 275 cattle, 11/1 to 4/30, based on new 
improvements. Ma 1agement was inconsistent through the 1970s. In 1980 the management situation was 
reported to be pom, By 1982 the situation was much improved. 

Recent manageme1 tt has been good, especially since 1990. Reports filed in 1994, 1995, 1998 and 1999 
all indicate that mi t1agement is acceptable and that conditions appear to be improving. Poor range 
conditions still exi: t in areas along the Forest boundary. These areas are dominated by burroweed, 
prickly pear, mesq1 1ite, and catclaw. The degraded condition is an artifact of historic overuse, and the 
soils now appear tc have stabilized. The vegetation community, however, is not expected to change 
dramatically witho1t some type of treatment. Higher elevation slopes (5-40%) are reported to be in fair 
to good condition. 

The current permit for is for 275 cattle, cow/calf, from I 1/1 to 4/30. However, actual use since 1993 has 
n been 275 yearlings from 12/1 to 4/30. Utilization is limited to 50% in grasslands and woodlands and, w and 40% in ripariai I areas. Utilization measured in key areas in 1998 and 1999 was around 20% or less. 

13 



0 Below, the existin.i vegetation condition and trend, and also the predicted condition and trend for the 
proposed action ai d alternatives at the end of the permit period for the Veach Allotment are displayed. 
The predictions an made with the assumption that grazing is the only factor affecting rangeland 

!'""", .,,, 

vegetation conditi, m. Table 3a displays percentage of acres capable for grazing, Table 3b applies to 
acres not capable 1 or grazing. A short discussion follows. 

Note: Only the co 1dition within the proposed boundary is displayed in the following tables. This is the 
area that has been md will be affected by management activities. 

TABLE 3a: EXISTING AND PROJECTED UPLAND RANGELAND VEGETATION 
CONDITION A ND TREND, VEACH ALLOTMENT, PERCENTAGE OF ACRES CAPABLE 

FOR GRAZING 

7 7 7 

I 12 16 15 
I 1 1 

I 

TABLE 3b: EXISTING AND PROJECTED UPLAND RANGELAND VEGETATION 
CONDITIOH AND TREND, VEACH ALLOTMENT, PERCENTAGE OF ACRES NOT 

CAPABLE FOR GRAZING 

MODERATELY 
A'IGH 
Static Trend 
MODERATELY 
ow 
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Grazing Effects, l 'pland Vegetation, Veach Allotment: Currently, capable acres in the desert grassland 
vegetation type whh slopes ofless than 5% are classified in low ("poor") condition. These areas were 
historically overgr, 1zed. The rating reflects low production of perennial grasses and a high percentage of 
undesirable shrubs in the vegetation community. Capable acres in the desert grassland at slopes of 5-
15% are rated in rr oderately low ("fair") condition. All of the capable grassland acres are in an upward 
trend, based on improvement over the last 20 years. The broadleafwoodland areas are rated in 
moderately high(" good") condition with a static trend. The coniferous woodland areas are rated in 
moderately low condition ("fair") with a downward trend. This vegetation type is mostly in areas that 
are not capable for grazing, the downward trend can be reversed by periodic burning. Because of the 
presence of shrubb y species, it is unlikely that high ("excellent") condition will be achieved in any of the 
areas within the plr IIliling period. Significant reductions of the shrub component will not occur with the 
moderate levels of grazing proposed, or even with removal of grazing livestock. These species can only 
be reduced using n .ore intensive management than is proposed here, i.e. prescribed fire or herbicides. 

The No Action/No Grazing Alternative (Alternative 1) will have no effects from livestock grazing. The 
current permit (Alt:mative 2) allows winter only grazing by 275 cow/calf from 11/1 to 4/30, with a 
utilization rate of 5 0% on key forage species in designated key areas. Winter only grazing is a good 
strategy for native ·varm season grasses since they will only be grazed in the dormant season. There will 
be no new improvements under Alternative 2. Actual use since 1993 has been by 275 yearlings for a 
shorter season, 12/ to 4/30. This is the management proposed under Alternative 3. Alternative 3 
(Proposed Action/I referred Alternative) would also change the boundary of the allotment, replace a 
water tank at Dripping Springs, and add a pipeline and trough from the new tank to area approximately 

1-\ ¾ of a mile away, 1 irns improve distribution. The proposed boundary change will reduce the number of 
~ capable acres withi a the allotment from 6,672 to 6,528, and the not-capable acres from 6,600 to 4,992. 
W, The proposed boun :lary change will not lead to a difference in grazing effects between Alternative 2 and 

Alternative 3. How:ver, the shorter grazing season and the improvement of the Dripping Springs water 
source will allow vigetation conditions to improve faster under Alternative 3 than for Alternative 2. 
Effects of grazing \ rill be most obvious in concentration areas, around water sources and cattle bed 
grounds. 

In terms of cumula1 ive effects related to planned and past projects in the area, improvement will be more 
dramatic than depic ted in Tables 3a and 3b if the use of prescribed fire continues. Lehmann lovegrass is 
naturalized in manJ areas. Grazing as proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3 will not affect the further 
establishment or re, luction of this species within the allotment. Use of fire (prescribed or wild) in the 
desert grassland ve1 :etation type may increase the area occupied by Lehmann lovegrass. Grazing as 
proposed under Altimatives 2 and 3 will not interfere with the treatment of noxious weeds within the 
allotment. Althougl, there are no current plans for prescribed burning or noxious weed treatment within 
the Veach Allotme1 ,t, there is a high likelihood that projects of that type will be proposed within the 
proposed permit pe.iod. There are several trails and a few miles of road within the allotment. Cattle use 
on these roads and 1 rails under Alternatives 2 and 3 will not lead to adverse cumulative effects. Historic 
grazing impacts are evident, however conditions are improving and are projected to continue to improve 
under all alternative s. 

Gillespie Allotn 1ent: 
Affected Environm mt, Upland Vegetation: This assessment of the Gillespie Allotment is primarily 0 ,based on existing d: ta in the GIS ( circa 1997), watershed surveys in 1998, and unit inspection reports in 
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1998 and 1999. H storic data (more than ten years old) was also used to help interpret trend. The 

0 Gillespie Allotme,1t currently contains 8,234 acres of which 5,662 are classified as capable for grazing 
(reported in Scopi 1g Report as 5,970 capable acres, revised as part of this analysis). The vegetation 
types found on thi allotment are Southwestern desert grassland (67%), broadleafwoodland (32%) and 
transitional coniferous forest (0.6%). Karoo bush and tamarix are two invasive non-native plants that 
occur within the a .lotment. Lehmann lovegrass was seeded in desert grassland areas in the past. Sudan 
grass was inadver1 ently seeded (from seeds in mulch) during treatment for removal ofKaroo bush, and 
some plants were istablished. This plant is not known to be invasive. 

Prior to 1942, The Gillespie Allotment was part of a large grazing permit which included what is now 
the Gillespie, Vea, :h, Stockton Pass, 0 Bar 0, 0 Bar O Canyon, Seventy-Six, Bonita, Cedar Spring, 
Two Troughs, and part of the Shingle Mill Allotments. In 1942 the permit for the Gillespie was waived 
to a new permittei with a stocking rate of 68 cattle yearlong. In 1963, a vegetation and watershed 
improvement projuct called the Gillespie Mesquite Eradication Project was completed. The objectives of 
the project were tc reduce surface erosion, reduce sediment load, and increase forage on 210 acres. The 
project was accomplished by pushing mesquite with a D-8 Caterpillar, then seeding the area with 
Lehmann lovegras ;. In 1968 a new permit was issued for 54 cattle yearlong. At that time the allotment 
was considered to Je in poor condition. The permit was waived again in 1971, for 54 cattle and 2 horses 
yearlong. An evahation of the mesquite eradication project in 1975 found that the project had been 
successful. Lehma m lovegrass cover was established (native grass cover also increased) and 
consequently surface erosion was reduced. Few signs of the pushed mesquite were apparent 12 years 
after project comp etion. 

(=:. In 1978, a three-pasture rest-rotation grazing system was implemented. In 1980, this system was 
W, adjusted to allow r 10re growing season deferment. More pasture fences were built resulting in 9 

pastures. Conditi011s improved somewhat under this management, however, because of a change in the 
permittee's base O' 'operation, the expected improvement in range condition was not realized. In 1987, 
management was c hanged to a six month, high intensity grazing system. Under this system, 130 cattle 
were permitted on the forest for six months, (10/15-4/15), and rotated through the nine pastures. In 
1988 the permit w1 .s issued to a new permittee and the use changed to 47 cattle yearlong. An Allotment 
Management Plan ,vas prepared that combined the management of the Gillespie Allotment with the 
Grant Creek Allotr 1ent. This plan included a number of new improvements, as well as plans for 
prescribed bums ir, both allotments. The plan was partially successful, and the bum on Gillespie was 
accomplished. In I ~94, management again changed, this time to 4 7 cattle, yearlong, in a deferred rest­
rotation system. A ;econd prescribed bum occurred in 1998. Unit examination records from 1998 and 
1999 report the all, itment to be in generally good condition with an upward trend. 

The current manag ~ment system has been in place since 1994. The permit is for 47 cattle, cow/calf, 
yearlong. Cattle gr, ize in the Righthand and Mountain Trap pastures each winter from 11/1 to 2/28. 
Cattle are rotated t'lrough the remaining seven pastures from March 1 to October 31, with use in each 
pasture varying fro n zero to three months. This management plan provides the flexibility to schedule 
growing season rest in most pastures in most years. The schedule for each year is set through Annual 
Operating Instructi• ms. Utilization rates are 45% in the grassland and woodlands, and 40% in riparian 
areas. Actual use n .easured in key areas in 1999 was 31 % and below. Stocking was at full permitted 
numbers. 
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One of the issues brought forward in the scoping process for the AMP was the possibility that the 
Cienega Pasture w mid develop into a true cienega if it were further protected from grazing. There is 
evidence that this i ite was once wetter than it is now. There are old willow trees and a small area 
( approximately 2 a :res) of clay-rich soil. There is an old gully system, indicating that downcutting 
occurred in the pas t. The gully is still active, although vegetation is growing in the channel and a recent 
intensive precipitai ion event caused only minimal movement of soil. There are some old gully plugs 
which were probal ly installed by the Civilian Conservation Corps in the 1930s. Several appear to be 
associated with th, road, and another is associated with the aforementioned gully system. 

Recreating the pre1 urned past condition as a wetland or cienega site would involve raising the water 
table, initially thm 1gh construction of erosion-control structures. There are no current proposals for 
projects that wouk accomplish this. Methods for enhancing the vegetation of the Cienega Pasture 
include fencing an as within the pasture, winter only grazing, or excluding the pasture from grazing 
altogether. Assessr.1ent of the site revealed that current grazing management is not limiting the 
development of riparian or upland species in the pasture, or causing accelerated erosion in the gully 
system. The pastun is important to the overall management of the allotment. It is one of seven pastures 
that are used from v1arch 1 to October 31, with use in each pasture varying from zero to three months in 
duration. Growing season (July through September) rest is possible in the Cienega Pasture under this 
scheme at least evi ry other year and likely more often. Thus, exclusion of cattle would not appreciably 
enhance the vegeta tion of the area, and could increase grazing pressure on vegetation elsewhere in the 
allotment. 

0 
Below, the existin! vegetation condition and trend, and also the predicted condition and trend for the 

'--_.a proposed action an i alternatives at the end of the permit period for the Gillespie Allotment are 
W' displayed. The pre, lictions are made with the assumption that grazing is the only factor affecting 

0 

rangeland vegetati1 ,n condition. Table 4a displays percentage of acres capable for grazing, Table 4b 
applies to acres nm capable for grazing. A short discussion follows. 

Note: Only the con iition within the proposed boundary is displayed in the following tables. This is the 
area that has been : md will be affected by management activities. 

TABLE 4a: EXISTING AND PROJECTED UPLAND RANGELAND VEGETATION 
CONDITIO ~ AND TREND, GILLESPIE ALLOTMENT, PERCENTAGE OF ACRES 

CAPABLE FOR GRAZING 

fl!GH 

MODERATELY 
I-UGH 
Uvward Trend 52 0 
Static Trend 16 16 

MODERATELY 
wOW 
Uoward Trend 2 4 

wOW 
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TABLE 4b: EXISTING AND PROJECTED UPLAND RANGELAND VEGETATION 
CONDITION A ND TREND, GILLESPIE ALLOTMENT, PERCENTAGE OF ACRES NOT 

CAPABLE FOR GRAZING 

HIGH . 

\1ODERATELY 
HIGH 
Upward Trend 
~tatic Trend 
MODERATELY 
ow 
ow 

Grazing Effects, Vj •land Vegetation: The Gillespie Allotment is in moderately high condition with an 
upward trend in the desert grassland south of Stockton Pass Wash and north of Highway 266. These 
areas have had successful prescribed burning in the past IO years. Appropriate post-fire grazing 
management has be en implemented and the improvement is expected to continue. In flatter areas, 
Lehmann lovegrass is well established, lowering the similarity index (moderately low). However, the 

i"i sites are stable and ;veil protected with significant amounts of plant biomass and litter contributed by the 
... lovegrass. The Cier ega Pasture is rated in moderately high condition. Many native perennial grasses are 
., well respresented, and plant vigor is high. 

Desert grassland ve !etation south of the Highway 266 (with the exception of Cienega Pasture) is in 
moderately low cor dition with an upward trend. These areas have stabilized since historic overgrazing, 
and are slowly imp1 oving under current management. The moderately low rating in the grassland 
reflects a high percr :ntage of Lehmann lovegrass and undesireable shrubs in the plant community. North 
of Stockton Pass W i.sh, the desert grassland is also in moderately low condition. These areas have not 
been treated with p1 escribed fire, and would improve in condition if they were burned, although burning 
may increase the e~ tent of Lehmann lovegrass. 

The oalc woodland • regetation communities are in moderately high condition with a static trend. This 
area is minimally a, fected by grazing, and the vegetation community appears to be stable in the absence 
of periodic fire. Thr : trend for the capable acres in the grassland is upward based on considerable 
improvement over 1 ile last 20 years, and especially in the areas that have been burned. The trend for the 
not capable acres is classified as static. 

The No Action/No, ]razing Alternative (Alternative I) will have no effects from grazing. Conditions in 
the lower elevation grassland will continue to improve. Woodland sites that have been impacted by 
grazing will also co 1tinue to improve. However, woodland sites are probably at or near a steady state 
and will not change much in the absence of fire. Because the condition of the rangeland vegetation under 
current managemer tis improving, this improvement is expected to continue with Alternatives 2 and 3, 
although probably i t a slower rate than with Alternative I. Alternative 3 proposes a change in boundary 
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i}. that results in a rec luction of not-capable acres, from 2705 to 1698. There will .be no difference in effects 
'-' from grazing betw ~en Alternatives 2 and 3. 

In terms of cumuli tive effects related to planned and past projects in the area, improvement will be more 
dramatic than depi cted in Tables 4a and 4b if the use of prescribed fire continues. Lehmann lovegrass is 
naturalized in mar y areas. Grazing as proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3 will not affect the further 
establishment or n duction of this species within the allotment. Use of fire (prescribed or wild) in the 
desert grassland vi getation type may increase the area occupied by Lehmann lovegrass. Grazing as 
proposed under Al :ernatives 2 and 3 will not interfere with the treatment of noxious weeds within the 
allotment. Al thou~ b. there are a few roads within the allotment, use of these roads by cattle is not a 
significant source , >f road degradation. Historic overgrazing impacts are evident, but conditions are 
improving and are projected to continue to improve under all alternatives. 

Grant Creek Allotment: 
Affected Environ~ 1ent, Upland Vegetation: Assessment of the Grant Creek Allotment is primarily 
based on existing < ata in the GIS ( circa 1997), watershed surveys in I 998, and unit inspection reports in 
1997 and 1999. Hi::toric data (more than ten years old) was also used to help interpret trend. The Grant 
Creek Allotment c, mtains 5325 acres of which 2888 acres are classified as capable for grazing (this 
figure is revised fo ,m 3200 reported in the Scoping Report). The vegetation types found on the allotment 
are desert grasslarn I (22%), broadleafwoodland (52%), mixed coniferous forest (3%), transitional 
coniferous forest(: 3%), deciduous riparian area (7%) and coniferous riparian area (2%). Lehmann 
love grass occupies part of the desert grassland area. It is believed to have moved onto the site from the 

~ neighboring Fort Grant prison and road right-of-way, where it has been seeded in the past. 
I I 

W In the days when F>rt Grant was a militaryinstallati~n (1872-1894), the flatter areas of what is now the 
Grant Creek Allotr, tent were heavily grazed by military stock. After the closure of the Fort, the area was 
considered open ra 1ge, mostly controlled by the Seventy-Six Cattle Co. When the Mt. Graham Forest 
Reserve was establ .shed in 1902 the area was part of the large grazing allotment described earlier in this 
report (Existing Co rrdition: Gillespie Allotment). In 1942, the 76 Allotment was separated as a unit, and 
in 1958, the Grant 1 :reek allotment was split off from the 76 with a use of20 head yearlong. The 
allotment was also crossed fenced in 1958, creating two pastures. 

In 1965, a new pasl ure containing 632 acres was added to the Grant Creek Allotment from the 
neighboring 0-0 A llotment. A production and utilization study that year determined that the appropriate 
stocking rate, with :he new pasture capacity, was 37 cattle yearlong. The allotment was stocked with 30 
cattle yearlong mru aged as a three pasture rest rotation. In 1987, the management was modified to a 
deferred rest rotati< n. In 1988, an Allotment Management Plan was prepared that combined the 
management of the Gillespie Allotment with the Grant Creek Allotment. This plan included a number of 
new improvements as well as plans for prescribed burns in both allotments. The plan was partially 
successful, and the burn on Gillespie was accomplished. In 1994, the combined allotment management 
was ended. Management of the Grant Creek allotment reverted to 30 cattle, yearlong, in a deferred rest­
rotation system. 

The current permit for the Grant Creek Allotment allows 30 cattle, cow/calf, yearlong. Cattle are 
managed in a three pasture deferred rest-rotation. The Upper Grant pasture is used only in the winter 
(November througl March). The maximum allowable use rate in the Upper Grant pasture is 50%. Lower 

19 



Q 
Grant pasture and, }old Gulch pasture are used alternately in the spring (April through June) and 
summer (July thro11gh October). The utilization rate for these pastures and in the Grant Creek riparian 
area is 40%. Utiliz ttion measurements on native key species in 1999 showed use at or below 40%. The 
allotment was full] stocked at the time. 

Below, the existin! vegetation condition and trend, and also the predicted condition and trend for the 
proposed action an i alternatives at the end of the permit period for the Grant Creek Allotment are 
displayed. Predicti, ms are made with the assumption that grazing is the only effect. Table Sa displays 
percentage of acre! capable for grazing, Table Sb applies to acres not capable for grazing. A short 
discussion follows. 

Note: Only the con iition within the proposed boundary is displayed in the following tables. This is the 
area that has been l nd will be affected by management activities. 

TABLE Sa: EXISTING AND PROJECTED UPLAND RANGELAND VEGETATION 
CONDITION,~ TREND, GRANT CREEK ALLOTMENT, PERCENTAGE OF ACRES 

CAPABLE FOR GRAZING 

.;;01)1ut,011 ~fas 
~~rcintof•· •• 

IHJGH 
Upward Trend 
!Static Trend 
MODERATELY 
R'JGH 
Upward Trend 
~1atic Trend 
!MODERATELY 
,.,ow 
Upward Trend 
ow 

II 

2 
7 

10 

, .. 9!iA'.¢tl~nffl~ I.: :/\ 
·.• tail11g(ruietiiitHve} 
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TABLE Sb: EXISTING AND PROJECTED UPLAND RANGELAND VEGETATION 
CONDITION AMD TREND, GRANT CREEK ALLOTMENT, PERCENTAGE OF ACRES NOT 

CAPABLE FOR GRAZING 

MODERATELY 
Ff!GH 
'Static Trend 
MODERATELY 
ow 

LOW 

100 
0 

Grazing Effects, l pland Vegetation: The grassland vegetation community is currently in moderately 
high condition wit 1 an upward trend in much of fue desert grassland areas. Part of fue lower elevation 
grasslands have be en invaded by Lehmann lovegrass. These areas are in moderately low condition wifu 
an upward trend. , voodlands are in moderately high condition with a static trend. The deciduous riparian 
area associated wi' h Grant Creek is in high condition with an upward trend. 

The No Action/No Grazing Alternative (Alternative I) will have no effects from grazing. Conditions in 
tr-\ fue grassland will , :ontinue to improve. Woodland sites fuat have been impacted by grazing will also 
..... continue to imprm e. However, woodland sites are probably at or near a steady state and will not change 
.. much in the absenr :e of fire. Because the condition of the rangeland vegetation under current 

management is im ,roving, fuis improvement is expected to continue wifu Alternatives 2 and 3, alfuough 
probably at a slow :r rate fuan wifu Alternative I. Alternative 3 proposes a change in boundary fuat 
results in a reducti m of not-capable acres, from 2436 to 465. There will be no difference in effects from 
grazing between A lternatives 2 and 3. 

In terms of cumuli tive effects related to planned and past projects in fue area, improvement will be more 
dramatic than depi cted in Tables 5a and 5b if the use of prescribed fire is used. Although fuere are no 
current plans for p ·escribed burning wifuin the Grant Creek Allotment, fuere is a high likelihood that 
projects of that type will be proposed within the proposed permit period. Lehmann lovegrass is 
naturalized in man y areas. Grazing as proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3 will not affect fue further 
establishment or reduction of this species within the allotment. However, use of fire (prescribed or wild) 
in fue desert grass] md vegetation type may increase fue area occupied by Lehmann lovegrass. There is 
one road within th,: allotment. Use of this road by cattle is not a significant source of road degradation. 
Historic overgrazi1 ,g impacts are evident, but conditions are improving and are projected to continue to 
improve under all t!ternatives. 

Riparian Areas 
Affected Envirom 1ent, Veach Allotment: A segment of Stockton Wash within the Veach Allotment is 
designated as Man igement Area 7 (riparian vegetation emphasis) in the Forest Land Management Plan 
(FLMP). See fue d: scussion of the Gillespie Allotment, below, for the results of a RAS ES analysis in 
Stockton Wash. Tl .e GIS vegetation layer for the Veach Allotment contains no riparian vegetation. 
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Veach, Dutch Hem y and Lefthand Canyons were surveyed in 1998. Although they were found not to be 
true riparian areas, a Riparian Area Survey and Evaluation System (RASES) assessment was made for 
each. 

In Veach Canyon o verall vigor and species diversity were good. Size and age class distribution were 
good. Hackberry ar d soapberry (not present in previous years) are regenerating well. An upward trend 
was indicated. No 1,egative impacts were noted. 

In Dutch Henry Cai tyon overall vigor and species diversity were fair. Ash and hackberry were the only 
riparian species pre sent. The ash was decadent and the hackberry appeared stunted. Desert broom was 
thriving. This is a n Jrmally dry site that appeared to be further desiccated by five years of drought. A 
static to slightly do' vnward trend was indicated. No negative impacts from management activities were 
noted. 

Lefthand Canyon sl :owed good overall vigor and species diversity. A lot ofhackberry seedlings were 
observed. Deergras:: was abundant. The trend was found to be slightly upward. Livestock use was 
minimal, no negati, ·e impacts were noted. 

Grazing Effects, V. 'ach Allotment: RASES assessments indicate that grazing under current 
management (Alteriative 2) is not limiting the development of riparian vegetation. Under Alternative 2 
and Alternative 3 (I roposed Action/Preferred Alternative), utilization of forage plants is limited to 40% 
in areas with riparii n vegetation. Also, the allotment is used in the winter only so is rested every 

r--..... growing season. 'Bh ise management controls will limit the effects of grazing and other livestock impacts w to riparian vegetatic n. Alternative 1 will have no impacts from livestock grazing. 

Affected Environm mt, Gillespie Allotment: Gillespie Wash and Stockton Pass Wash are designated as 
Management Area'' (riparian vegetation emphasis) in the Forest Plan. Current management is consistent 
with the Forest Plar. Although they are not mapped as riparian areas in the GIS data layer, both washes 
support large amoUJ its of riparian vegetation. 

Gillespie Wash was evaluated north and south of the Highway 266 crossing in 1998 using the PFC 
method. It was foun :i to be Functional at Risk south of the bridge, with slight risk attributed to 
downcutting and un ;atisfactory age class distribution. North of the bridge, the channel was found to be 
Functional. 

Stockton Pass Wasl was evaluated using the RASES method. A good diversity of species was 
represented, and agi, class distribution was excellent. No negative impacts were observed. 

Righthand Canyon 1 lso supports some riparian species. The RASES method was used to evaluate the 
area in 1998. Overal vigor, species diversity, age and size class distribution were good. The most 
common species we re willow (Salix sp. and Baccharis sp.). Regeneration of ash and willow was 
evident. Deergrass , ras abundant and vigorous. No negative impacts were observed. 

Grazing Effects, Gi 'lespie Allotment: Righthand Canyon, Gillespie Wash and Stockton Pass Wash all 
support riparian veg ~tation. No significant impacts from grazing were observed in evaluations 
completed in 1998. ]razing under current management (Alternative 2) is not limiting the development 
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of riparian vegeta :ion. Utilization of forage plants is limited to 40% in areas with riparian vegetation. 
Alternatives 2 arn. 3 (Proposed Action/Preferred Alternative). Also, the allotment is used in a rest 
rotation grazing s; rstem with regularly scheduled growing season rest. These management controls will 
limit the effects of grazing and other livestock impacts to riparian vegetation. Alternative 1 will have no 
impacts from live ,tock grazing. Discontinuation of grazing will not, as an independent action, lead to the 
development of a riparian area or wetland in Cienega Pasture. 

Affected Environ nent, Grant Creek Allotment: Grant Creek is a true riparian area and is designated as 
Management Are1, 7 (riparian vegetation emphasis) in the FLMP. There is a darn on the creek, and water 
is impounded the1 e to be used by the prison at Fort Grant. The channel below the darn was evaluated in 
1998 using the Ri ,SES and the PFC methods. Overall vigor, species diversity, age and size class 
distribution were ,iood. There is a road that runs through the channel that is causing erosion as it crosses 
onto the stream te race. Also, there is a poorly constructed road drainage ditch that is causing bank 
cutting. Grazing ii 11pact was not significant. Because the area is a mapped as a riparian vegetation type, 
assignment of coo dition classes were made. The area was rated as satisfactory using the RASES method 
and functional-at- isk using the PFC method, with risk attributed to the road. Although no mention was 
made in the evalu 1tion about the effects of the water diversion, this area would be more productive if 
there were natural flows in the channel. 

Grazing Effects: , Uparian Areas, Grant Creek Allotment: Grazing under current management 
(Alternative 2) is I tot causing negative impacts to the riparian area supported by Grant Creek. Utilization 
of forage plants is limited to 40% in the riparian areas under Alternatives 2 and 3 (Proposed 

(' Action/Preferred 1 llternative ). Also, there is regularly scheduled growing season rest in the pastures that 
~ ,. include the Grant :::reek riparian area. These management controls will limit the effects of grazing and 
W other livestock im Jacts to riparian vegetation. Alternative 1 will have no impacts from livestock grazing. 

C. Soil (Issue 4) 
The following dist :ussion is derived from Document 44: 

General 
Livestock grazing for 10 years may impact soil function by compacting the soil surface (hydrologic 
function), removi1 g plant material ( stability), or changing the plant community composition (nutrient 
cycling). The start .ng point for this report was a soil condition assessment that was made for the entire 
Pinaleno EMA in l998. The assessment used the Region 3 General Ecosystem Survey (1 :250,000 scale) 
further broken d01 m into several slope and vegetation classes, and rated as either satisfactory, 
unsatisfactory or i: 11suited. Since then, Regional standards for Soil Condition have changed. A new 
condition class, in .paired, has been added and the unsuited category has been dropped (FSM 2509 .18 
Soil Management, R-3 Supplement No. 2509.18-99-1, effective October 20, 1999). In 1999, ratings 
were adjusted to n :fleet site-specific information about vegetation communities and soil cover, and to 
reflect the new standards. Most of what had been rated as unsuited under the previous large-scale 
analysis is rated ai satisfactory under the new standards because they are not affected by management 
activities. The pre· rious unsatisfactory classification is now rated as unsatisfactory, impaired or 
satisfactory based Jn degree ofloss of function. Information about slope, vegetation community and soil 
properties was use i as a basis for ratings. 
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~ 1 All soils must be m maged to maintain or improve long-term productivity. This can be accomplished by 
implementing the fi ,!lowing Best Management Practices: Annually prepare an operating plan with the 
permittee to allow J or current allotment conditions; make periodic field checks to identify needed 
adjustments in seas• m of use and livestock numbers including stock counts, forage utilization, 
assessment of rangi land to verify soil and vegetative condition and trend; and use necessary techniques 
to achieve proper d: stribution, or lessen the impact on areas which are sensitive or which would 
naturally be overus1 ,d. 

Note: Acreage figm es and classifications reported here may differ from the Scoping Report of April 14, 
1999. This differen, :e is a result of the site-specific analysis at the project level. 

Veach Allotmer t: 
Affected Environment, Soil Condition: The Veach Allotment currently contains 13,271 acres, of which 
6,671 are classified as capable for livestock grazing. If the Proposed Action/Preferred Alternative is 
implemented, the tc ta! acres will be reduced to 11,520, of which 6,528 are capable for grazing. Ratings 
reported here are fa r the proposed allotment boundary, as that is the area that has been and will be 
affected by manage nent activities. Tables 6a and 6b below display the existing soil condition for 
capable and not-cat able acres respectively. The predicted condition for the proposed action and 
alternatives at the e1d of the proposed grazing permit period are also displayed. These predictions 
assume that grazin~ is the only effect on soil condition. A discussion of grazing effects follows. 

TABLE 6a: SOl L CONDITION, VEACH ALLOTMENT, PERCENT OF ACRES CAPABLE 
FOR GRAZING 

Satisfactory 

Impaired 

Unsatisfactory 

TABLE 6b: I :OIL CONDITION, VEACH ALLOTMENT, PERCENT OF ACRES NOT 
CAPABLE FOR GRAZING 

Satisfactorv 
mpaired 

Jnsatisfactory 

Grazing Effects, S· 1il Condition: The soil condition assessment shows that 78 percent of the soils 
within capable acre I are in satisfactory condition, and 22 percent are impaired. The area of soil 

(1 impairment is in the , desert grassland vegetation type on slopes of less than 15%. These soils were 
_, heavily impacted b) • past grazing practices. Improvement of soil condition is a slow process. Under 
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current managemc :nt, the allotment is grazed in the donnant season only, with moderate utilization rates. 
This type of grazi11g management has the least impact to native grasses. Current management has 
resulted in impro, ed vegetation conditions that will lead to improved soil condition. 

The No Action/Ne, Grazing alternative will lead to improved soil condition, inferred by more vegetation 
cover, at a faster r 1te than for current management in some areas; cattle bed grounds, around water 
sources and to a lesser extent in areas that are from O - 15% slope. The difference in soil condition 
between the three alternatives will be slight at slopes greater than 15% in the tenn of the proposed 
grazing pennit (H, years). 

Soils in non-capat le areas are rated as satisfactory by definition, because they have been minimally 
affected by mana& ement activity. There will be minimal effects from grazing to soils in non-capable 
areas. For this rea1 ,on, soil condition is predicted to remain static for both alternatives in the absence of 
fire or some other fonn of disturbance. 

Gillespie Allot nent: 
Affected Environi nent, Soil Condition: The Gillespie Allotment contains 8234 acres, of which 5,662 
acres are classifiec I as capable for grazing. If the proposed action is implemented, the number of capable 
acres will be 5,6311. Ratings reported here are for the proposed allotment boundary, as that is the area 
that has been and ',;ill be affected by management activities. Tables 7 a and 7b below display the existing 
soil condition for, :apable and not-capable acres respectively. The predicted condition for the proposed 
action and alternat ives at the end of proposed grazing permit period are also displayed. These 

,~ predictions assum: that grazing is the only effect on soil condition. A discussion of grazing effects 
·- follows. 

TABLE 7a: SOIL CONDITION, GILLESPIE ALLOTMENT, PERCENT OF ACRES 
CAPABLE FOR GRAZING 

Satisfactory 

Imnaired 

Unsatisfactory 

TABLE 7b: S1)IL CONDITION, GILLESPIE ALLOTMENT, PERCENT OF ACRES NOT 
CAPABLE FOR GRAZING 
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Grazing Effects, .l oil Condition: The soil condition assessment for the Gillespie Allotment shows that 
90 percent of the s Jils within capable acres are in satisfactory condition and 10 percent are in impaired 
condition. Improv, :ment of soil condition is a slow process. Under current management, cattle graze in 
the Righthand and Mountain Trap pastures each winter from 11/1 to 2/28. Cattle are rotated through the 
remaining seven p tstures from March I to October 31, with use in each pasture varying from zero to 
three months. Thii management plan provides the flexibility to schedule growing season rest in most 
pastures in most yr ,ars. Current management has resulted in improved vegetation conditions that will 
lead to improved s Ji! condition. 

The Cienega Pastt re has a large gully area running parallel to Highway 266, resulting in a localized 
impaired conditior . A recent high-flow event in the area showed minimal evidence of active erosion 
within the gully. Tie presence of CCC structures indicates that the area was actively cutting during or 
before the 1930s. 

No Action/No Ora 1ng (Alternative 1) will lead to improved soil condition, inferred by more vegetation 
cover, at a faster n te than for Current Management (Alternative 2) or the Proposed Action/Preferred 
Alternative (Alterr ative 3) in some areas; cattle bed grounds, around water sources and to a lesser extent 
in areas that are frc ,m O - 15% slope. The difference in soil condition between all three the alternatives 
will be slight in th1: term of the proposed grazing permit (IO years). 

Soils in non-capab e areas are rated as satisfactory by definition, because they have been minimally 
affected by manag, :ment activity. There will be minimal effects from grazing to soils in non-capable 

r", areas. For this reas m, soil condition is predicted to remain static for both alternatives in the absence of 
.,, fire or some other 'orm of disturbance. 

Grant Creek Allotment: 
Affected Environ~ 1ent, Soil Condition: The Grant Creek Allotment contains 5,325 acres, of which 
2,888 acres are cla ;sified as capable for grazing. If the proposed action is implemented, the capable 
acreage will be 2,6 S5. Ratings reported here are for the proposed allotment boundary, as that is the area 
that has been and \ rill be affected by management activities. Tables 8a and 8b below display the existing 
soil condition for capable and not-capable acres respectively. The predicted condition for the proposed 
action and alternat ves at the end of proposed grazing permit period are also displayed. These 
predictions assumi that grazing is the only effect on soil condition. A discussion of grazing effects 
follows. 

TABLE Sa: S,)IL CONDITION, GRANT CREEK ALLOTMENT, PERCENT OF ACRES 
CAPABLE FOR GRAZING 

Satisfuctorv 

mpaired 
• 1nsatisfuctory 
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n TABLE Sb: SOD, CONDITION, GRANT CREEK, ALLOTMENT, PERCENT OF ACRES NOT 
.., CAPABLE FOR GRAZING 

/'~\ 

~ij:~~~ti.o~/~~~~fi:,j i?ifi,' 
(l!etcent,ofnot:: "'' k.,i:• , 
~,~~Me\~~r~s):!:i,}1 H::t/~'. 
Satisfactorv 

Impaired 

Unsatisfactory 

Grazing Effects, S, ,i/ Condition: The soil condition assessment shows that I 00 percent of the soils 
within capable acre s are in satisfactory condition. There are small areas of soil impairment associated 
with the road, as de scribed in the Grant Creek riparian area assessment. These areas are too small to 
map. Under curren1 management, one pasture is rested every growing season, and each of the other two 
pastures is rested enery other growing season. This management will allow vegetation cover to improve. 
Current manageme 1t has resulted in improved vegetation conditions that will lead to improved soil 
condition. 

The No Action/No 3razing alternative will lead to improved soil condition, inferred by more vegetation 
cover, at a faster rae than for Current Management in some areas; cattle bed grounds, around water 
sources and to a !es ser extent in areas that are from O - 15% slope. The difference in soil condition 
between all of thee lternatives will be slight in the term of the proposed grazing permit (JO years). 

.... Soils in non-capabl) areas are rated as satisfactory by definition, because they have been minimally 

.. affected by management activity. There will be minimal effects from grazing to soils in non-capable 
areas. For this reasc n, soil condition is predicted to remain static for both alternatives in the absence of 
fire or some other f. ,rm of disturbance. 

D. Water 
The following disc11ssion is derived from Document 44: 

Affected Envirc nment 
Lower Gila River J Vatershed: The Veach and Gillespie Allotments are within the Lower Gila River 5th 
Code Watershed. T Jis watershed is about 1,700,000 acres in size, of which 158,153 acres (9%) are 
National Forest. The combined acreage for the Veach and Gillespie Allotments in this watershed is 
currently 20,877 ac :es ( or I%). If the Proposed Action is implemented for both allotments, the combined 
acreage will be 18,li03 acres (or less than 1%). The City of Safford and numerous small towns are within 
this watershed. Lan i uses on private land are those associated with agriculture and rural development. 
Uses on Federal an, I State lands are primarily grazing and recreation. 

Wilcox Playa Watershed: The Grant Creek Allotment is within the Willcox Playa 5th Code Watershed. 
This watershed is a:iout 1,000,000 acres in size, of which 172,561 acres (17%) are National Forest. The 
Grant Creek A!lotn ent is currently 5325 acres (or 0.5%). If the Proposed Action is implemented, tlie 
Grant CreekA!lotrr.ent will be 3150 acres (or 0.3%).%). The City of Willcox and numerous small towns 

0, are within this wate rshed. Land uses on private land are those associated with agriculture and rural w development. Uses Jn Federal and Sta_te lands are primarily grazing and recreation. 
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{~ San Simon Creek Watershed: Around 628 acres of the Gillespie Allotment are within the San Simon 
W Creek 5

th 
Code W 1tershed. This watershed is about 1,400,000 acres in size, of which 184,000 acres 

• (13%) are Natiom I Forest. The Gillespie Allotment represents around .04% of the watershed. Land uses 
on private land an those associated with agriculture and rural development, although this watershed is 
sparsely inhabited and agriculture is very limited. The primary use on Federal and State lands is grazing. 

Environmenta, Effects 
No tests have beer made within the project area to evaluate water quality parameters that may be 
affected by waters 1ed condition. However, none of the downstream waters are listed in the 1998 
Arizona Departme 11t of Water Quality Assessment as "water quality limited". This means that the 
project area is con ributing to a high quality system. 

Grazing Effects: t fnder Alternatives 2 and 3, livestock grazing will take place along Gillespie Wash, 
Stockton Pass Wai h and Grant Creek. Livestock gathering activities will take place along Gillespie 
Wash and Stockto1 l Pass Wash. Livestock use is identified as a source of concern for water 
contamination in J .rizona where appropriate management of cattle is lacking. Implementation of Best 
Management Pracl ices (BMP's) will be effective in managing cattle grazing to maintain or improve 
water quality. See FSH 2509 .22 for appropriate BMP's. In the case of all three allotments, the presence 
of cattle in ripariai . areas is limited in timing and intensity under either of the action alternatives. 
Because soil conditions are satisfactory over much of the project area and areas with soil impairment or 
unsatisfactory soil1 are improving under current management, it is not expected that the proposed 

G grazing under Alte native 2 (Continue Current Management) or Alternative 3 (Proposed 
• ., Action/Preferred .A.lternative) will be detrimental to the quality of downstream water. 

E.Air 
The following discussion is derived from Document 44: 

Affected Environment: 
The project area is not located in an air quality non-attainment area for any air quality constituent. This 
means that air qua] ity is excellent. The project is not located in a Class I Wilderness Area. 

Environmental Effects: 
There will be no measurable effects to air quality under Alternative I, Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 for 
any of the three all itments. 

F. Cumulative Effects to Vegetation, Riparian Areas, Soil, Water and Air 
Past, present, and j ireseeable future projects or actions that have affected or will affect the project area 
include historic he: ,vy grazing, prescribed and natural fires, wildfire suppression, invasive exotic plants, 
and water diversio1 ,s. These occurrences have contributed incrementally to effects that have changed 
ecological conditio 11s of the area. The proposed action and alternatives, because they are designed to 
implement proper!:, managed grazing, will not contribute effects that would furfuer adversely change the 
ecological conditio ns of the analysis area. The proposed action and alternatives will not preclude future 

~ projects designed t, > eliminate invasive exotic plants, those designed to return fire to a more natural role 
1" in the ecosystem, o : those that re-build or enhance erosion control structures. 
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r'\ G. Wildlife (/s.;ues 1 & 2) 
V The following disc assion is derived from Document 35: 

Affected Envir1 >nment: 
The Pinaleno Mou 1tains are home to a diverse assemblage of animal species due to the variability of 
available habitat tl at occurs over a limited geographic area. The area supports a variety of species that 
either use the area ,easonally or are found there year round. Typical mammals include Coues whitetail 
deer (Odocoileus virginianus couesi), western spotted skunk (Spilogale gracilis leucoparia), black bear 
(Ursus americanw amblyceps), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), ringtail (Bassariscus astutus 
arizonensis), coati (Nasua nasua), Mexican woodrat (Neotoma mexicanus), and rock squirrel 
(Spermophilus var,egatus). The area is likely to be used for foraging by a variety of bat species such as 
fringed myotis (MJ otis thysanoides), big brown bat (Eptesicus fascus), and hoary bat (Lasiurus 
cinereus). 

Typical avifauna o 'the area includes White-winged dove (Zenaida asiatica), Mourning dove (Z. 
macroura), Wester 1 screech owl (Otus kennicottii), Whip-poor-will (Caprimulgus vociferous), Ash­
throated flycatcher (Myiarchus cinerascens), Cassin's kingbird (Tyrannus vociferans), Stellar's jay 
(Cyanocitta steller), Scrub jay (Aphlecoma coerulescens), Common raven (Corvus corax), Mountain 
chickadee (Parus g ambeli), Bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), Brown creeper ( Certhia Americana), 
Crissal thrasher (Jl ,xostoma dorsale), Virginia's warbler (Vermivora virginiae), Red-faced warbler 
( Cardelina rubifro; 1s), Black-headed grosbeak (Pheucticus melanocephalus), Black-chinned sparrow 
(Spizella atrogular.'s), and Red crossbill (Loxia curvirostra). Raptors such as Cooper's hawk (Accipiter 

0. cooperii), red-taile, I hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), great-homed owl (Bubo virginianus) may also use the w area for foraging 01 possibly nesting. 

Reptile species tha, may occur in the area include Arizona black rattlesnake (Crotalis viridus cerberus), 
Yarrow's spiney li2 ard (Sceloperous jarrovi), many-lined skink (Eumeces callicephalus), and striped 
plateau lizard (Seel ?perous virgatus). 

Recent breeding bi: d surveys of the Marijilda allotment (immediately north of the Veach Allotment) by 
Forest Service wild life biologists included observations ofMearn's quail (Cyrtonyx montezumae). The 
Pinaleno EMA doe; not include any areas mapped as High Density Mearn's Quail Habitat. Nonetheless, 
the analysis area is within the range of the species and supports suitable (though not optimal) habitat. 

Threatened, En dangered, Proposed, and Sensitive Species 
The Endangered SI ecies Act of 1973 as amended (ESA) states that a biological assessment shall be 
prepared for specie; which may be present in the proposed project area. The Forest Service Manual 
(FSM 2672.4) instncts that a Biological Evaluation and Assessment (BAE) document will be prepared 
to display effects o: • the Preferred Alternative on federally listed threatened, endangered, proposed or 
Forest Service sens tive species. The BAE will include those species that may be present in the proposed 
project area. At thi1 time, certain TEPS species are discussed as likely to be included in a BAE. 

Approximately 50 1 pecial status species including threatened, endangered, proposed, or sensitive species 
are known to occur or suspected to occur in the Pinaleno EMA. The following table includes 19 special 
status species that a re known to occur or are likely to occur in the allotments. These species are the Q subject of the Biological Assessment and Evalu.ation (BAE), currently in process. 
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TABLE 9: SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

,·coihJD.O:t{N am.Cl/ i:i'(/X: :i :.,:,:,•1:,;:,:,:;. :., Scierilific Nam~. ;:·, , ,: , ,, ,' ;,::•.:h,,\::•.·:.'< ,, <: 
' i/!r'.t:.ri:·/?:';:;: "; ' 

Lesser long-nose, . bat Leotonvcteris curasoae verbabuena Endangered 
Mexican sootted 1 ,wl<MSOl Strix occidentalis lucida Threatened 
MSO Critical Hal ,itat <CHl Proposed 
Northern Aoloma io falcon Falco ternoralis selJfentriona/is Endangered 
Aoache trout Onchorhvnchus avache Threatened 
Ja=ar Panthera oncha Endangered 
Chiricahua leopru i frog Rana chiricahensis Prooosed 
Desert Massasau~ • Sistrus catenatus edwardsi Sensitive 
Gray-checkered v hiptail Cnernidovhorus dixoni Sensitive 
Greene milkweed Asclevias uncialis Sensitive 
Soarseleaf hermru mia Herrnannia vaucif/ora Sensitive 
Pinos Altos flrune flower Ta/inurn hurnile Sensitive 
Catalina beardton rue Pensternon discolor Sensitive 
Aravaioa sage Salvia arnissa Sensitive 
Hawk-weed Hieraciurn rusbvi Sensitive 
White-flowered c: nquefoil Potentilla albif/ora Sensitive 
Mexican saber da: SY Machaeranthera mexicana Sensitive 
Arizona alum roo Heuchera glorneru/ata Sensitive 
Pinaleno Jacob's I adder Polernonium f/avum Sensitive 
Bigelow thorough wort Eupatorium bige/ovii Sensitive 

Critical Habitat (C f:I) for the Mexican spotted owl (MSO) was proposed on July 21, 2000. The Critical 
0, Habitat polygon p1 oposed for the Pinaleno EMA includes Protected habitat, Restricted habitat, and other 
ii.A forest and woodlar,d types as defined in the MSO Recovery Plan (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 
,aJ' 1995). The majori1 y of the proposed Critical Habitat in the Pinaleno EMA is comprised ofbroadleaf 

evergreen woodlar. d and desert grassland. The Gillespie Allotment supports no protected or restricted 
habitat. Veach cun ently supports a small amount of transition conifer forest (which may or may not 
include restricted l abitat). Grant Creek currently includes protected and restricted habitat. 

Environmental Effects: 
General: Imprope1 ly managed livestock grazing for a period often years has the potential to change 
habitat characteris1 ics for wildlife species. Grazing levels that are too heavy can change plant 
communities, influ ~nee soil condition, and disrupt riparian communities. Biotic communities in the 
American Southwi st evolved in the presence oflarge herbivores which have, only recently in geologic 
time, gone extinct. Impacts from properly managed livestock grazing are therefore well within historic 
disturbance regimi s and are compatible with natural biotic communities. 

In addition to lives :ock related impacts, long- and short-term weather patterns shape the character and 
distribution ofwiklife habitat. In the Basin and Range province of the American Southwest, fluctuations 
in the amount and • iming of annual rainfall ( and snowfall at higher elevations) varies greatly. Because of 
this, it is not alway l possible to ascribe changes in vegetation (i.e. wildlife habitat) to livestock induced 
effects, versus effe :ts of changes in annual precipitation or temperatures. 

Experience has shc,wn that certain management schemes allow for sustainable livestock use that is 
within the ecologic al limits of the communities that exist on the Coronado. Examples of grazing 

r'> management that v ork well are winter-only grazing (generally occurring from around September 
.,, through April) for 1 he whole allotment, or deferred rest/rotation grazing which allows for a combination 
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0 of growing season rest, winter use in certain pastures, and short duration use in some instances. These 
(_ . ...l types of managem mt schemes allow managers to minimize adverse effects oflivestock grazing on soils, 
- riparian areas, and vegetation thereby reducing adverse effects to wildlife habitat. 

Effects to vegetati, m are measured by monitoring utilization of key forage species in key areas, which 
are generally the fattest, most easily accessed areas of the allotment. When maximum allowable use is 
attained in an easil y accessed key area, there is lower utilization on the steep, less easily accessed areas 
of the allotment. l1 1 this way overall utilization of the allotment is maintained at a moderate level. 

From a wildlife pe :spective, these approaches to management are acceptable as long as key areas are 
representative ofli vestock use patterns, maximum allowable utilization is set at sustainable levels, and 
excessive impacts :o riparian areas are avoided. Additionally, the approach relies heavily on monitoring 
to ensure that pasti ire moves are accomplished at the appropriate times. Also, range related structures 
such as fences and water developments must be designed to avoid creating hazards for wildlife or 
destroying sensitive wildlife habitat. 

No Action/No Gru ,;ing (Alternative 1): Implementation of this alternative would remove livestock 
related disturbanc, to vegetation, soil, and riparian areas. It would not result in immediate recovery of 
grassland or wood] and areas invaded by shrubs. Those areas would require some sort of treatment to 
recover. 

The only negative ~ffects to wildlife species that could result from this alternative relate to the lack of 
maintenance of rar ge related improvements. In some cases, livestock waters currently benefiting 

0 wildlife would not be maintained and would eventually be unavailable to wildlife because of decay and 
• a.A damage. Additiom lly, collapsed fences and tangled barbed wire pose a hazard to larger wildlife species 
W, such as deer, javeli na, bear, and turkeys. Implementation of this alternative would require a commitment 

to removal of rang i improvements and maintenance of former livestock waters to avoid adverse effects 
to wildlife species, 

Continue Current Management (Alternative 2): Range condition on these allotments have improved as 
resource-driven ch mges in management occurred. Overall, improvement has occurred on the Veach 
allotment over the last 20 years and throughout the 1990's in particular as management became more 
consistent. Reduction in numbers in the Gillespie Allotment, a change in grazing schedule, and 
prescribed burns h: 1ve resulted in improved condition. With low numbers ( e.g. 30 head) and deferred 
rest-rotation mana1 ;ement, conditions on the Grant Creek allotment are good. It is expected that 
continuation of cru rent management will allow for the continuation of improvement on Veach and 
Gillespie and mai11 tain good conditions on Grant Creek. 

Grant Creek and S•ockton Wash are designated as Management Area 7 (riparian) in the Coronado Land 
Management Plan. The upper elevations of Grant Creek are mapped as coniferous riparian, while the 
lower stretch is ma pped as deciduous riparian. Existing management on the Grant Creek allotment has 
not shown adverse effects to the riparian area in Grant Creek. Continuation of this system is not 
expected to result i 11 adverse effects to riparian habitat in Grant Creek. Stockton Wash is not mapped as 
either coniferous o • deciduous riparian vegetation. Existing management on the Gillespie and Veach 
Allotments has not shown adverse effects to Stockton Wash., and continuation of this system is not 
expected to result i 11 adverse effects to riparian vegetation in Stockton Wash. 

(\ 

"" Areas in the Veac~ allotment that support riparian species, such as Veach, Dutch Henry, and Lefthand 
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Canyons, are not b iing significantly impacted by livestock. In the Gillespie allotment, Righthand 
Canyon supports riparian vegetation and monitoring data show good vigor, species diversity, and size 
class distribution. ] iurther development of riparian vegetation is not being limited in any of these 
canyons as indicat1 :d by the amount of regeneration present. Continuation of current management that 
has shown minima . livestock related impacts to riparian vegetation is not expected to degrade this 
important habitat i: 1 the allotment. 

Effects of continm tion of current management are not predicted to adversely influence wildlife 
resources on the th :ee allotments. The important wildlife habitat parameters of riparian vegetation 
condition, soil con, lition, and range vegetation condition are acceptable or improving under current 
management when evaluated against historic conditions of the area. These changes have come about 
primarily as a resu: t ofresource-driven changes in range management of these allotments over the last 
20 years. The mos1 recent monitoring data show that existing numbers and management schemes are 
resulting in utiliza1 ion of key species in key areas that are at or below maximum allowable utilization, 
which, as stated ab )Ve, is the primary means of assessing the effectiveness of management. 

Proposed Action/} referred Alternative (Alternative 3): There are no expected differences in effects to 
wildlife related res iurces from grazing between current management and the Proposed Action/Preferred 
Alternative. The p1 imary difference is the administrative change in boundaries. 

Potential Effec:s to Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, and Sensitive Species 
(TEPS) 

r, The Veach, GillesI ie, and Grant Creek allotments were included in the short term (e.g. three years) 
• '- effects assessment Jfthe on-going grazing Biological Assessment (BA). That BA was the subject of 
.... Section 7 consulta1 ion with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Consultation Number# AESO/SE 2-21-
., 98-F-399) and con: ,idered potential effects to eighteen federally listed species. A non-jeopardy 

Biological Opinior. (BO) was received from the USFWS that included terms and conditions and 
concurrences for s, me species. 

The effects determ nations in that BA were based on the Regional Guidance Criteria. If those criteria 
were applied to thi ; alternative analysis the determinations would be as follows: 

Lesser long-nosed bat (LLNB) 
• Based on ti. e Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to LLNB by either alternative 2 or 3 

on Veach v ·ould be Likely to Adversely Affect (LAA) because utilization and season of use 
violate critc ria 6 and 7. 

• Based on ti. e Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to LLNB by either alternative 2 or 3 
on Gillespi l would be LAA because utilization and season of use violate criteria 6 and 7. 

• Based on ti. e Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to LLNB by either alternative 2 or 3 
on Grant C 'reek would be LAA because utilization and season of use violate criteria 6 and 7. 

Mexican spotted o vi (MSO) 
• Based on tl e Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to MSO by either alternative 2 or 3 

on Veach v •ould be No Effect (NE) because grazing activities conform to the No Effect criteria. 
• Based on ti. e Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to MSO by either alternative 2 or 3 

on Gillespii would be NE because grazing activities conform to the No Effect criteria. 
• Based on ti. e Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to MSO by either alternative 2 or 3 
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i", on Grant Creek would be NE because grazing activities conform to the No Effect criteria. 

W Aplomado falcon 
• Based on th : Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to Aplomado falcon by either 

alternative:. or 3 on Veach would be Not Likely to Adversely Affect (NLAA) because grazing 
activities co riform to all pertinent criteria. 

• Based on th : Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to Aplomado falcon by either 
alternative : or 3 on Gillespie would be NLAA because grazing activities conform to all 
pertinent cri teria. • 

• Based on th : Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to Aplomado falcon by either 
alternative ; or 3 on Grant Creek would be NLAA because grazing activities conform to all 
pertinent cri teria. 

Jaguar 
• Based on th: Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to Jaguar by either alternative 2 or 3 

on Veach VI ould be NLAA because grazing activities conform to all three pertinent criteria. 
• Based on th: Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to Jaguar by either alternative 2 or 3 

on Gillespi1 • would be NLAA because grazing activities conform to all three pertinent criteria. 
• Based on th: Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to Jaguar by either alternative 2 or 3 

on Grant C reek would be NLAA because grazing activities conform to all three pertinent 
criteria. 

(~ Apache trout 

-- • Based on th: Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to Apache trout by either alternative 
2 or 3 on V1 ,ach would be NE because criteria 1 has been met. 

• Based on th: Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to apache Trout by either alternative 
2 or 3 on Gillespie would be NE because criteria 1 has been met. 

• Based on th : Guidance Criteria, the determination of effect to apache Trout by either alternative 
2 or 3 on G•·ant Creek would be LAA because criteria lB and 1D have not been met. 

Chiricahua /eopar, r frog 
• There are m, guidance criteria for this species. 

Flexibility of the ai alysis process is limited under the Guidance Criteria. The Guidance Criteria, as 
designed, are an ex rinsic, broad-scale supposition of potential effects from allotment management. 
Actual changes in 1 1anagement that were successful in bringing about changes in condition or trend are 
not considered in ti .e analysis process of the Guidance Criteria. Nor does actual distribution of listed 
species play a signi ficant role in the process.· The use of site-specific analysis versus the Guidance 
Criteria results in c mtrasting effects determinations. The following table includes the effects 
determinations tha1 result from a site-specific analysis. The analysis driving these determinations rely 
heavily on allotme1 tt management history and the resulting improvement in conditions, as well as the 
known distribution and potential occurrence of the targeted species. 
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TABLE 10: EFFECTS ON THREATENED, ENDANGERED, PROPOSED AND FOREST 
SERVICE SENSITIVE SPECIES 

(Based on site-specific analysis) 

Mexic ted o, ,1 ~-----+-'-=-----------1---'-'=--'c..c.._ ________ __. 
MSO Cnllca Habit it MA* 

mado falcon NE 
trout NE 

J NE 
C NJ* NJ 
Desert Massassau , . NI* NI 
Gra -checkered wh tail NI NI 
Greene milkweed NI NI 
S arseleafhennann a NI NI 
Pinos Altos flame fl ,wer NI NI 
Catalina beardton e NI NI 
Aravai a sa e NI NI 
Hawk-weed NI NI 
White-flowered cinr uefoil NI NI 
Mexican saber dais, NI NI 
Arizona alum root NI NI 
Pinaleno Jacob's lac der NI NI 
Bigelow thorough" ort NI NI 

* - MA= May Afect; NJ= Not likely to Jeopardize; NI= No Impact to individuals and not likely to 
lead to a trend toward federal listing. 

The following are b: ief summary discussions of the reasoning behind the site-specific determinations. A 
more complete disc11ssion is being developed as part of the BA/E being prepared for the Proposed 
Action/Preferred Al :emative. 

Lesser long-nosed l at - The Guidance Criteria resulted in a determination of "Likely to Adversely 
Affect" because ma: :imum allowable utilization is set at 50% whereas the criteria call for 45% (Criteria 
6). Additionally, ca1 tie are in the presence of agave plants between 15 April and 15 September (Criteria 
7). This criterion aC' ually refers to "high densities" which are not defined, but based on observations by 
District personnel tl ere are areas that support large numbers of agaves in the allotments. 

The site specific am lysis leads to a determination of "Not Likely to Adversely Effect" for Gillespie 
allotment because ti .e only record of this species in the Pinaleno Mountains is a single juvenile captured 
in Gillespie Wash. I .ange conditions are improving under existing management systems, numbers, and 
maximum allowable utilization. No evidence exists to link 50% utilization on key forage species in key 
areas to declines in, 1gave populations. No large roosts exist in any of the allotments; a single 
observation of a pai: • oflesser long-nosed bats was made in the Galiuro Mountains, over 25 miles away. 
Because of these cir ;umstances any potential effect on Gillespie allotment to this species would not be 
measurable and ther ~fore would be considered discountable. No effects are expected to arise from either 
action alternative or the Veach and Grant Creek allotments 
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(\ Mexican spotted o vi - The guidance criteria determination is No Effect since data indicate that livestock 
~ grazing is not limi1 ing woody or herbaceous vegetation necessary to support prey species and the 
WI' grazing regime suJ ports the implementation of fire management. Site specific analysis also results in a 

determination ofN D Effect to the species since livestock are unlikely to access the higher elevation, 
steep protected or I estricted habitat areas except occasionally and in low numbers. 

The site-specific ai 1alysis determination for proposed Critical Habitat is May Affect because the 
proposed Critical l labitat (CH) occurs within the analysis area. In this instance, the CH polygon includes 
portions of all thre,: allotments. Within the CH polygon there are areas of vegetation type 9A (transition 
coniferous forest), which may include areas ofrestricted habitat as defined by the Recovery Plan. A 
smaller portion of I hese areas would remain in the allotments even after the administrative boundary is 
redrawn in Alterna :ive 3. These areas are on steep, north-facing slopes and appear to support high 
canopy closure. Si1 es of that character on the Coronado National Forest do not tend to support high 
densities oflivesto,:k forage species. The steep nature of the terrain and lack of forage species make it 
unlikely that signif cant numbers oflivestock will spend appreciable ainounts of time in these areas. Of 
the eight Primary ( lonstituent Elements of CH that are identified in the proposed rule, only two (i.e. 
those relating to pl: mt species richness and residual plant cover) have the potential to be affected by 
livestock over the 11eriod of the ten-year permit. As discussed in an earlier section, monitoring data 
indicate that condi1 ions under existing management are acceptable or improving. The most relevant of 
these data are utili2 ation of key species in key areas. Since utilization in these easily accessible key areas 
have been at levels at or below the maximum, steeper areas supporting fewer forage species have been 
subjected to fewer mpacts. 

!', Grant Creek allotment also includes vegetation type I IA (deciduous riparian) that is considered 
.... restricted riparian l abitat by the recovery plan. Recent data from designated riparian areas or areas that 
W' support riparian sp, :cies in these allotments indicate that recruitment of woody species is not limited by 

grazing activities. l lased on the above discussion, implementation of the action alternatives will result in 
no detectable effec s to primary constituent elements. 

Aplomado falcon - The Guidance Criteria are not easily fit to the situation on these allotments since 
there is potential hi .bitat, but there are no Aplomado falcons· to monitor. A determination ofNLAA was 
used in the progran matic BA since livestock grazing occurs within unsurveyed potential habitat. 

The site-specific di termination is No Effect since there are no observations of this species in the analysis 
area. The most reci nt documented observations of this species were in the early 1990's in the Animas 
Valley of southwestern New Mexico. Vegetation in the allotments includes some desert grassland 
(Veach - 5042 ac.; Gillespie - 5516 ac.; Grant Creek- 1171 ac.), some of which still shows the effects 
of past heavy use. J ,fonitoring data show that these areas have improved and continue to improve under 
existing manageme nt. Some areas of poor condition are rated as such because of invasive exotic or 
native shrubs, and, vill not improve without some sort of treatment not related to the proposed livestock 
grazing actions. 

Apache trout -The guidance criteria determination would be LAA for Grant Creek and NE for Veach 
and Gillespie. The 1dverse effect is primarily due to the presence of livestock in lower Grant Creek 
between I March a 1d I June. 

C::. A site-specific analysis results in a determination of No Effect since livestock are not present in 
.. occupied habitat or the subwatershed. A hybrid cross of Apache trout and rainbow trout occurs in Grant 
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~ Creek. The trout o, curs upstream of a large waterfall that acts as both a natural fish barrier and a barrier \J to livestock. Condi :ions in the upper portions of the Grant Creek watershed are good to excellent. 

Jaguar - Guidance Criteria determination of this species is NLAA. The site specific determination for 
the species is No E :feet since the species is not known to occur in the analysis area. 

Chiricahua leopar, l frog - The species was recently proposed for listing. The site-specific determination 
for the species is "rot likely to jeopardize" since there are no Chiricahua leopard frogs known from the 
allotments. Neares1 locations are in the Sulphur Springs valley. Watershed conditions near these 
localities are influe aced primarily by thousands of acres of intervening State and private lands. 
Improved conditio1 .s resulting from improved management on the Grant Creek and Gillespie allotments 
will not contribute idversely to occupied, off-forest habitat for this species. 

Other Sensitive Sp, ?cies-The remaining species included in the above effects table include both plant 
and animal species. Determinations for these species are "No Impact" based primarily on the lack of 
occurrence of suita: >le habitat for the species on the allotments or lack oflivestock related impacts to 
resources importan. to these species. Examples are plants such as Pinaleno Jacob's ladder which occur at 

• elevations above th )Se which occur in the allotments, or the Gray checkered whiptail lizard which 
prefers rocky, span ely vegetated habitat that is not degraded by livestock use. 

H. Heritage (C 1Jltural) Resources and Traditional Cultural Properties 

1
--..,, Affected Envirc nment 

...... Heritage resources , also called "cultural resources") include archaeological and historical sites, and 
,a,- properties importar t to maintaining the traditional beliefs and lifeways of local social groups 

("traditional culturd properties"). The Pinaleno Ecosystem Management Area (EMA) has a long history. 
Remains of the pre] dstoric Archaic, Hohokam, and ancestral Pueblo cultures have been found within the 
EMA. Historically, lt was used by the Chiricahua and Western Apache. The nearby Gila Valley was 
settled by Mormon Jioneers in the 1870s. Seventeen archaeological and historical sites have been 
recorded witl!in the Veach, Gillespie and Grant Creek Allotments. Today, the area and the sites are of 
interest to the Hopi Tribe, Pueblo of Zuni, Western Apache (primarily San Carlos Apache and White 
Mountain Apache), Chiricahua Apache (Fort Sill Chiricahua and Mescalero Apache), Tohono O'odham, 
archaeologists, and the descendants of the nineteenth-century settlers. The Pinaleno EMA also includes 
Dzil nchaa si'an, a ;acred place of paramount importance to the Western Apache (Docs. 37 & 46). 

Environmental Effects 
The alternatives co1 tsidered in this Environmental Assessment either reduce (No Action/No Grazing, 
Alt. 1; Proposed Action/Preferred Alternative, Alt. 3) or maintain (Continue Current Management, Alt. 
2) animal months o 'grazing with the Veach, Gillespie and Grant Creek Allotments. Grazing that 
maintains rangelarn . in satisfactory condition has little effect on heritage resources. However, even on 
properly-managed r mgelands, concentration oflivestock on archaeological and historical sites can result 
in damage to artifac ts and structures, and alteration of the spatial relationships between artifacts. The 
latter impact can co npromise the ability of the remains to provide historical information. 

(\ To assess tl!e impacts of grazing on archaeological and historic sites, existing inventory data were w reviewed, and were supplemented by field inspections of selected sites. Grazing is recorded as a 

36 



n significant impact , m one of the 20 archaeological or historical sites recorded in the allotments (Doc. 
~ 37). That is a resuL of the placement of a salt block within the site boundary, which has concentrated 
.. cattle on a portion )fthe site. 

Concentration ofli vestock also generally occurs around range improvements. The Dripping Spring 
storage tank, propcsed for reconstruction in Alternatives 2 and 3, was surveyed and no archaeological or 
historical sites wen found. 

The Cultural Prese. vation Office of the Hopi Tribe commented that livestock grazing can cause adverse 
impacts on archaec logical sites and ethnobotanical plants such as tobacco (Docs. 37 & 45). The letter 
asked whether the : 1llotments would be surveyed, and how the allotments would be managed to avoid 
impacts to sites anc I native plants, such as tobacco. The Tribe also pointed out the need for intensive 
traditional cultural property studies and ethnohistorical research, in order to fully identify Hopi interests 
and needs. Survey , md grazing impact issues are discussed above. Allotments will be managed to 
maintain or imprm e vegetation condition, and to maintain or increase populations of threatened, 
endangered or sensitive species, which are native (see Vegetation and Wildlife sections, above). While it 
might be expected hat No Action/No Grazing (Alternative 1) would be more beneficial to the growth of 
plants of interest to the Hopi, this is not always the case. For example, tobacco is a disturbance species 
on local rangeland1 , and would be favored by grazing levels that would be detrimental to other.native 
plants. Overall, the :e is no appreciable difference in the effects of the alternatives considered on native 
plants. With regard to ethnohistorical research, the Forest is negotiating a Memorandum of 
Understanding witl, the Hopi Tribe that, among its provisions, recognizes the need for financial support 

r\ of research on traditional use issues (Doc. 47). 

- The Veach, Gillesi: ie and Grant Creek Allotments include lands that fall within the Dzil nchaa si 'an 
traditional cultural property (Docs. 37 & 46). A determination of National Register of Historic Places 
eligibility has been drafted, has been reviewed by representatives of the White Mountain and San Carlos 
Apache Tribes, anc revisions to reflect the comments are pending (Patricia Spoerl, personal 
communication, N1 ,vember 29, 2000). Dzil nchaa si 'an is one of four ( or according to some information, 
two) Western Apac b.e sacred mountains (Doc. 46). In a response to the Scoping Report (Doc. 24), the 
San Carlos Apache Eider's Cultural Advisory Council noted "These allotments are in areas of great 
traditional cultural significance to Apaches. We still utilize some of these areas for traditional cultural 
practices. We ask flat you design the plans to have a minimum impact on the vegetation, particularly on 
new Emory Oak gr iwth." Potential changes in vegetation condition are summarized in the Vegetation 
section, above. Th, broadleafwoodland vegetation community is generally in good condition, with a 
static trend (stable n the absence of fire). From the standpoint of traditional Western Apache, No 
Action/No Grazing (Alternative 1) is likely to have less impact than Continue Current Management 
(Alternative 2) or ti te Proposed Action/Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3), as there is less 
manipulation of the environment (by cattle, or through maintenance of range improvements). Such 
manipulation is vie wed as a physical wound when vegetation and earth are disturbed. 

A report with a det, :rmination of "no adverse effect" has been submitted to the Arizona State Historic 
Preservation Offic, (Doc. 3 7). That determination is contingent upon removal of the salt block from the 
site referenced abo re. 
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I'i I. Economic V1ability of Permittee Operations, and Returns to the Local 
W Economy (Issue 3) 

Affected Envirc nment 
Livestock has impa ;ts on local and regional economies as well as on the ranching operation. Economic 
impacts generally cm be expressed as employment (number of jobs), government receipts, and revenue 
sharing (payments in lieu of taxes) to counties. Specific economic effects to permittees are mostly 
dependant on mark it fluctuations in the price of cattle, which makes quantification of the specific 
economic effects tc the permittee for any alternative nearly impossible. However, the tracking of overall 
government receipt l can serve as an indicator of permittee income trends. 

The value of empla yment opportunities is calculated at the rate of 1.14 jobs per I 00 animal unit years. 
This represents the total jobs supported by the activity throughout Arizona and New Mexico, including 
local area employn: ent. Government receipts are calculated based on the 1999 grazing fee of $1.35 per 
head month (Forest Service Manual, Interim Directive 2230-99-2). Payments to counties are calculated 
at 25% of total gov, :rnment receipts. 

Environmental Effects 
Tables 11 a through 11 c summarize the improvement costs associated with each alternative. Costs are 

r" based on Documen s 26 & 27. No Action/No Grazing requires the least investment; Continue Current . 
.... Management and tl e Proposed Action/Preferred Alternative require the most ( as a result of replacement 
... of the water storagi at Dripping Spring). Costs for maintenance ofrange improvements are typically 

borne by the permi1 tee, but in some cases the government shares the costs. In the case of the Dripping 
Spring storage repl1 .cement, the government will bear 75% of the cost, and the permittee 25% (Doc. 27). 

Tables 12a through 12c show the economic differences between alternatives based on the permitted 
numbers depicted i1 t Tables 2a through 2c, above. These calculations were completed to facilitate a 
relative comparisor of alternatives. Actual use of the allotments will cause actual numbers to vary from 
year to year. 

TABLE lla. -COST OF PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE, VEACH 
ALLOTMENT 

, Improvement' ', : ' ," . :N11 .. >\ctiop!No Grazing ·Continue CurrentMaiiageineil.H i\::1.i'}f>.topollt,il.11\.'ctitiiii'l!refi,l±ilcl:cl:ii:' 
l)'esCri iioll1 t " ,,, 1 ' (' ,, (Alternative I)' ', ,·, i,\'.i{!\}r:;:;::)::::!1.(A;it~rii~tiv~:12)§::r:/:i\C{':-!::}iit) ~!i;:1)/l:·(~t-~ijf~jjy~:R~£~~tiVJ-l!3~'.~.~;!i::li[ii;1 
Replace existing water $0 $7,000 $7,000 
tank at Dripping 
Springs; add pipeline 
& trough 
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TABLE llb-1 ~OST OF PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE, GILLESPIE 
ALLOTMENT 

$0 $0 $0 

TABLE llc-C( 1ST OF PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS BY ALTERNATIVE, GRANT CREEK 
ALLOTMENT 

•:~l!f~if'11ell,t{ ·.,,:1,:•··: 1,•N<!'·Aclion/li/o'Graziiiil' •r;(),;ntinueCurrent·.Management;i i/i,,'iI·.PropcisediA:ctloniPret'~freili'•.:•.•••111 
:,Dli's~f1 H~n:••'''·· '"·>'••·•:•·• : ,1•··•:;:;., <hlteri\iiHv~'•is/1:> :i '(5ii,'ti'11i;;:,tc'\l.i~miitlveif!i':•••i :':.·,•,,:c r1:r1:,t1%i~biliii'\(~fi\!i!irri![t1~',:itl'.fif'.!/ 
NIA $0 $0 $0 

1 'ABLE 12a - ECONOMIC EFFECTS, VEACH ALLOTMENT 

; i1.N0Ac!ion1No,011iiziiig, 11eoiitliioteurrent:Maliageme,foi ,i://t:Proposed,Adiowl!teterrett':'::· 
!i :iiH:J;:r;;f;i{r·i\;;·:.i:(~i:/;'1~~,~;,;:_;m:~!ii{:~;N1i1 Jtiii!!~li,\:]~M:1::l:·.jiif(~t~nilii:iV;~j~·~1£;'!1:-:;.;ff1::;:;1iiill:;; :!;.ti:!:lAJfefu~ijV~i1(~t¢ffi~ti\M:j)Vi/~;~:~\1 

f 1.f L3 
$( $2,228 $1,851 
$( $557* $464 

TABLE 12b - ECONOMIC EFFECTS, GILLESPIE ALLOTMENT 

( 0.5 0.5 
$C $761 $761 
$( $190* $191 

TAB'.,E 12c- ECONOMIC EFFECTS, GRANT CREEK ALLOTMENT 

overnment recei ts $' $486 $481 
ayments to counties $< $122* $122 

*Total payments to Gr1 ham County, resulting from National Forest grazing, were $55,481 in 1997 (Carol Boyd, personal 
communication, Noven 1ber 29, 1999.) 

Implementation of the No Action/No Grazing Alternative would result in a slight reduction in jobs, 
government receipts, payments to Graham County, and permittee income compared to the Proposed 
Action (Continue Current Management). 

J. National Forest Management Act Findings (NFMA): 
The Coronado Larn I and Resources Management Plan became effective on August 4, 1986. Forest 
planning is current!y guided by the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) at 36 CFR 219. The planning 
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.~ regulations state th: Lt projects implemented after the LRMP is in place must be "consistent with the plan" 
........ (36 CFR 219.10.e). The Veach, Gillespie and Grant Creek Allotment projects have been deemed 
W' consistent with the long-term goals and objectives listed on pages 9-11 of the current Coronado LRMP. 

The LRMP identifiid the allotments as suitable for grazing, and the area was included in Management 
Area 4 (LRMP, pa! es 62-66). Other NFMA consistency findings relate to the management of suitable 
timberlands. The al lotment does not contain any suitable timberlands; therefore, the other NFMA 
consistency check 1 equirements do not apply. 
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"' SECTION 4 • LIST OF PREPARERS 

The following indi Ii duals contributed to the completion of this project analysis: 

ii ';, 
',,, ,.,' ;,,, ·--iii :i;r.:;;c. i,' '!. i,/ 

mLeader Analysis team leader, reviewer/editor for Environmental 
Assessment 

Jennifer Ruyle, Range 1 nd Soils Specialist Analysis team member; specialist input on range conditions, 

Jim McDonald, Plannin 

Mark Moore, Soil Teel 
Josh Taiz, Wildlife Biol 

Chuck Duncan, Safforc 
Kath Makansi, ha, 
Ron Se Sl2 
CarolB and 
Carrie T ore 
Genice Froehlich, Saffo 

5 Specialist 

nician 
ogist 

District Range Staff 
ololrist 
If Officer 
Mana2ement Snecialist 
District Public Affairs Soecialist 
cd District Wildlife Biologist 

OTHER CONTA IBUTORS 

soil, riparian, water and air resources 
Analysis team member; specialist input on heritage 
resources; writer/editor for Environmental Assessment 
Analysis team member; technical innut on soil conditions 
Analysis team member; specialist input on wildlife (incl. 
Biological Assessment for TE&S soecies\ 
Coordinated with oermittees, nrovided resource data 
Specialist inout on herita"e resources 
Overall management of Environmental Assessment nrocess 
Provided economic data and innut on ran2e mana"ement 
Provided inout on recreation use 
Snecialist innilt on wildlife and fish 

Participated with analysis team; provided comments on 
utilization 

SECTION 5 - CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS 
Public participation in the Veach, Gillespie and Grant Creek Allotment planning effort has occurred 
throughout the anal rsis process. A general scoping letter was mailed on April 16 to 59 individuals and 
organizations. Resp Jnses were received from May 18 to June 18. The responses, and additional data 
collected during th( analysis process, resulted in the identification of one additional planning issues 
(Issue 4, grazing efi ects on the potential development of a wetland in the Cienega Pasture), and also 
resulted in the modification of one issue (see Section 1.E). A 30-day comment period will be provided 
for public review oJ • this Environmental Assessment. 
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Q SECTION 6 · - GLOSSARY 
Animal Month: A month's tenure on the range by one animal. In the case of the Veach, Gillespie and 
Grant Creek Allot! 1ents, one cow/calf pair equals one animal month, as the un-weaned calves do not 
directly consume r mge resources. 

Best Managemenl Practices (BMPs): Practices determined by the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Qu ility to be the most effective and practicable means of preventing or reducing 
pollution generate, . by non-point sources to a level compatible with water quality goals. In the case of 
grazing, these incl11de preparation of annual operating plans, monitoring, techniques to achieve proper 
distribution, and 01 b.er practices. 

Grazing Capabilit:J •: A qualitative expression of the ability of a land area to support grazing on a 
sustained-yield bas is, and the optimum use of that land area by grazing cattle. In the Veach, Gillespie 
and Grant Creek A .lotinents, slopes above 40% are not capable for grazing and have no capacity 
assigned, even th01 tgh light livestock use may occur in these areas. 

Grazing Suitabilit:J ·: A determination of whether livestock grazing is an appropriate use of capable 
rangeland, made di iring the Forest planning process and not during project-level analysis. 

Rangeland Condition: Rangeland condition is a subjective expression of the status or health of the 
vegetation and soil relative to their combined potential to produce a sound and stable biotic community. 

(-'; Soundness and stal ility are determined through analysis of composition, density and vigor of ilie 
- vegetation and phy1ical characteristics of the soil. 

Riparian Conditio1 1: - The following standards must be met in order for the area to be rated as 
satisfactory: 

• 80% of nan ral bank protection is present 
• 80% of nan ral shade over water is present in fish-bearing streams 
• Compositio 1 of sand, silt and clay is within 20% of natural levels in fish-bearing streams 
• 60% or m01 e of the woody stems are in three or more riparian tree species 
• At least tlm e age classes of riparian woody plants are present, with at least 10% of the woody 

plant cover :n sprouts, seedlings, and saplings of riparian species 
• 60% of nan: ral shrub and tree crown cover is present 
• 60% of nan ral shade over land surfaces is present 

Soil Condition: An evaluation of soil quality based on an interpretation of factors that affect vital soil 
functions. Ecologic al land units are assigned a soil condition category that is an indication of the status 
of soil functions. S, ,ii condition categories reflect soil disturbances resulting from both planned and 
unplanned events. l 'ollowing is a brief description of each soil condition category: 

a. Satisfactory - Inc icators signify that soil function is being sustained and soil is functioning properly 
and normally. The 11bility of soil to maintain resource values and sustain outputs is high. 
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!\ b. Impaired - Indic1 .tors signify a reduction of soil function. The ability of soil to function properly has Ill, been reduced and/a r there exists an increased vulnerability to degradation. 

c. Unsatisfactory - ndicators signify that loss of soil function has occurred. Degradation of vital soil 
functions result in 1 b.e inability of soil to maintain resource values, sustain outputs, and recover from 
impacts. 

Soil Quality: The c 1pacity of the soil to function within ecosystem boundaries to sustain biological 
productivity, maint. Lin environmental quality, and promote plant and animal health. 

Stream Condition ( Proper Functioning Condition): 

a. Functional: - rip1 .rian-wetland areas where there is adequate vegetation, landforrn, or large woody 
debris to: 

• Dissipate stl earn energy associated with high waterflow, thereby reducing erosion and improving 
water qualit r; 

• Filter sedim:nt, capture bedload, and aid floodplain development; 
• Improve flo, I-water retention and ground-water recharge; 
• Develop diverse ponding and channel characteristics to provide the habitat and the water depth, 

duration, an l temperature necessary for fish production, waterfowl breeding, and other uses; 
• Support gre: tter biodiversity . 

.. b. Functional-at ris c: - riparian-wetland areas that are in functional condition but an existing soil, water 
W or vegetation attrib11te makes them susceptible to degradation. 

c. Nonfunctional: - :iparian-wetland areas that clearly are not providing adequate vegetation, landforrn, 
or large woody deb1 is to meet the criteria listed for functional. 

Water Quality Lim/led: A water body that does not maintain surface water quality standards for its 
designated uses, an, I neither existing technology nor permit controls is sufficient to maintain water 
quality standards. I1. the case of water bodies within the project area, designated uses include aquatic and 
wildlife, partial body contact (non-swimming recreation), and agricultural livestock watering. 
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